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SCHEDULE 
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REPORTED  IN  THE  SEVERAL  VOLUMES  OF  OFFICIAL 

REPORTS  MAY  BE   FOUND. 


state  reporU  are  In  parenthMee,  and  the  numbers  of  this  series  la  bold-faced  fl^area 


ALABAMA.— (R3)  3;  (84)  5;  (85)  7;  (86)  11;  (87)  13;  (88)  16;  (89) 
18;  (90.  91)  24;  (92)  25;  (93)  30;  (94)  33;  (95)  36;  (96,  97)  38; 
(98)  39;  (99)  42;  (100,  101)  46;  (102)  48;  (103)  49;  (104,  105) 
53;  (106,  1U7,  108)  54;  (109,  110)  55;  (111)  56;  (112)  57;  (113) 
59;  (114)  62;  (115,  116)  67;  (118,  119)  72;  (120)  74;  (121)  77; 
(122,  ^2?,,  124,  125)  82;  (126,  127)  85;  (128)  86;  (129)  87;  (130) 
89;  (131,  132)  90;  (133)  91;  (134)  92;  (135)  93;  (136)  96;  (137) 
97;  (138)  100;  (139)  101;  (140)  103;  (141)  109;  (142)  110;  (143) 
111;   (144)   113;   (145)   117;   (146,  147)  119. 

ARKANSAS.— (48)  3;  (49)  4;  (50)  7;  (51)  14;  (52)  20;  (53)  22;  (54) 
26;  (55)  29;  (56)  35;  (57)  38;  (58)  41;  (59)  43;  (60)  46;  (61,  02) 
54;  (6:i)  58;  (64)  62;  (65)  67;  (66)  74;  (67)  77;  (68)  82;  (69)  86; 
(70)  91;  (71)  100;  (72)  105;  (73)  108;  (74)  109;  (75)  112; 
(76.  77)  113;  (78)  115;  (79).  116;  (80)  117;  (81,  82)  118;  (S3)  119; 
(84)    120. 

CALIFORNIA.— (72)  1;  (73)  2;  (74)  5;  (75)  7;  (76)  9;  (77)  11;  (78, 
79)  12;  (80)  13;  (81)  15;  (82)  16;  (83)  17;  (84)  18;  (85)  20;  (S'.i; 
21;  (87.  88)  22;  (89)  23;  (90,  91)  25;  (92,  93)  27;  (94)  28;  (95) 
29;  (96)  31;  (97)  33;  (98)  35;  (99)  37;  (100)  38;  (101)  40;  (102) 
41;  (103)  42;  (104)  43;  (105)  45;  (106)  46;  (107)  48;  (108)  49; 
(109)  50;  (110,  111)  52;  (112)  53;  (113)  54;  (114)  55;  (115) 
56;  (116)  58;  (117)  59;  (118)  62;  (119)  63;  (120)  65;  (121)  66; 
(122)  68;  (123)  69;  (124)  71;  (125)  73;  (126)  77;  (127)  78;  (IC'^, 
129)  79;  (130)  80;  (131)  82;  (132)  84;  (133)  85;  (134)  86;  (135) 
87;  (136)  89;  (137)  92;  (138)  94;  (139)  96;  (140)  98;  (141)  99; 
(142)  100;  (143)  101;  (144)  103;  (145)  104;  (146)  106;  (147)  109; 
(US)   113;   (149)  117;   (150)   119. 

COLOHADO.— (10)  3;  (11)  7;  (12)  13;  (13)  16;  (14)  20;  (15)  22; 
(16)  25;  (17)  31;  (18)  36;  (19)  41;  (20)  46;  (21)  52;  (22)  55; 
(23)  58;  (2-1)  65;  (25)  71;  (26)  77;  (27)  83;  (28)  89;  (29)  93; 
(;',n)  97;  (;;i)  102;  (32)  105;  (33)  108;  (34)  114;  (35)  117;  (30) 
118:    ''■'■: .   119:   '  :'.s)   120. 

CONXKC  TICUT.— (54)  1;  (55)  3;  (56)  7;  (57)  14;  (58)  18;  (59)  21; 
(61')  25;  (61)  29;  (62)  36;  (63)  38;  (64)  42;  (65)  48;  (66)  50; 
(CT)  52;  (rS)  57;  (69)  61;  (70)  66;  (71)  71;  (72)  77:  (73)  84; 
(7!)  92;   (75)  96;   (76)   100;   (77)  107;    (78)  112;   (79)   118. 

DKl.W  A  |;i:.— (5  Hdust.)  1;  (6  Honst.)  22;  (7  Houst.)  40;  (9  Hoiist.) 
43;  (1  .M;irv  )  65;  (2  Marv.)  69;  (1  Ponnewill)  73;  (2  Peinif  will) 
82;  :3  !',  nii.willj  94;  (4  l'(nntwill)  103;  (5  Pennewill)  119. 
FLOKIHA.— f22)  1;  (23)  11;  (24)  12;  (25,  26)  23;  (27)  26;  (28)  29; 
r2'.t,3n;  r3())  32;  (31)34;  (32)37;  (33)39;  (34)43;  (35)48;  (36) 
51;  (;!7^  53;  (38)  56;  (39)  63;  (40)  74;  (41)  79;  (42)  89;  (43) 
99;    (4;)    103;    (45,  46,  47)    110;    (4S,  49,  50)    111;    (51,  52)    120. 
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GEORGIA.— (76)  2;  (77)  4;  (78)  6;  (79)  11;  (80,  81)  12;  (82)  14; 
(83,  84)  20;  (85)  21;  (86)  22;  (87)  27;  (88)  30;  (89)  32;  (90)  35; 
(91,  92,  93)  44;  (94)  47;  (95,  96)  51;  (97)  54;  (98)  58;  (99)  59; 
(100)  62;  (101)  65;  (102)  66;  (103)  68;  (104)  69;  (105)  70;  (106) 
71;  (107)  73;  (108)  75;  (109)  77;  (110,  111)  78;  (112)  81;  (113) 
84;  (114)  88;  (115)  90;  (116)  94;  (117)  97;  (118)  98;  (119)  100; 
(120)  102;  (121)  104;  (122)  106;  (123)  107;  (124)  110;  (125) 
114;   (126)  115;   (127,  128)  119. 

IDAHO.— (2)  35;  (3,  4,  5)  95;  (6)  96;  (7)  97;  (8)  101;  (9)  108;  (10) 
109;  (11)  114;  (12)  118. 

ILLINOIS.— (121)  2;  (122)  3;  (123)  5;  (124)  7;  (125)  8;  (126)  9; 
(127)  11;  (128)  15;  (129)  16;  (130)  17;  (131)  19;  (132)  22;  (133, 
134)  23;  (135)  25;  (136)  29;  (137)  31;  (138,  139)  32;  (140,  141  » 
33;  (142)  34;  (143,  144,  145)  36;  (146,  147)  37;  (148)  39;  (149, 
150)  41;  (151)  42;  (152)  43;  (154)  45;  (153,  155)  46;  (156)  47; 
(157)  48;  (158)  49;  (159)  50;  (160,  161)  52;  (162)  53;  (163)  54; 
(164,  165)  56;  (166)  57;  (167)  59;  (168,  169)  61;  (170)  62;  (171) 
63;  (172,  173)  64,  (174)  66;  (175)  67;  (176)  68;  (177,  178)  69; 
(179)  70;  (180,  181)  72;  (182)  74;  (183,  184)  75;  (185)  76;  (186) 
78;  (187)  79;  (188)  80;  (189)  82;  (190)  83;  (191,  192)  85;  (193) 
86;  (194,  195)  88;  (196)  89;  (197)  90;  (198)  92;  (199,  200),  93; 
(201)  94;  (202)  95;  (203)  96;  (204,  205)  98;  (206.  207)  99;  (208) 
100;  (209)  101;  (210)  102;  (211,  212)  103;  (213)  104;  (214)  105; 
(215)  106;  (216,  217)  108;  (218,  219)  109;  (220)  110;  (221)  112; 
(222);  113;  (223)  114;  (224)  115;  (225)  116;  (226)  117;  (227)  118; 
(228)    119;    (229,  230)   120. 

INDIANA.— (112)  2;  (113)  3;  (114)  5;  (115)  7;  (116)  9;  (117,  118) 
10;  (119)  12;  (120,  121)  16;  (122)  17;  (123)  18;  (124)  19;  (125) 
21;  (126,  127)  22;  (128)  25;  (129)  28;  (130)  30;  (131)  31;  (132) 
82;  (133)  36;  (134)  39;  (135)  41;  (136)  43;  (137)  45;  (138)  46; 
(139)  47;  (140)  49;  (1,  2,  3  Ind.  App.;  141)  50;  (4,  5,  6  Ind.  App.; 
142)  51;  (7,  8  Ind.  App.;  143)  52;  (9,  10  Ind.  App.)  53;  (11  Ind. 
App.)  54;  (13  Ind.  App.;  144)  55;  (14  Ind.  App.)  56;  (15  Ind. 
App.;  145)  57;  (146)  58;  (16  Ind.  App.)  59;  (17  Ind.  App.)  60; 
(147,  148)  62;  (18  Ind.  App.;  149)  63;  (150;  19  Ind.  App.)  65; 
(20  Ind.  App.)  67;  (151)  68;  (21  Ind.  App.)  69;  (152)  71;  (22 
Ind.  App.)  72;  (153)  74;  (23  Ind.  App.;  154)  77;  (24  Ind.  App.) 
79;  (155)  80;  (25  Ind.  App.)  81;  (156)  83;  (26  Ind.  App.)  84; 
(157;  27  Ind.  App.)  87;  (28  Ind.  App.)  91;  (158)  92;  (29  Ind. 
App.)  94;  (159)  95;  (30  Ind.  App.)  96;  (160)  98;  (31  Ind.  App.) 
99;  (161)  100;  (32  Ind.  App.;  162)  102;  (33  Ind.  App.)  104;  (163) 
106;  (34  Ind.  App.)  107;  (164)  108;  (35  Ind.  App.)  Ill;  (165) 
112;  (36  Ind.  App.)  114;  (37  Ind.  App.;  166)  117;  (167)  119;  (168) 
120. 

IOWA.— (72)  2;  (73)  5;  (74)  7;  (75)  9;  (76,  77)  14;  (78)  16;  (79) 
18;  (80)  20;  (81)  25;  (82)  31;  (83)  32;  (84)  35;  (85)  39;  (86) 
41;  (87)  43;  (88)  45;  (89,  90),  48;  (91)  51;  (92)  54;  (93)  57; 
(94,  95)  58;  (96,  97)  59;  (98)  60;  (99)  61;  (100)  62;  (101,  102) 
63;  (103)  64;  (104)  65;  (105)  67;  (106)  68;  (107)  70;  (108)  75; 
(109)  77;  (110)  80;  (111)  82;  (112)  84;  (113)  86;  (114)  89;  (115) 
91;  (116)  93;  (117)  94;  (118)  96;  (119)  97;  (120)  98;  (121)  100; 
(122,  123)  101;  (124)  104;  (125,  126)  106;  (127)  109;  (128)  111; 
(129)   113;    (130)   114;   (131)   117;    (132,  133)   119;   (134)   120. 

KANSAS.— (37)  1;  (38)  5;  (39)  7;  (40)  10;  (41)  13;  (42)  16;  (43) 
19;  (44)  21;  (45)  23;  (46)  26;  (47)  27;  (48)  30;  (49)  33;  (50) 
34;  (51)  37;  (52)  39;  (53)  42;  (54)  45;  (55)  49;  (56)  54;  (57) 
57;   (58)  62;   (59)   68;    (00)  72;   (61)  78;    (62)  84;    (63)   88;    (64) 
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91;    (0-))   93;    (OH)   97;    (67)   100;    (fi8)   104;    (69)   105;   (70)  109; 

(71)  114;  (72)  115;  (73)  117;  (74)  118. 

KENTliCKY.— (H.'J,  84)  4;  (85)  7;  (86)  9;  (87)  12;  (88)  21;  (89)  25; 
(!)())  29;  (91)  34;  (92)  36;  (93)  40;  (94)  42;  (95)  44;  (96)  43; 
(97)  53;  (98)  56;  (99)  59;  (100)  66;  (101)  72;  n02)  80;  (103) 
82;   (104)  84;   (105)  88;   (106)  90;   (107)  92;   (108)  94;   (109)   95; 

(110)  96;  (111)  98;  (112)  99;  (113)  101;  (114)  102;  (115)  103: 
(116)   105;    (117,  118)   111;    (119)   115;    (120)   117. 

LOUISIANA.— (39  La.  Ann.)  4;  (40  La.  Ann.)  8;  (4i  La.  Ann.)  17; 
(42  La.  Ann.)  21;  (43  La.  Ann.)  26;  (44  La.  Ann.)  32;  (45  La. 
Ann.)  40;  (4(5,  47  La.  Ann.)  49;  (48  La,  Ann.)  55;  (49  La.  Ann.) 
62;  (50  La.  Ann.)  69;  (51  La.  Ann.)  72;  (52  La.  Ann.)  78;  (104) 
81;   (105)  83;   (106)  87;   (107)  90;    (108)  92;   (109)  94;   (110)  9S; 

(111)  100;  (112,  113)  104;  (114)  108;  (115)  112;  (116)  114;  (115, 
117)   116;   (118)   118. 

MAINE.— (79)  1;    (80)  6;   (81)  10;   (82)  17;   (83)  23;    (84)  30;   (85) 

35;   (86)  41;   (87)  47;   (88)  51;    (89)  56;   (90)  60;    (91)  64;   (92) 

69;  (93)  74;  (94)  80;  (95)  85;  (96)  90;  (97)  94;  (98)  99;  (99) 
105;  (100)  109;  (101)  115;  (102)  120. 

MARYLAND.— (67)   1;    (68)  6;    (69)  9;    (70)   14;    (71)   17;  (72)   20; 

(73)  25;    (74)   28;    (75)   32;    (76)   35;    (77)   39;    (78)   44;  (80)   45; 

(79)  47;  (81)  48;  (82)  51;  (83)  55;  (84)  57;  (85)  60;  (86)  63; 
(87)  67;  (88)  71;  (89)  73;  (90)  78;  (91)  80;  (92)  84;  (93)  86; 
(94)  89;  (95)  93;  (96)  94;  (97)  99;  (98)  103;  (99)  105;  (100)  108; 
(101)  109;  (102)  111;  (103)  115;  (104)  118. 

MASSACHUSETTS.- (145)  1;  (146)  4;  (147)  9;  (148)  12;  (149) 
14;  (150)  15;  (151)  21;  (152)  23;  (153)  25;  (154)  26;  (155)  31; 
(156)  32;  (157)  34;  (158)  35;  (159)  38;  (160)  39:  (161)  42;  (162) 
44;  (163)  47;  (164)  49;  (165)  52;  (166)  55;  (167)  57;  (168)  60; 
(169;  61;  (170)  64;  (171)  68;  (172)  70;  (173)  73;  (174)  75;  (175) 
78;  (176)  79;  (177)  83;  (178)  86;  (179)  88;  (180)  91;  (181)  92; 
(182)  94;  (183)  97;  (184)  100;  (185)  102;  (186)  104;  (187)  105; 
(LSS)  108;  (189)  109;  (190)  112;  (191)  114;  (192)  116;  (193)  118; 
(194)   120. 

MICHIGAN.— (60,  61)  1;  (62)  4;  (63)  6;  (64,  65)  8;  (66,  67)  11;  (OS, 
69,  75)  13;  (70)  14;  (71,  76)  15;  (72,  73,  74)  16;  (77,  78>  18;  (79) 
19;  (80)  20;  (81,  82,  83)  21;  (84)  22;  (85,  86,  87)  24;  (88)  26; 
(89)  28;  (90,  91)  SO;  (92)  31;  (93)  32;  (94)  34;  (95,  96)  35;  (97) 
37;  (98)  39;  (99)  41;  (100)  43;  (101)  45;  (102)  47;  (103)  50; 
(104)  53;  (105)  55;  (106)  58;  (107)  61;  (108)  62;  (109)  63;  (110) 
64;  (111)  66;  (112,  113)  67;  (114)  68;  (115)  69;  (116,  117)  72; 
(118)  74;  (119)  75;  (120)  77;  (121,  122)  80;  (123)  81;  (124)  83; 
(125^  84;  (126)  86;  (127)  89;  (128)  92;  (129)  95;  (130)  97; 
(131)  100;  (132)  102;  (133)  103;  (134)  104;  (135)106;  (137)  109; 
(138)  110;  (139)  111;  (136,140)  112;  (141,142)  113;  (143)  114; 
(144)  115;   (145)  116;  (146)  117;  (147,  148)  118;   (149)  119. 

MINNESOTA.— (3G)  1;  (37)  5;  (38)  8;  (39,  49)  12;  (41)  16;  (42)  18; 
(43)  19;  (44)  20;  C45)  22;  (46)  24;  (47)  28;  (48)  31;  (49)  32; 
(50)  36;  (51,  52)  38;  (53)  39;  (54)  40;  (55)  43;  (56)  45;  (57) 
47;  (58)  49;  (59)  50;  (60)  51;  (61)  52;  (62)  54;  (63)  56;  (64) 
58;    (05)    60;    (G6)    61;    (67,   68)    64;    (69)    65;    (70)    68;    (71)    70; 

(72)  71;    (73)   72;    (,74)   73;    (75)   74;    (76,   77)    77;    (78,   79)    70; 

(80)  81;  (81,  82)  83;  (83)  85;  (84)  87;  (85)  89;  (86)  91;  (87) 
94;  (8S)  97;  (89)  99;  (90)  101;  (91)  103;  (92)  104;  C98)  106; 
(94)  110;  ('.).!)  Ill;  (96)  113;  (97)  114;  (98,  99)  116;  (ijU)  117; 
(101)  118;  ('.i5,  102)  120. 
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MISSTSSIl^n.— (65)  7;  (b'6)  14;  (67)  19;  (68)  24;  (69)  30;  (70)  85; 

(71)  42;  (72)  48;   (73)  55;   (74)  60;   (75)  65;   (76)  71;    (77)  78; 

(78)  84;  (79)  89;  (80)  92;  (81)  95;  (82)  100;  (83)  102;  (84)  105; 

(85)  107;  (8G)  109;  (87)  112;  (88)  117;  (89)  119. 
MISSOURI.— (92)  1;   (93)  3;    (94)  4;   (95)  6;   (96)  9;   (97)  10;   (98) 

14;  (99)  17;  (100)  18;   (101)  20;  (102)  22;  (103)  23;   (104,  105) 

24;   (106)  27;   (107)  28;   (108,  109)  32;   (110,  111)  33;   (112)  34; 

(113,  114)  35;  (115)  37;  (116,  117)  38;   (118)  40;   (119,  120)  41; 

(121)  42;  (122)  43;  (123)  45;  (124,  125)  46;  (126)  47;  (127)  48; 

(128)  49;  (129)  50;  (130)  51;  (131)  52;  (132)  63;  (133)  54;  (134) 

66;  (135,  136)  rS;  (137)  59;  (138)  60;   (139)  61;   (140)  62;   (141, 

142)  64;   (143)  65;   (144)  66;   (145)  68;   (146)  69;   (147,  148)  71; 

(149,  150)  73;  (151)  74;  (152)  75;  (153,  154)  77;  (155)  78;   (156) 

79;   (157)  80;   (158,  159)  81;   (160)  83;   (161)  84;   (162,  163)  85; 

(164)  86;  (165)  88;  (166)  89;  (167,  168)  90;  (169)  92;  (170,  171) 

«4;  (172)  95;  (173)  96;  (174,  175)  97;  (176)  98;   (177)  99;   (178, 

179)  101;  (180,  181,  182)  103;  (183,  184,  185,  186)  105;  (187)  106; 

(188,  189)  107;   (190,  191)  109;   (192)  111;   (193,  194)  112;   (195, 

196)  113;  (197)  114;  (198)  115;  (199)  116;  (200)  118;  (201,  202) 

119;  (203,  204,  205)  120. 
MONTANA.— (9)   18;   (10)  24;   (11)  28;   (12)  33;    (13)  40;   (14)  43; 

(15)  48;  (16)  50;   (17)  52;   (18)  56;   n9)  61;   (20)  63;   (21)   69; 

(22)  74;  (23)  76;   (24)  81;   (25)  87;   (26>  91;   (27)  94;    (28)  98; 

(29)  101;  (30)  104;  (31)  107;  (32)  108;  (33)  114;  (34)  115;  (35) 

119. 

NEBRASKA.— (22)  3;  (23,  24)  8;  (25)  13;  (26)  18;  (27)  20;  (28,  29) 
26;  (30)  27;  (31)  28;  (32,  33)  29;  (34)  33;  (35)  37;  (36)  38; 
(37)  40;  (38)  41;  (39,  40)  42;  (41)  43;  (42,  43)  47;  (44)  48; 
(45,  46)  50;  (47)  53;  (47,  48)  58;  (49)  59;  (50)  61;  (51,  52) 
66;  (53)  68;  (54)  69;  (55)  70;  (56)  71;  (57)  73:  (58)  76;  (59) 
80;  (60)  83;  (61)  87;  (62)  89;  (63)  93;  (64)  97;  (65)  101;  (66) 
103;  (67)  108;  (68)  110;  (69)  111;  (70)  113;  (71)  115;  (72)  117; 
(73)  119. 

NEVADA.— (19)  3;  (20)  19;  (21)  37;  (22)  58;  (23)  62;  (24)  77; 
(25)  83;   (26)  99;   (27)    103;  (28)   113. 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE.— (64)  10;  (62)  13;  (65)  23;  (66)  49;  (67)  68; 
(68)  73;   (69)  76;  (70)  85;   (71)  93;   (72)  101;   (73)  111. 

NEW  .TERSEY.- (43  N.  J.  Eq.)  3;  (44  N.  J.  Eq.)  6;  (50  N.  J.  L.)  7; 
(51  N.  J.  L.;  45  N.  J.  Eq.)  14;  (46  N.  J.  Eq.;  52  N.  J.  L.)  19; 
(47  N.  J.  Eq.)  24;  (53  N.  J.  L.)  26;  (48  N.  J.  Eq.)  27;  (49  N. 
J.  Eq.)  31;  (54  N.  J.  L.)  33;  (50  N.  J.  Eq.)  35;  (55  N.  J.  L.) 
39;  (51  N.  J.  Eq.)  40;  (56  N.  J.  L.)  44;  (52  N.  J.  Eq.)  46;  (57 
N.  J.  L.;  53  N.  J.  Eq.)  51;  (54  N.  J.  Eq.;  58  N.  J.  L.)  55;  (59  N. 
J.  L.)  59;  (55  N.  J.  Eq.)  62;  (60  N.  J.  L.)  64;  (56  N.  J.  Eq.)  67; 
(61  N.  J.  L.)  68;  (62  N.  J.  L.)  72;  (57  N.  J.  Eq.)  73;  (G3  N.  J. 
L.)  76;  (58  N.  J.  Eq.)  78;  (64  N.  J.  L.)  81;  (59,  60  N.  J.  Eq.) 
83;  (65  N.  J.  L.)  86;  (61  N.  J.  Eq.;  66  N.  J.  L.)  88;  (62  N.  .1. 
Eq.)  90;  (67  N.  J.  L.)  91;  (63  N.  J.  Eq.)  92;  (68  N.  J.  L.)  96; 
(64  N.  J.  Eq.)  97;  (69  N.  J.  L.)  101;  (65  N.  J.  Eq.,-  70  N.  J.  L.) 
103;  (66  N.  J.  Eq.)  105;  (71  N.  J.  L.)  108;  (67  N.  J.  Eq.)  110; 
(68  N.  J.  Eq.;  72  N.  J.  L.)  Ill;  (69  N.  J.  Eq.)  115;  (73  N.  J.  L.; 
70  N.  J.  Eq.)  118. 

NEW  YORK.— (107)  1;  (108)  2;  (109)  4;  (110)  6;  (111)  7;  (112)  8; 
(113)  10;  (114)  11;  (115)  12;  (116,  117)  15;  (118,  119)  16;  (120) 
17;  (121)  18;  (122)  19;  (123)  20;  (124,  125)  21;   (126)  22;  (127) 
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24;  (128,  129)  26;  (130,  131)  27;  (132,  133)  28;  (134)  30;  (135) 
81;  (136)  32;  (137)  33;  (138)  34;  (139)  36;  (140)  37;  (141)  38; 
(142)  40;  (143)  42;  (144)  43;  (145)  45;  (146)  48;  (147)  49;  (148) 
51;  (149)  52;  (150)  55;  (151)  56;  (152)  57;  (153)  60;  (154)  61; 
(155)  63;  (156)  66;  (157)  68;  (158,  159)  70;  (160)  73;  (161,  162) 
76;  (163,  164)  79;  (165)  80;  (166,  167)  82;  (1C8)  85;  (169,  170) 
88;  (171)  89;  (172)  92;  (173)  93;  (174)  95;  (175)  96;  (176)  98; 
(177)  101;  (178)  102;  (179)  103;  (180)  105;  (181)  106;  (182)  108; 
(1S3)   111;   (184)  112;   (185)  113;   (186,  187)  116;   (188)  117. 

NORTH  CAROLINA.— (97,  98)  2;  (99,  100)  6;  (101)  9;  (102)  11; 
(103)  14;  (104)  17;  (105)  18;  (106)  19;  (107)  22;  (108)  23; 
(109)  26;  (110)  28;  (111)  32;  (112)  34;  (113)  37;  (114)  41;  (115) 
44;  (116)  47;  (117)  53;  (118)  54;  (119)  56;  (120)  58;  (121)  61; 
(122)  65;  (123)  68;  (124)  70;  (125)  74;  (126)  78;  (127)  80; 
(128)  83;  (129)  85;  (130)  89;  (131)  92;  (132)  95;  (133)  98; 
(1.34)  101;  (135)  102;  (136)  103;  (137,138)  107;  (139,140)  111; 
(137,  141,  142)  115;  (143)  118;   (144)  119. 

NORTH  DAKOTA.— (1)  26;  (2)  33;  (3)  44;  (4)  50;  (5)  .57;  (6,  7) 
66;  (8)  73;  (9)  81;  (10)  88;  (11)  95;  (12)  102;  (13)  112;  (14)  116. 

OHIO.— (45  Ohio  St.)  4;  (46  Ohio  St.)  15;  (47  Ohio  St.)  21;  (48  Ohio 
St.)  29;  (49  Ohio  St.)  34;  (50  Ohio  St.)  40;  (51  Ohio  St.)  46; 
(52  Ohio  St.)  49;  (53  Ohio  St.)  53;  (54  Ohio  St.)  56;  (55,  56 
Ohio  St.)  60;  (57  Ohio  St.)  63;  (58  Ohio  St.)  65;  (59  Ohio  St.) 
69;  (60  Ohio  St.)  71;  (61  Ohio  St.)  76;  (62  Ohio  St.)  78;  (63 
Ohio  St.)  81;  (64  Ohio  St.)  83;  (65  Ohio  St.)  87;  (66  Ohio  St.) 
90;  (67  Ohio  St.)  93;  (68  Ohio  St.)  96;  (69  Ohio  St.)  100;  (70 
Ohio  St.)  101;  (71  Ohio  St.)  104;  (72  Ohio  St.)  106;  (73  Ohio  St.) 
112;  (74  Ohio  St.)  113;  (75  Ohio  St.)  116;  (76  Ohio  St.)  118. 

OREGON.- (15)  3;  (16)  8;  (17)  11;  (18)  17;  (19)  20;  (20)  23;  (21) 
28;  (22)  29;  (23)  37;  (24)  41;  (25)  42;  (26)  46;  (27)50;  (28) 
52;  (29)  54;  (30)  60;  (31)  65;  (32)  67;  (33)  72;  (34)  75;  (35) 
76;  (36)  78;  (37)  82;  (38)  84;  (39)  87;  (40)  91;  (41)  93;  (42), 
95;  (43)  99;  (44)  102;  (45)  106;   (46,  47)  114;   (48)  120. 

PENNSYLVANIA.— (115,  116,  117  Pa.  St.)  2;  (118,  119  Pa.  St.)  4; 
(120,  121  Pa.  St.)  6;  (122  Pa.  St.)  9;  (123,  124  Pa.  St.)  10;  (125 
Pa.  St.)  11;  (126  Pa.  St.)  12;  (127  P*.  St.)  14;  (128,  129  Pa.  St.) 
15;  (130,  131  Pa.  St.)  17;  (132,  133,  134  Pa.  St.)  19;  (135,  136 
Pa.  St.)  20;  (137,  138  Pa.  St.)  21;  (139,  140,  141  Pa.  St.)  23; 
(142,  143  Pa.  St.)  24;  (144,  145  Pa.  St.)  27;  (146  Pa.  St.)  28; 
(147,  150  Pa.  St.)  30;  (151  Pa.  St.)  31;  (148  Pa.  St.)  33;  (149, 
152,  153  Pa.  St.)  34;  (154,  155  Pa.  St.)  35;  (156  Pa.  St.)  36; 
(157  Pa.  St.)  37;  (158  Pa.  St.)  38;  (159  Pa.  St.)  39;  (160  Pa. 
St.)  40;  (161  Pa.  St.)  41;  (162  Pa.  St.)  42;  (163  Pa.  St.)  43; 
(164,  165  Pa.  St.)  44;  (166  Pa.  St.)  45;  (167  Pa.  St.)  46;  (168, 
169  Pa.  St.)  47;  (170,  171  Pa.  St.)  50;  (172,  173  Pa.  St.)  51; 
(174,  175  Pa.  St.)  52;  (176  Pa.  St.)  53;  (177  Pa.  St.)  55;  (178 
Pa.  St.)  56;  (179,  180  Pa.  St.)  57;  (181  Pa.  St.)  59;  (182  Pa. 
St.)  61;  (183,  184  Pa.  St.)  63;  (185  Pa.  St.)  64;  (186  Pa.  St.) 
65;  (187  Pa.  St.)  67;  (188  Pa.  St.)  68;  (189  Pa.  St.)  69;  (190 
Pa.  St.)  70;  (191  Pa.  St.)  71;  (192  Pa.  St.)  73;  (193  Pa.  St.)  74; 
(194  Pa.  St.)  75;  (195  Pa.  St.)  78;  (196  Pa.  St.)  79;  (197  Pa. 
St.)   80;    (198  Pa.  St.)   82;    (199  Pa.  St.)   85;    (195,  200  Pa.  St.) 
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86;    (201  Pa.  St.)   88;    (202  Pa.  St.)   90;    (203,  204  Pa.   St.)   93; 

(205   Pa.  St.)   97;    (206  Pa.  St.)   98;    (207   Pa.  St.)   99;    (208   Pa. 

St.)  101;  (209  Pa.  St.)  103;  (210  Pa.  St.)  105;  (211  Pa.  St.)  107; 

(212  Pa.  St.)  108;    (2i;{   Pa.   St.)    110;    (214  Pa.   St.)    112;    (215 

Pa.  St.)  114;  (216  Pa.  St.)  116;   (217  Pa.  St.)  118;  (217,  218  Pa. 

St.)  120. 
EHODE  ISLAND.— (15)  2;  (16)  27;  (17)  33;  (18)  49;   (19)  61;  (20) 

78;  (21)  79;  (22)    84;  (23)  91;  (24)  96;  (25)  105;  (26)  106;  (27) 

114. 
SOUTH  CAKOLINA.— (26)  4;  (27,  28,  29)  13;   (30)  14;   (31,  32)  17; 

(33)  26;   (34)  27;   (35)  28;   (36)  31;    (37)  34;   (38)  37;   (39)  39; 

(40)  42;   (41)  44;   (42)   46;   (43)  49;    (44)   51;   (4")   55;    (46)  57; 

(47)  58;   (48)  59;   (49)  61;   (50)  62;   (51)  64;   (52)  68;   (53)   69; 

(54)  71;  (55)  74;  (56,  57)  76;  (58)  79;  (59)  82;  (60,  61)  85;   (62) 

89;    (63)    90;    (64)    92;    (65)    95;    (66)    97;    (67)    100;    (68)    102; 

(69)   104;   (70)  106;   (71)  110;   (73,  74)  114;   (75)   117. 
SOUTH  DAKOTA.— (1)  36;   (2)  39;  (3)  44;  (4)  46;   (5)  49;  (6)  55; 

(7)  58;  (8)  59;  (9)  62;  (10)  66;  (11)  74;  (12)  76;   (13)  79;  (14) 

86;  (15)  91;  (16)  102;  (17)  106;  (18)  112;  (19)  117. 
TENNESSEE.— (85)  4;   (86)  6;   (87)  10;   (88)  17;   (89)  24;   (90)  25; 

(91)  30;   (92)  36;   (93)  42;   (94)  45;   (95)  49;   (96)   54;   (97)   56; 

(98)  60;  (99)  63;  (100)  66;   (101)  70;  (102)  73;  (103)  76;   (104) 

78;  (105)  80;  (106)  82;  (107)  89;  (108)  91;  (109)  97;  (110)  100; 

(111)  102;   (112)  105;     (113)   106;    (114)   108;    (115)   112;   (116) 

115;  (117)  119. 
TEXAS.— (68)   2;    (69;  24  Tex.  App.)   5;    (70;   25,  26  Tex.  App.)   8; 

(71)  10;   (27  Tex.  App.)   11;   (72)   13;   (73,  74)   15;   (75)   16;   (76) 

18;   (77;  28  Tex.  App.)  19;   (78)  22;   (79)  23;   (29  Tex.  App.)  25; 

(80,  81)  26;   (82)  27;   (30  Tex.  App.)  28;   (83)  29;   (84)  31;    (85) 

84;    (31  Tex.  Gr.  Eep.;  86)   37;    (86;   32  Tex.  Cr.   Rep.;   40;    (87; 

33   Tex.   Cr.  Rep.)    47;    (34  Tex.   Cr.   Rep.;    88)    53;    (89,   90)    59; 

(35  Tex.  Cr.  Rep.)   60;    (36  Tex.   Cr.  Rep.)   61;    (91;   37  Tex.  Cr. 

Rep.)    66;    (38   Tex.   Cr.   Rep.)    70;    (92)   71;    (39   Tex.   Cr.    Rep.) 

73;    (40  Tex.  Cr.  Rep.)   76;    (93)   77;    (94)   86;    (95)   93;    (41,  42, 

43  Tex.  Cr.  Rep.)  96;   (96)  97;   (44  Tex.  Cr.  Rep.)  100;   (97)  104; 

(98)  107;   (45,  46  Tex.  Cr.  Eep.)  108. 
UTAH.- (13)  57;    (14)  60;   (15)  62;   (16)   67;   (17)  70;   (18)  72;   (19) 

75;  (20)  77;  (21)  81;  (22)  83;  (23)  90;  (24)  91;  (25)  95;  (26)  99; 

(27)   101;   (28)  107;  (29)  110;   (30)  116;   (31)  120. 
VERMONT.— (60)   6;    (61)   15;    (62)   22;    (63)   25;    (64)   33;    (65)   36; 

(66)   44;    (67)  48;   (68)   54;    (69)   60;    (70)   67;    (71)   76;    (72)   82; 

(73)  87;  (74)  93;  (75)  98;  (76)  104;  (77)  107;  (78)  112;  (79)  118. 
VIRCiNlA.— (82)    3;    (83)    5;    (84)    10;    (85)    17;    (86)    19;    (87>    24; 

(88)   29;    (89)   37;    (90)   44;    (91)   50;    (92)   53;    (93)   57;    (94,  95) 

64;  (96)  70;  (97)  75;  (98)  81;  (99)  86;  (100)  93;  (101)  99;  (102) 

102;  (103)  106;  (104)  113;  (105)  115;  (106)  117. 
WASHINGTON.— (1)  22;  (2)  26;  (3)  28;  (4)  31;  (5)  34;  (6)  36;   (7) 

38;   (8)  40;   (9)  43;   (10)  45;   (11)  48;   (12)  50;   (13)  52;   (14)  53; 

(15)  55;   (16)   58;   (17)   61;    (18)   63;    (19)   67;    (20)   72;    (21)   75; 

/oo\     r?n.      /oo\     oo .      /o<\     oc .      /or:\     ot  .      /c>a\     r»n .      /nr-\     r\-t  .      ^^^^      ^^v 


(44)  120. 

WEST  VIRGINIA.— (29)   6;   (30)   8;    (31)   13;    (32,  33)  25;    (34)  26; 

(35)  29;  (36)  32;   (37)  38;   (38,  .39)  45;   (40)  52;   (41)  56;   (42)  57; 

(43)  64;    (44)  67;   (45)  72;   (46)  76;   (47)  81;   (48)  86;    (49)  87; 
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(50)  88;   (51)  90;  (52)  94;  (53)  97;  (54)  102;   (55)  104; (56)   107; 

(57)  110;  (58)  112;   (59)  115;   (60)  116. 
"WISCON8IN.— (69)  2;   (70,  71)  5;   (72)  7;    (73)  9;   (74,  75)  17;    (76, 

77)   20;    (78)   23;    (79)   24;    (8U)   27;    (81)   29;    (82)    33;    (83)   35; 

(84)   36;    (85,  86)   39;    (87)   41;    (88)   43;    (89)   46;    (90)   48;    (91) 

51;   (92)  53;   (93)  57;   (94)  59;   (95)  60;   (96,  97)  65;   (98,  99)  67; 

(lUO)  69;  (101)  70;  (102)  72;   (103)  74;   (104,  105)  76;   (106)  80; 

(107,  luS)  81;   (109)  83;   (110)  84;   (111)  87;   (112)  88;   (113)  90; 

(114)   91;    (115)    95;    (116)    96;    (117)    98;    (118)    99;    (119)    100; 

(120)  102;  (121)  105;  (122)  106;  (123)  107;  (124)  109;  (125,126) 

110;   (125,  127)  115;   (128,  129)   116;   (130)  118;    (131)   120. 
WYOMING.— (3)  31;  (4)  62;  (5)  63;  (6)  71;  (7)  76;  (8)  80;  (9)  87; 

(10)  98;  (11)  100;  (12)  109;  (13).  110;  (14)  116. 
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HARE   V.    SHAW. 

[84  Ark.  32,  104  S.  W.  931.]  ' 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD — Collateral  Attack  upon  Guardian- 
ship.— In  an  action  by  the  guardian  of  a  person  of  unsound  mind  in 
the  name  and  for  the  benefit  of  his  ward,  such  ward  cannot  by  next 
friend  appear  and  challenge  the  appointment  of  the  guardian,  when 
such  appointment  and  the  letters  of  guardianship  are  prima  facie 
regular,     (p.  19.) 

JURISDICTION. — The  Probate  Courts  of  Arkansas  are  superior 
courts  with  limited  jurisdiction,  and  judgments  rendered  in  the  exer- 
cise of  such  jurisdiction  cannot  be  called  into  question  collaterally, 
(p.  19.) 

JURISDICTION  Presumed  in  the  Appointment  of  a  Guardian. 
Where  the  record  of  the  court  is  silent  upon  the  subject,  it  must  be 
presumed,  in  support  of  the  appointment  of  the  guardian  of  a  person 
of  unsound  mind,  that  the  court  inquired  into  the  condition  of  the 
alleged  imbecile  and  found  him  to  be  of  unsound  mind,  and  took  all 
necessary  steps  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  his  person,     (p.  20.) 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR— New  Trial,  Motion  for,  When  not 
Necessary. — A  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  not  necessary  in  a  case  where 
an  action  is  commenced  by  a  guardian  and  dismissed  because  of  his 
want  of  authority  to  bring  it,  if  the  evidence  upon  which  the  dis- 
missal rested  was  brought  up  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,     (p.  20.) 

"Winchester   &    Martin,    for   the    appellant. 

Ira  D.  Oglesby,  for  the  appellee. 

32  :,IcCULLOCH,  J.  A.  A.  McDonald,  as  guaraian  of 
the  person  and  estate  of  Ella  Hare,  a  person  of  unsound 
mind,  instituted  in  the  circuit  court  of  Sebastian  county 
on  behalf  of  his  said  ward  an  action  against  Tillman  Shaw, 
to  recover  possession  of  certain  tracts  or  lots  of  real  estate 
situated  in  the  city  of  Fort  Smith  alleged  to  be  the  property 
of  said  Avard  and  wrongfully  in  the  possession  of  said  de- 
fendant.    He    also    instituted    five   similar   actions   against 
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certain  other  persons  to  recover  from  them  other  tracts 
or  lots  of  real  estate  alleged  to  be  the  property  of  said 
Ella  Hare. 

A  short  time  before  the  commencement  of  these  actions 
William  L.  Euper,  as  next  friend  of  said  Ella  Plare,  alleg- 
ing that  she  was  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  instituted  sep- 
arate action  against  Shaw  and  the  other  defendants  to  re- 
cover the  same  real  estate. 

Said  Euper,  as  next  friend,  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  this 
action  and  also  filed  similar  motions  in  the  other  actions  in- 
stituted "^  by  said  guardian,  on  the  ground  that  said  guard- 
ian had  not  been  legally  appointed  as  such,  and  had  no 
authority  to  maintain  the  action  on  behalf  of  said  Ella 
Ilare.  The  alleged  ground  of  attack  upon  the  appoint- 
ment of  McDonald  by  the  probate  court  is  that  the  court 
made  the  appointment  and  issued  the  letters  of  guardianship 
without  first  having  caused  Ella  Hare  to  be  brought  before 
the  court,  and  without  having  first  adjudged  her  to  be  of 
unsound  mind.  McDonald,  as  guardian,  thereupon  filed  a 
motion  in  each  of  the  actions  instituted  by  Euper  as  next 
fi-iend  to  dismiss  them  on  the  ground  that  he  (McDonald) 
had  been  duly  appointed  by  the  probate  court  of  Sebastian 
county  guardian  of  said  Ella  Hare,  and  that  the  actions 
had  boon  improperly  brought  by  the  next  friend.  The  at- 
torneys representing  McDonald  in  the  actions  instituted  by 
him,  and  the  attorney  of  Euper  in  the  actions  which  he 
had  instituted,  filed  a  written  stipulation  to  the  eiiPect  that 
the  decision  upon  the  motion  in  this  case  should  control 
the  disposition  of  the  other  cases. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  motion  the  defendant  Sha.Av  joined 
in  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  case,  and  the  court  sustained 
the  motion  and  dismissed  the  action  on  the  ground  that 
.McDonald  had  not  been  legally  appointed  guardian  of  Ella 
Hare,  and  that  another  action  against  the  defendant  for 
the  same  land  had  been  instituted  for  Ella  Hare  by  Euper 
as  next  friend. 

^Mcl^onald  thereupon  prayed  an  appeal  to  this  court  for 
Ills  ward,  which   was  granted. 

"''"*  The  questions  presented  are  whether,  in  an  action 
instituted  by  the  guardian  of  a  person  of  unsound  mind 
in  the  name  and  for  the  benefit  of  his  ward,  such  ward 
can  appear  by  next  friend  and  challenge  the  legality  of  his 
appoiii'tmunt  as  guardian  and  letters  of  guardianship  where 
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tliey  are  prima  facie  regular;  and,  next,  whether  the  guard- 
ian's appointment  and  letters  in  this  ease  are  legally  suffi- 
cient to  withstand  a  collateral  attack  upon  them. 

The  first  question  can  be  readily  answered  in  the  nega- 
tive. Probate  courts  are,  under  the  constitution  and  laws 
of  this  ^^  state,  superior  courts  within  the  limited  juris- 
diction assigned  to  them,  and  judgments  rendered  in  the 
exercise  of  such  jurisdiction  cannot  be  called  in  question 
collaterally :  Borden  v.  State,  11  Ark.  519,  44  Am.  Dec.  214 ; 
i\Iontgomery  v.  Johnson,  31  Ark.  74;  Adams  v.  Thomas, 
44  Ark.  267;  Apel  v.  Kelscy,  52  Ark.  341,  20  Am.  St. 
Rop.  183,  12  S.  W.  703 ;  Alexander  v.  Hardin,  54  Ark.  480, 
16  S.  W.  464;  Blevins  v.  Case,  66  Ark.  416.  51  S.  W.  65; 
Jackson  v.  Gorman,  70  Ark.  88,  66  S.  W.  346. 

Under  the  constitution,  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  vested 
in  the  courts  of  probate  in  "matters  relative  to  the  pro- 
bate of  wills,  the  estate  of  deceased  person,  executurs,  ad- 
ministrators, guardians  and  persons  of  unsound  mind  and 
their  estates":  Const.  1874,  art.  7,  sec.  34.  The  records  of 
the  probate  court  relative  to  appointment  of  a  guardian 
of  the  said  Ella  Hare,  introduced  in  evidence  in  the  court 
below  on  the  hearing  of  this  motion,  show  that  in  October, 
1894,  one  Matthew  Grey  presented  to  the  probate  court 
of  Sebastian  county  his  petition  for  appointment  as  guard- 
ian of  Ella  Hare.  The  court  entered  a  judgment  grant- 
ing the  prayer  of  the  petition  and  ordering  the  issuance 
of  letters  of  guardianship,  which  was  done,  upon  the  exe- 
cution and  approval  of  the  bond.  In  January,  1904,  an- 
other guardian  was  appointed  in  the  place  of  Grey,  and  in 
May,  1905,  on  presentation  of  a  petition  alleging  that  Ella 
Hare  was  a  person  of  unsound  mind  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered appointing  McDonald  as  her  guardian,  and  letters 
of  guardianship  in  due  and  regular  form  were  issued  to 
him  after  the  execution  and  approval  of  his  bond. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  order  of  court  making  the 
appointment  and  the  letters  of  guardianship  are  regular  as 
far  as  they  go,  but  it  is  contended  that  the  probate  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  guardian  until  a  formal  or- 
der had  been  rendered  adjudging  said  Ella  Hare  to  be  a 
person  of  unsound  mind,  and  that  such  adjudication  must 
have  been  made  upon  notice  to  the  person  alleged  to  be  of 
unsound  mind  or  after  she  had  been  brought  before  the 
court. 
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In  Arrinijton  v.  Arrinston,  32  Ark.  674,  it  was  held  that 
the  court  exercising  probate  jurisdiction  should  not  render 
a  judgment  declaring  a  person  to  be  insane  and  appoint 
a  guardian  without  notice  to  such  person  or  without  caus- 
ing him  to  be  brought  before  the  court  or  jury  of  inquest. 
In  that  case,  however,  ^^  the  vfilidity  of  the  appointment 
was  directly  called  in  question  on  writ  of  error  to  this  court 
bringing  up  the  whole  proceedings  for  review,  whereas  in 
the  case  at  bar  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  appoint- 
ment arisen  collaterally.  We  must  presume,  the  record  of 
the  i)robate  court  being  silent  on  the  subject,  that  the  court 
first  inquired  into  the  condition  of  the  alleged  imbecile  and 
found  her  to  be  of  unsound  mind,  and  we  must  presume, 
too,  where  the  record  is  silent,  that  the  court  took  all 
necessary  steps  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the 
imbecile:  Blevins  v.  Case,  66  Ark.  416,  51  S.  W.  65;  Jack- 
son v.   Gorman,   70  Ark.   88,   66   S.   W.   346. 

We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  appoint- 
ment of  McDonald  as  guardian  was  valid,  as  far  as  it  can  be 
questioned  in  this  case,  and  that  the  court  erred  in  dismiss- 
ing the  action  instituted  by  him  in  the  name  of  his  ward 
to  recover  possession  of  her  property. 

It  is  further  contended  by  learned  counsel  for  appellee 
that  the  questions  involved  cannot  be  reviewed  here  because 
no  motion  for  new  trial  was  filed  below.  The  evidence,  rec- 
ord and  oral,  introduced  at  the  hearing  below  was  brought 
upon  the  record  by  bill  of  exceptions,  but  no  motion  for 
new  trial  was  filed.  None  was  necessary.  This  was  not  a 
trial  of  the  merits  of  the  case,  but  merely  a  preliminary 
motion  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  action  had  been 
properly  instituted.  It  is  true  that  the  hearing  of  the  mo- 
tion resulted  in  a  decision  which  disposed  of  the  case  and 
was  appealable,  but  it  was  not  such  a  trial  of  the  case  upon 
its  merits  as  required  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  There  was 
no  trial  at  all  in  that  sense.  The  statute  defines  a  motion 
for  new  trial  to  be  a  "re-examination  in  the  same  court  of 
an  issue  of  fact,  after  a  verdict  by  a  jury  or  decision  by 
the  court,"  and  provides  that  "the  former  verdict  or  de- 
cision may  be  vacated  and  a  new  trial  granted":  Kirby's  Di- 
gest, sec.  G215.  Now,  this  provision  manifestly  has  no  ref- 
erence to  an  inquirj''  and  decision  of  the  court  upon  a  mo- 
tion tosting  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  legal  representa- 
tive to  maintain  that  action,  even  though  the  action  be  dis- 
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continued  as  a  result  of  the  decision :  2  Thompson  on  Trials, 
sec.  2716. 

^"^  It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  determine  in  this  case 
whether  or  not  the  guardian  had  the  right  to  take  an  appeal 
in  the  name  of  his  ward  from  the  decision  of  the  court  re- 
fusing to  dismiss  the  actions  instituted  in  her  name  by  Eu- 
per  as  next  friend.  This,  it  would  seem,  is  a  matter  about 
which  only  the  several  defendants  in  those  suits  have  grounds 
of  complaint  because  they  are  improperly  sued,  and  sued 
twice  for  the  same  subject  matter.  Inasmuch,  however,  as 
this  case  is  to  be  remanded,  we  should  add  that  the  court 
should  either  dismiss  the  actions  brought  by  the  next  friend, 
or  dismiss  those  brought  by  the  guardian  and  substitute  the 
guardian  for  the  next  friend,  in  the  actions  previously 
brought  by  the  latter:  Kirby's  Digest,  sees.  6021,  6026. 
Either  course  is  authorized  by  the  statute,  and  either  would 
work  out  orderly  proceedings  for  the  protection  of  the  rights 
of  the  ward. 

The  judgment  dismissing  the  action  is  reversed,  with  di- 
rections to  reinstate  the  action  and  for  further  proceedings 
not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 


The  Judgments  and  Proceedings  of  Trohate  Courts  are  usually  ac- 
corded the  same  favorable  presumptions  and  immunity  from  collateral 
attack  as  those  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction:  Bobbins  v.  Boulware, 
190  Mo.  33,  109  Am.  St.  Kep.  746;  Stucky  v.  Watkins,  112  Ga.  268,  81 
Am.  St.  Eep.  47;  J.  B.  Watkins  Land  Co.  v.  Mullen,  62  Kan.  1,  84 
Am.  St.  Eep.  372. 

Where  an  Order  Appointing  a  Special  Guardian  is  made  on  the  same 
day  that  the  petition  for  the  appointment  was  filed,  and  recites  that  it 
was  made  "on  reading  and  filing  the  petition,"  it  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed, in  support  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  that  the  statutory 
notice  was  given,  if  the  record  is  silent  in  regard  thereto:  Devereaux 
V.  Janes,  14i  Mich.  265,  113  Am.  St.  Kep.  523. 
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EL   DORADO   v.   RITCHIE    GROCERY   COMPANY. 

[84  Ark.  52,  104  S.  W.  549.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Public  Streets,  Loss  of  Title 
by  Prescription. — Wliere  land  dedicated  as  a  public  street  is  in  pos- 
session of,  and  subject  to  acts  of  owncrsliip  by,  a  stranger  to  the 
•ledieation.  such  possession  is  presumed  to  be  adverse,  and  may  ripm 
into  title  by  prescription  as  against  the  municipality  in  which  the 
street  is  situated,     (p.  23.) 

Bnnn  &  Patorson,  for  the  appellant. 
Smend  &  Powell,  for  the  appellee. 

^^  BATTLE,  J.  The  property  in  controversy  in  this 
suit  is  a  certain  strip  of  land,  sixty  feet  wide,  in  the  in- 
corporated town  of  El  Dorado,  in  this  state,  and  is  claimod 
by  that  town  as  a  street.  On  the  thirteenth  day  of  April, 
1892,  C.  W.  Smith,  T.  J.  Moore  and  his  wife,  S.  E.  Moore, 
being  the  owners  thereof,  donated  it  to  the  incorporated 
town  of  El  Dorado  for  street  purposes.  A  condition  of 
this  donation  w^as  as  follows:  "This  property  was  dcli- 
cated  to  the  town  on  condition  solely  that  it  was  to  be  sur- 
veyed, laid  out  as  streets,  opened  and  put  in  good  condition. 
as  streets,  and  kept  up  and  w^orked  as  such;  and  when  the 
town  failed  or  refused  to  keep  them  up  as  such  streets, 
they  are  to  revert  to  the  pre.sent  owners  and  donors  or 
their  assigns  or  successors."  The  town  failing  to  survey, 
la}--  out  or  open  it  as  a  street  for  about  two  years,  C.  W. 
Smitli,  T.  J.  Moore  and  Mrs.  S.  E.  Moore  conveyed  it  and 
other  lands,  on  the  eighth  day  of  March,  189-1,  to  R.  A. 
Faulkner,  who  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  February,  1893, 
conveyed  one-half  of  it  to  W.  M.  Green,  who  and  Faulk- 
ner, on  the  fourth  day  of  May,  1903,  conveyed  to  W.  AV. 
Brown  and  John  C.  Ritchie,  who  in  1903  conveyed  it  to 
Ritchie  Grocery  Company.  The  last  grantee  and  those  uif- 
der  whom  it  holds  have  held  actual,  open,  continuous,  hos- 
tile, exclusive,  adverse  possession  of  it  for  more  than  seven 
years,  building  and  constructing  lasting,  permanent  and 
valuable  improvements  on  the  same.  By  this  means  it  ac- 
<iuired   title   to    the    property. 

The  town  of  El  Dorado  insists  that  it  is  entitled  to  hold 
the  'property  under  Little  Rock  v.  Wright,  58  Ark.  1 12, 
-■]  S.  W.  876.     In  that  case  this  court  held:  "Where  a  citv 
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has  accepted  the  dedication  of  a  public  street,  subsequent 
continued  possession  by  the  dedicator  will  not  be  presumed 
adverse  to  the  city,  nor  the  city's  right  lost  by  delay  for 
more  than  seven  years  in  opening  up  the  street  for  public 
use  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  adverse  holdinj]:. " 

In  Ft.  Smith  v.  McKibbin,  41  Ark.  45,  48  Am.  Rep.  19,  it 
was  held  that  "municipal  corporations  are  bound,  as  in- 
dividuals are,  by  the  ^^  statute  of  limitations,  and  adverse 
possession  of  an  alley  in  a  city  for  the  statutory  period 
will  give  title  to  the  occupant  and  bar  the  city."  In  Hel- 
ena V.  Horner,  58  Ark.  151,  23  S.  W.  96(3,  this  ruling  was 
approved  and  folloAved.  In  Graham  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  R. 
Co.,  69  Ark.  562,  65  S.  W.  1048,  66  S.  W.  344,  the  distinc- 
tion between  cases  like  Little  Rock  v.  "Wright,  58  Ark. 
142,  23  S.  W.  876,  and  cases  like  this  is  pointed  out  as 
follows:  "The  distinction  between  a  vendor  and  a  stranger 
in  such  a  case  relates  to  the  character  of  evidence  neces- 
sary to  show  that  the  possession  was  adverse.  If  the  par- 
ties are  strangers  in  title,  possession  and  the  exercise  of 
acts  of  ov/nership  are,  in  themselves,  in  the  absence  of 
explanatory  evidence,  proof  that  the  holding  is  adverse; 
whereas,  if  the  vendor,  after  having  executed  deed,  con- 
tinues to  remain  in  possession,  the  natural  and  reasonable 
inference,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  would 
be  that  he  holds  in  recognition  of  the  rights  of  the  person 
to  whom  he  has  conveyed;  it  not  being  supposed,  from 
mere  acts  of  possession  and  ownership  not  inconsistent 
with  the  rights  of  the  vendee,  that  the  vendor  intends  to 
deny  tlie  title  he  has  conveyed." 

In  this  case  the  possession  was  held  by  strangers. 

Decree  affirmed. 


Title  to  Public  Streets  cannot,  according  to  the  overwhelming  weight 
of  authority,  be  acquired  by  adverse  possession:  See  the  notes  to 
Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ely,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  775;  Schneider  v. 
Hutchinson,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  479;  Bannock  County  v.  Bell,  101  Am. 
St.  Rep.  144. 
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BUCKLEY  V.  WILLIAMS. 

[84  Ark.  187,  105  S.  W.  95.] 

COSTS. — A  Judgment  for  Costs  is  not  a  Debt  created  by  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  but  is  a  liability  created  by  statute,     (p.  24.) 

EXEMPTION  Against  Judgment  for  Costs. — Under  a  statute 
exomjiting  specified  classes  of  personal  property  from  seizure  on  at- 
tachment, or  sale  on  execution,  or  other  process  from  any  court  issued 
for  the  collection  of  any  debt  by  contract,  no  exemption  exists  against 
a  judgment  for  costs,     (p.  25.) 

The  appellant,  pro  se. 

188  "WOOD,  J.  Appellant  brought  snit  to  contest  the 
validity  of  a  will,  and  was  cast  in  his  suit,  judgment  being 
rendered  against  him  for  costs. 

Execution  was  issued  by  the  clerk  to  collect  the  costs 
adjudged,  and  certain  personal  property  of  appellant  was 
levied  upon,  which  appellant  claims  was  exempt,  under 
our  constitution  and  statutes:  Const.,  art.  9,  sec.  1;  Kirby's 
Digest  sec.  3904.  Section  1,  article  9  of  the  constitution 
provides:  "That  personal  property  of  any  resident  of  this 
state  who  is  not  married  or  the  head  of  a  family,  in  spe- 
cific articles  to  be  selected  by  such  resident,  not  exceeding 
in  value  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  in  addition  to  his 
or  her  wearing  apparel,  shall  be  exempt  from  seizure  on 
attachment  or  sale  on  execution,  or  other  process  from  any 
court  issued  for  the  collection  of  any  debt  by  contract." 

A  judgment  for  costs  is  not  a  debt  by  contract,  either 
express  or  implied.  It  is  a  liability  created  by  statute, 
and,  in  the  absence  of  the  statute  allowing  same,  there 
could  be  no  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  a  defendant 
against  a  plaintiff,  where  the  latter  fails  in  his  suit:  Kir- 
by's   Digest,    sec.    965. 

There  are  no  contractual  relations  between  a  plaintiff 
and  defendant  as  to  the  costs  of  a  suit. 

ISO  Tiiere  are  two  distinct  lines  of  authority  upon  the 
subject.  The  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  under  provisions 
similar  to  ours,  holds  there  can  be  no  exemption  against 
an  execution  for  costs:  Donaldson  v.  Banta  (Ind.),  29  N. 
E.  362.     See.  also,  Schouton  v.  Kilmer,  8  IIow.  Pr.   527. 

The  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania  takes  the  opposite 
view:  Laue  v.  Baker,  2  Grant  Cas.  42i. 
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We  prefer  the  doctrine  announced  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Indiana,  in  Donaldson  v.  Banta  (Ind.),  29  N.  E.  362: 
"Where  costs  are  recovered  independent  of  any  other 
judgment,  they  do  not  constitute  a  debt  founded  upon  con- 
tract. There  is  no  contract,  express  or  implied,  that  an 
unsuccessful  plaintiff  will  indemnify  the  defendant  for  the 
costs  occasioned  by  the  litigation ;  but  the  right  to  recover 
costs  is  purely  statutory,  and,  in  the  absence  of  statute 
authorizing  it,  they  could  not  be  recovered  as  such  by  the 
prevailing   party." 

This  is  not  a  suit  based  upon  section  3528,  Kirby's  Di- 
gest, allowing  officers  to  issue  fee  bills  for  costs  against  the 
party  at  whose  instance  the  services  were  rendered,  and 
we  express  no  opinion  on  that  question. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Costs  are  statutory  allowances  to  a  party  to  an  action  for  his  ex- 
penses incurred  therein:  Bennett  v,  Kroth,  37  Kan.  235,  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  248.  Homesteads  are  not  subject  to  execution  to  satisfy  a  judg- 
ment for  a  fine  or  costs  in  a  criminal  prosecution:  Hollis  v.  State,  59 
Ark.  211,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  28. 


LAND  V.   STATE. 

[84  Ark.  199,  105  S.  W.  90.] 

BASTARDY  Proceedings  are  of  a  Civil,  and  not  of  a  criminal, 
nature,     (p.  26.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Bastaxdy  Proceedings,  Power  of 
the  Court  to  Commit  Father  to  Jail — Imprisonment  for  Debt. — Though 
a  proce(  ding  in  bastardy  is  not  criminal,  but  civil  in  its  nature,  yet 
the  court  may  be  authorized  to  enter  judgment  against  the  father  "for 
the  lying-in  expenses  of  the  mother  and  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
child,  and  to  enforce  such  judgment  by  his  commitment  to  jail.  This 
is  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state,     (p.  27.) 

EVIDENCE — Exhibition  of  a  Child  to  the  Jury. — In  bastardy 
proceedings,  the  court  may  allow  the  child  to  be  exhibited  to  the  jury. 
The  weiglit  to  be  given  such  evidence  is  for  the  jury.     (pp.  27,  28.) 

Hunt  &  Toney,  for  the  appellant. 

Byron  Herring,  for  the  appellee. 

200  McCULLOCH,  J.  Appellant,  James  Land,  was  ad- 
judged at  the  trial  below  to  be  the  father  of  a  bastard 
child,   and    appeals   from   that   judgment. 
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The  trial  jury,  in  addition  to  finding  that  appellant  is  tlie 
father  of  the  cliild,  assessed  the  lying-in  expenses  of  the 
motlior  and  a  montlily  sum  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
child,  and  tlie  court  rendered  judgment  against  him  for 
the  aiHounts.  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute, "which  is  to  the  effect  that,  unless  the  defendant  in  a 
bastardy  case  shall  pay  the  judgment  for  lying-in  expense, 
to;4cfiior  with  the  costs  of  the  case,  "then  the  court  shall 
have  the  power  to  commit  the  accused  person  to  jail  until 
the  same  sliall  be  paid,"  and  that  if  he  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  give  bond  for  payment  of  the  monthly  sum  al- 
lowed for  maintenance  of  the  child  the  court  "shall  com- 
mit him  to  the  jail  of  the  county,  there  to  remain  until  he 
shall  comply  with  such  order  or  until  he  shall  be  other- 
Avise  diseliarged  according  to  law":  Act  March  17,  1879, 
Kirby's  Digest,  sees.  486,  487.  The  appellant  objected  to 
the  judgment  committing  him  to  jail,  and  now  asks  that 
it   be   set   aside. 

Counsel  for  appellant  contend  that  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion authorizing  the  court  in  bastardy  cases  to  commit  the 
defendant  to  jail  for  failure  to  comply  with  the  judgment 
of  the  court  is  void.  They  say  that,  inasmuch  as  a  pro- 
ceeding to  ai^liate  a  bastard  child  is  of  a  civil  and  not  a 
criminal  nature,  the  effect  of  the  order  committing  the  de- 
fendant to  jail  is  imprisonment  for  debt,  which  the  con- 
stitution   prohibits. 

It  is  true  that  the  court  has  held  proceedings  of  this  kind 
to  be  of  civil  and  not  criminal  nature:  Pearce  v.  State,  55 
Ark.  3S7,  18  S.  W.  380;  Chambers  v.  State,  45  Ark.  56. 
But  it  does  not  follow  ^^^  from  this  that  the  legislature 
cannot  empower  the  court  trying  the  case  to  enforce  its 
judirment  by  committal  to  jail.  On  the  contrary,  such 
authority  may  be  given,  according  to  the  great  weight  of 
the  adjudiicd  cases,  as  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  power 
of  the  state,  as  a  regulation  for  the  good  of  society  and 
public  order:  Bell  v.  State,  124  Ala;  77.  27  South.  271; 
Lower  v.  Wallick,  25  Ind.  68;  Ex  parte  Wheeler,  34  Kan. 
00.  6  Pac.  276;  Ex  parte  J.  C.  H.,  17  Fla.  362;  Ex  parte 
Priducfortli.  77  Miss.  418,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  532,  27  South. 
622;  Stale  v.  Brewer,  38  S.  C.  263,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  752,  16 
S.  E.  luOl,  P)  L.  R.  A.  362;  State  v.  Giles,  103  N.  C. 
391,  9  S.  E.  433;  Mnsscr  v.  Stewart,  21  Ohio  St.  353;  Ex 
parte  Cottrell,  13  Neb.  193,  13  N.  W.  174. 
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"The  statute,"  says  the  Ohio  court,  **is  in  the  nature  of 
a  police  regulation.  Its  main  object  is  to  furnish  mainte- 
nance for  the  child  and  indemnity  to  the  public  against 
liability  for  its  support.  The  act  of  the  putative  father 
is  regarded  as  an  offense  against  the  peace  and  good  order 
of  society,  and  the  penalty  whfch  the  law  imposed  for  his 
transgression  is  to  enforce  upon  him  the  duty  of  making 
provision  for  the  maintenance  of  his  illegitimate  off- 
spring": Musscr  V.  Stewart,  21  Ohio  St.  353.  The  obliga- 
tion of  the  father  does  not  arise  out  of  contract,  express 
or  implied,  but  payment  or  security  for  payment  is  ex- 
acted of  him  by  operation  of  law  as  indemnity  to  the  pub- 
lic against  the  burden  of  supp.orting  the  child.  The  power 
to  require  indemnity  implies  adequate  power  to  enforce 
the  requirement,  and  the  only  way  in  which  the  court  can 
enforce  its  order  is  to  imprison  the  accused  until  the  order 
is  complied  v.ith.  ^ 

But  it  is  said  that  where  the  accused  is  unable  to  comply 
with  the  order  the  result  is  to  imprison  him  for  an  indefi- 
nite length  of  time,  perhaps  for  life.  This,  of  course,  de- 
pends on  his  ability  or  inability  to  comply  with  the  order 
of  the  court.  We  have  no  such  question  before  us  in  this 
record,  as  no  effort  was  made  by  the  appellant  to  show  that 
he  was  unable  to  pay  the  lying-in  expense  and  cost,  or  to 
give  bond  for  payment  of  the  monthly  allowance.  The 
statute  clearly  gives  the  court  power  to  discharge  the  de- 
fendant from  custody  when  it  is  made  to  appear  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  court  that  he  cannot  comply  with  the  or- 
der. 

Imprisonment  under  this  statute  may  be  likened  to  that 
for  failure  in  a  divorce  case  to  comply  with  an  order  of 
the  court  v/itli  respect  to  alimony.  This  court  said,  in  a 
caiic  of  that  kind,  ^^^  "that  imprisonment  in  such  a  case 
is  justified  on  the  ground  of  willful  disobedience  to  the 
orders  of  the  court;  and,  so  soon  as  it  is  made  to  appear 
that  the  defendant  is  unable  to  comply  with  the  orders 
of  the  court,  he  should  be  discharged":  Ex  parte  Caple,  81 
Ark.  501,  99  S.  W.  830. 

The  orders  of  the  court  in  the  present  case  followed 
closely  the  language  of  the  statute,  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  record  to  show  that  it  was  not  properly  made. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  permittine 
an  exhibition  to  the  trial  jury  of  the  bastard  child.     While 
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the  record  does  not  specifically  disclose  the  purpose  of  the 
prosecution  in  making  the  exhibition  to  the  jury,  it  is  nec- 
essarily inferred  that  an  opportunity  was  sought  to  allow 
the  jury  to  observe  whether  or  not  the  child  bore  any  re- 
semblance to  the  putative  father.  There  is  some  conflict 
in  the  authorities  on  this  question,  but  the  following  cases 
properly,  we  think,  establish  the  rule  that  it  is  not  error 
to  allow  the  child  to  be  exhibited  to  the  jury:  Crow  v. 
Jordon,  49  Ohio  St.  655,  32  N.  E.  750;  State  v.  Woodruff, 
67  N.  C.  89;  Gilmanton  v.  Ham,  38  N.  H.  108;  Gaunt  v. 
State,  50  N.  J.  L.  490,  14  Atl.  600;  Scott  v.  Donovan,  153 
Mass.  378,  26  N.  E.  871;  Jones  v.  Jones,  45  Md.  144. 

The  cases  that  hold  to  the  contrary  base  the  conclusion 
upon  the  inherent  weakness 'of  such  testimony. 

We  think,  however,  that  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the 
testimony  is  for  the  jury,  and  its  weakness  or  uncertainty 
affords  no  reason  for  excluding  it. 

The  youth  of  the  child  and"  the  relative  improbability 
of  a  child  of  that  age  having  any  perceptible  resemblance 
to  its  parent  goes  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  rather 
than  to  the  question  of  its  admissibility. 

No  other  grounds  for  reversal  of  the  judgment  have 
been  suggested  by  counsel.  The  evidence  as  to  the  pater- 
nity of  the  child  was  conflicting,  but  it  was  abundant  to 
warrant  the  verdict. 

Affirmed. 


Bastardy  Proceedings  are  said  to  be  civil  and  not  criminal  in  their 
nature:  State  v.  Tiernan,  32  Wasli.  294,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  854;  note  to 
Johnson  v.  Walker,  109  Am.  St.  Eep.  742.  See,  further,  the  notes  to 
Weathcrford  v.  Weatherford,  56  Am.  Dec.  213;  State  v.  Brewer,  37 
Ani.  St.  Rep.  762.  The  child  whose  paternity  is  disputed  may  be 
exhibited  to  the  jury  to  show  a  resemblance  between  it  and  its  alleged 
father:  Shailer  v.  Bullock,  78  Conn.  65,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  87,  and 
cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 

A  Judgment  in  Bastardy  Proceedings  that  the  father  support  the  child 
and  in  default  thereof  be  committed  to  jail  does  not  offend  the 
constitutional  inhibition  against  imprisonment  for  debt:  Ex  parte 
Bridgforth,  77  Miss.  418,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  532;  State  V.  Brewer,  38 
S.  C.  263,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  752,  and  note. 
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WASHINGTON  v.  ]\IOORB. 

[84  Ark.  220,  105  S.  W.  253.] 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT — Unlawful  Detainer. — An  action 
of  unlawful  detainer  does  not  lie  to  determine  the  rights  of  the 
parties  in  the  property  sued  for.     (p.  32.) 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT— Unlawful  Detainer— Disputed 
Title. — A  tenant  cannot  dispute  the  title  of  his  landlord  so  long  as  he 
remains  in  possession  under  him.  He  cannot  acquire  possession  under 
the  lease  and  then  dispute  the  title,     (p.  32.) 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT — Unlawful  Detainer— Purchase  of 
the  Property  by  the  Tenant. — In  an  action  of  unlawful  detainer,  the 
plea  by  the  tenant  that  he  has  purchased  the  property  of  the  plaintiff 
and  received  a  bond  for  the  title,  and  has  paid  of  the  purchase 
price  all  except  a  sum  designated,  which  sum  the  tenant  pleads  that 
he  is  willing  to  pay  if  the  plaintiff  will  accept  it,  may  be  struck  out 
on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,     (p.  32.) 

John  N.  Cook,  for  the  appellant. 

Moore  &  Moore,  for  the  appellee. 

221  BATTLE,  J.  Henry  Moore  brought  an  action  of  un- 
la^vful  detainer  against  Frank  Washington.  He  alleged  in 
his  complaint  "that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  AV.  I/2  SW.  i/4 
of  section  6,  township  15  S.,  range  26  W.,  and  the  improve- 
ments thereon ;  that  on  or  about  January  7,  1905,  he  rented 
same  to  appellant  for  1905  for  fifty  dollars,  for  which  on 
said  day  appellant  gave  his  note,  due  October  1,  1905,  with 
interest  at  ten  per  cent  per  annum  from  maturity  until 
paid :  that  appellant  entered  upon  the  lands  under  said 
rental  terms  as  tenant  of  appellee,  and  has  been  in  posses- 
sion thereof  ever  since  up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  action ;  and  that  defendant  has  refused  to  pay  the 
rent  on  the  lands,  as  he  agreed  to  do,  and  now  holds  and 
retains  the  same  willfully  and  unlawfully  after  lawful  de- 
mand therefor  by  plaintiff  in  writing.  Plaintiff  further 
states  that  he  is  lawfully  entitled  to  the  immediate  posses- 
sion of  the  lands  and  the  houses  situated  on  same.  He 
asked  that  w^rit  of  possession  issue  and  the  possession  of 
the  lands  and  premises  be  delivered  to  him  without  delay ; 
that  defendant  be  summoned  to  answer  his  complaint;  and 
that  plaintiff  have  judgment  against  defendant  for  fifty 
dollars,  with  interest  from  October  1,  1905,  as  damages  for 
detention  of  the  lands." 

'-'  To  the  above  complaint  defendant  filed  the  follow- 
ing answer: 
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"He  denies  that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  lands  in  his 
complaint  described.  He  denies  that  he  rented  the  lands 
or  the  buildinj^s  thereon  from  the  plaintiff  for  the  year 
1905,  or  that  he  entered  upon  the  lands  as  the  tenant  of 
plaintiff.  He  denies  that  he  holds  or  retains  the  lands  un- 
laAvfnlly,  or  that  plaintiff  is  lawfully  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion  tlicreof. 

"Defendant,  further  answering,  saj's  that  it  is  not  true 
that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  lands  or  entitled  to  the 
possession  thereof,  but  he  alleges  tlie  facts  to  be  that  on 

or  about  the  day  of ,  1893,  plaintiff  executed 

and  delivered  to  him  a  bond  for  title,  \vherel)y  he  obligated 
himself  to  convey  the  lands  and  the  east  half  of  the  south- 
west quarter  and  .  .  .  .  ,  all  in  section  6,  toAvnship  15,  of 
range  26  west,  upon  the  payment  by  defendant  to  him  of 
the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars  and  that  under  the  bond 
for  title  the  defendant  was  put  into  possession  of  and  en- 
tered upon  the  lands  on  or  about  the day  of , 

1893,  by  peaceable  and  uninterrupted  possession  of  the 
lands  in  the  complaint  described  for  the  period  of  thirteen 
years  last  past,  occupying  same  as  his  homestead  and 
claiming  to  !  e  the  OAvner  thereof  under  the  bond,  and  has 
paid  all  of  the  purchase  money  except  about  one  hundred 
dollars,  v.liich  he  is  ready  to  pay  if  plaintiff  aviU  accept  the 
same.  The  bond  was  destroyed  by  fire  about  the  year 
1901,  and  defendant  cannot  file  the  same  or  a  copy  thereof 
with  his  answer. 

"For  further  answer,  defendant  admits  the  execution  of 
the  note  in  tlie  complaint  mentioned,  but  he  says  he  was 
induced  to  sign  the  same  upon  the  express  understanding 
and  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  that  the  same  represented 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  due  by  defendant  to 
I)laintifT  on  llie  lands,  and  that  when  the  same  was  paid 
])]aintiff  Avould  execute  to  defendant  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  under  the  terms  of  the  bond.  He  says  that  the  note 
A\as  procui'rd  from  him  by  plaintiff  witli  the  fraudulent  in- 
tent of  plaint itf  to  cheat  and  defraud  liim  out  of  the  land. 

"For  further  answer,  the  defendant  says  that  plaintiff 
ouglit  not  to  liave  and  maintain  this  suit  against  him,  be- 
cause lie  says  he  has  been  in  the  peaceable  and  uninter- 
rupted possession  of  the  ^'^  lands  for  tliree  years  imme- 
diately  pieccding  the  filing  of  the  complaint. 
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"For  further  answer  to  the  complaint  defendant  says 
that,  if  it  should  be  held  that  he  is  the  tenant  of  plain- 
tiff, the  notice  served  upon  him  by  the  plaintiff  to  quit  "was 
not  sufficient  under  the  law,  but  that  he  should  have  been 
(given)  six  months'  notice,  instead  of  ten  days,'  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint: 

"Prayer  that  plaintiff  take  nothing  by  his  suit,  that  he 
be  adjudged  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  lands,  and 
for   costs   and   other  relief." 

Plaintiff  filed  a  motion  to  strike  from  the  answer  the  fol- 
lowing parts,  to  Avit: 

"Defendant,  further  answering,  says  that  it  is  not  true 
that  plaintiff  is  the  OAvner  of  the  lands  or  entitled  to  the 
possession  thereof,  but  he  alleges  the  facts  to  be  that  on  or 

about  the day  of ,  1893,  plaintiff  executed  and 

delivered  to  him  a  bond  for  title,  whereby  he  obligated  liim- 
self  to  convey  the  lands  and  east  half  of  the  southwest  quar- 
ter and  ....  all  in  section  6,  township  15  south,  range 
26  west,  upon  the  payment  by  defendant  to  him  of  the 
sum  of  six  hundred  dollars,  and  that  under  the  bond,  for 
title  the  defendant  entered  upon  the  lands,  and  has  held 
peaceable  and  uninterrupted  possession  of  the  lands  in  the 
complaint  described  for  the  period  of  thirteen  years  last 
past,  occupying  the  same  as  a  homestead,  and  claiming  to  be 
the  owner  thereof  under  the  bond." 

Also  that  part  contained  in  the  following  words: 

"But  he  says  he  was  induced  to  sign  the  same  upon  the 
express  understanding  and  agreement  with  plaintiff  that 
the  same  represented  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  due 
by  defendant  to  plaintiff  on  the  land,  and  that  when  the 
same  was  paid  plaintiff  would  execute  to  defendant  a  good 
and  sufficient  deed  under  the  terms  of  the  bond." 

Also  that  part  contained  in  the  following  words: 

"For  further  answer  to  the  complaint  the  dcLondant  says 
that  if  it  sliould  le  held  that  he  is  the  tenant  of  plaintiff  the 
iu)tice  served  upon  him  by  the  plaintiff  to  quit  was  not 
sudieient  under  the  law,  but  that  he  should  have  been  given 
six  months'  notice,  instead  of  ten  days,'  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint." 

Tlie  court  sustained  the  motion,  and  struck  the  parts  of 
'^^  appellant's  answer  njontinnod  therein  from  it,  and  the 
appellant  excepted  and  saved  proper  exceptions. 
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In  the  trial  which  followed  the  plaintiff  sustained  by  evi- 
dence the  allegations  in  his  complaint.  The  defendant 
offered  to  prove  the  allegations  stricken  from  his  answer, 
and  the  court  refused  to  allow  him  to  do  so. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  which  they  did,  and  defendant  appealed. 

The  action  of  unlawful  detainer  does  not  lie  to  determine 
the  rights  of  parties  in  the  property  sued  for,  but  to  decide 
who  shall  have  the  present  possession.  A  tenant  cannot  dis- 
pute the  title  of  his  landlord  so  long  as  he  remains  in  pos- 
session under  him.  He  cannot  acquire  possession  from  the 
landlord  by  lease  and  then  dispute  his  title.  By  accepting 
the  lease  and  acquiring  possession  he  is  estopped  from  so 
doing.  To  do  this  he  must  first  surrender  possession  to  his 
landlord,  and  then  bring  his  action:  Thorn  v.  Reed,  1  Ark. 
480;  I\Iiller  v.  Turney,  13  Ark.  385;  Simmons  v.  Robertson, 
27  Ark.  50;  Ilershey  v.  Clark,  27  Ark.  527;  James  v.  Belding, 

33  Ark.  536;  Littell  v.  Grady,  38  Ark.  584;  Fordyce  v. 
Young,  39  Ark.  135;  Clemm  v.  Wilcox,  15  Ark.  102;  Hughes 
V.  Watt,  28  Ark.  153 ;  Johnson  v.  West,  41  Ark.  535 ;  Bryan 
v.  Winljurn,  43  Ark.  28;  Hoskins  v.  Byler,  53  Ark.  532,  14 
S.  W.  864;  Logan  v.  Lee,  53  Ark.  94,  13  S.  W.  422;  James  v. 
Miles,  54  Ark.  460,  16  S.  W.  195. 

We  find  no  prejudicial  error  in  the  proceedings  of  the 
court. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


UNLAWFUL    DETAINER.* 
I.  Scope  of  Note,  and  Definitions,  33. 

n.  The  Necessity  of  the  Relation  of  Lessor  and  Lessee,  35. 
IIL  Who  may  Proceed  for. 

a.  The  Original  Landlord,  36. 

b.  Persons  SucceecTing  to  the  Interest  of  the  Original  Lessor. 

1.  Purchasers  and  Lessees,  37. 

2.  The  Assignee  of  the  Lease  or  of  the  Right  to  Receive 

the  Rents,  38. 
8,  Heirs  and  Devisees,  38. 

4.  Reversioners,  39. 

5.  Administrators  and  Executors,  39. 

6.  Other  Successors  in  Interest,  39. 

•references  to  monographic  notes. 

Kstopppl  of  tenant  to  deny  landlord's  title:  Note  to  Davis  ▼.  Williams, 
89    Am.    St.    Rop.    CI. 

Forfeiture  of  leases  for  breach  of  condition:  Note  to  Guffy  v.  Ilukill,  26 
Am.    St.    Hep.    910. 

Holding  over,  tenant,  when  guilty  of:  Note  to  Herter  v.  Mullen,  70  Am.  St. 
Ren.     .T.T8. 

Notice  to  quit,  necessity  and  sufTioie'^ev  of:  Note  to  Stedman  v.  Mcintosh, 
42    Am.    Dec.    r2.'>. 

^Yaiver  of  forfeiture  of  lease;   Note  to  Moses  v.  Loomis,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  197. 
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IV.  What  Makes  a  Detainer  Unlawful. 

a.  Holding  After  the  Expiration  of  the  Lease. 

1.  When  It  is  for  a  Definite  Term,  40. 

2.  When  the  Holding  is  by  Tenants  at  Sufferance,  42. 

3.  When  the  Holding  is  by  Tenancy  at  Will,  42. 

4.  When  the  Holding  is  by  Tenancy  from  Month  to  Month, 

43. 

5.  Wlien  the  Holding  Is  by  Tenancy  from  Year  to  Year,  45. 
t.  The  Notice  to  Quit. 

1.  By  Whom  Should  be  Given,  45. 

2.  To  Whom  must  be  Given,  46. 

3.  By  Whom  may  be  Served,  47. 

4.  How,  When,  and  on  Whom  must  be  Served,  47. 

5.  The  Proof  of  Service,  48. 

6.  The  Form  of,  48. 

7.  Waiver  of,  49. 

C.  The  Holding  Over  After  a  Forfeiture. 

1.  For  Default  in  the  Payment  of  Rent,  50. 

2.  For  Other  Causes  of  Forfeiture,  51. 

3.  Tlie  Deii^and  Where  There  is  a  Default  in  the  Payment 

of  Kent,  52. 

4.  The  Demand  Where  the  Cause  of  Forfeiture  is  Other 

than  the  Nonpayment  of  Eent,  53. 
5.  The  Giving  and  Serving  of  Demands,  54. 
6.  Use  of  Premises  for  Illegal  Purposes^.  55, 
V.  Who  can  be  Proceeded  Against  Because  of,  55, 
VI.  Defenses. 

a.  Presenting  Issues  as  to  Title. 

1.  The  General  Rule,  56. 

2.  The  Acv'iuisition  of  Adverse  Title,  58. 

3.  The  Acquisition  of  the  Landlord's  Title,  58. 

4.  The  Termination  of  the  Landlord's  Title,  60, 

5.  Outstanding  Title,  60. 

b.  Implied  from  Matters  Already  Considered,  61, 

c.  The  Invalidity  of  the  Lease,  61. 

d.  Acts  or  Omissions  of  the  Landlord. 

1.  Breach  of  Covenant  or  Duty,  62. 

2.  Failure  to  Pay  Demands  Due  to  Tenant^  62, 

3.  Waiver,  63. 

e.  Acts  of  the  Defendant,  64. 

f.  Equitable  Defenses,  65, 

g.  Limitation  and  Prescription,  66. 

VII.  Redemption,  or  Relief  from  the  Judgment,  66. 

I.  Scope  of  the  Note  and  Definitions. 
We  propose  in  this  note  to  treat  of  unlawful  detainer,  excluding 
all  questions  of  pleading  and  practice.  The  subject  is  purely  stat- 
utory, but  the  necessity  of  legislation  respecting  it  has  been  gener- 
ally, if  not  universally,  recognized  and  met,  and  resulting  statutes, 
though  of  course  differing  in  their  details,  are  nevertheless  so  nearly 
alike  respecting  the  substantial  elements  of  the  proceeding,  that  de- 
cisions under  any  of  them  are  generally  applicable  in  other  states 
as  well  as  in  that  in  which  they  were  rendered.  Unlawful  detainer, 
forcible  entry,  and  forcible  entry  and  detainer  are,  in  the  statutes, 
as  well  as  elsewhere,  often  treated  togttlier.  There  is  not,  however, 
any  necessary  connection  between  them,  and  we  shall  here  consider 
the  former  only. 
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Sometimes  forcible  detainer  is  by  statute  made  of  itself  an  inde- 
pendent offense  or  cause  of  action.  Of  course,  a  detainer  which  is 
unlawful  may  also  be  forcible,  but  generally  this  circumstance  ii 
wholly  immaterial.  It  may  by  statute  be  made  a  special  cause  of 
action,  entitling  plaintiff  to  some  additional  or  different  remedy.  The 
unlawful  detainer  which  we  shall  here  consider  includes  all  those 
cases  in  which  the  defendant,  having  come  lawfully  into  the  possessiou 
of  real  property  either  under  a  lease  or  some  other  grant  or  letting 
thereof  for  a  definite  or  indefinite  period,  continues  to  hold  possession 
after  his  lease  or  right  to  hold,  either  from  lapse  of  time  or  some 
other  cause,  terminates,  and  with  it,  his  right  to  remain  in  possession, 
and  where  the  landlord  or  other  person  entitled  to  possession  does  not 
expressly  or  impliedly  consent  to  its  being  detained  from  him. 

Some  of  the  statutes  define  what  they  style  a  forcible  detainer, 
without  including  in  the  definitions  given  any  element  of  force.  It 
is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  declare  what  is  a  forcible 
detainer,  and  to  so  define  these  terms  as  to  omit  all  elements  of  force: 
Mecham  v.  McKay,  37  Cal.  154.  In  several  of  the  states  the  legis- 
lature has  thought  proper  to  do  this,  and  to  declare  that  a  person 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  forcible  detainer  on  the  doing  or  not  doing 
of  certain  enumerated  acts,  no  one  of  which  amounts  cither  to  force, 
or  a  threat  or  intent  to  use  force  should  it  prove  to  be  necessary  to 
hold  possession:  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  1160,  subd.  2;  Haase  v. 
Schickner,  29  Ky.  Law  Rep.  87,  92  S.  W,  949.  Hence,  though  it 
might  at  one  time  and  under  special  circumstances  have  been  neces- 
sary for  the  defendant  to  have  at  least  intended  to  have  resisted  by 
force  any  attempt  to  dispossess  him  (Harrington  v.  Watson,  11  Or. 
143,  50  Am.  Eep.  465,  3  Pac.  173),  it  is  doubtful  whether  this  was 
ever  true,  and  certainly  at  the  present  time  the  offense  of  unlawful 
detainer  is  complete,  though  the  person  unlawfully  remaining  in  pos- 
session has  not  employed,  or  intended  to  employ,  force  in  opposing 
any  entry  that  might  be  attempted  by  the  person  entitled  to  pos- 
session. The  place  of  force  is  taken  by  the  mere  continuing  in  pos- 
session after  the  expiration  of  the  time  when  the  defendant  ceased 
to  have  the  right  so  to  do:  Brawley  v.  Risdon  Iron  Works,  38  Cal. 
676;  Mason  v.  Finch,  2  111.  495;  Wheeler  v.  Reitz,  92  Ind.  379;  Ewing 
V.  Bowling,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  35;  Haase  v.  Schickner,  29  Ky.  Law  Eep. 
87,  92  S.  W.  949;  Clapp  v.  Paine,  18  Me.  264;  Gluck  v.  Elkan,  36 
Minn.  80,  30  N.  W.  446;  Hislop  v.  Moldenhauer,  21  Or.  208,  27  Pac. 
1052;  Trousdale  v.  Darnell,  6  Yerg.  431;  Steele  v.  Steele,  2  Wills. 
Civ.  Ct.  A  pp.,  sec.  345;  Ela  v.  Bankes,  32  Wis.  635.  It  is  nut  material 
that  the  dei'cTidant  docs  not  refuse  to  surrender  possession,  if,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  he  remains  in  possession  after  a  demand  therefor: 
Floyd  V.  Ricks,  11  Ark.  451.  The  terms  "forcible  detainer"  are,  as 
already  siigj^ested,  in  some  of  the  statutes,  employed  to  designate  a 
class  of  cases  having  in  them  no  element  of  the  acts  constituting 
either  a  fdicible  entry  or  an  unlavv-ful  detainer.  Thus,  in  California, 
cue  is  guilty  thereof  who  either  "by  force  or  by  menaces  and  threats 
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of  violence  unlawfully  holds  and  keeps  possession  of  any  real  prop- 
erty, whether  the  same  was  acquired  peaceably  or  otherwise,  or  who, 
m  the  night-time  or  during  the  absence  of  the  occupant  of  any  lands, 
unlawfully  enters  upon  real  property,  and  who,  after  demand  made 
for  the  surrender  thereof  for  the  period  of  five  days,  refuses  to  sur- 
render the  same  to  such  former  occupant":  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec. 
1160.  We  shall  not  here  undertake  to  treat  the  subject  of  forcible 
detainer  as  thus  defined,  or  otherwise. 

H.     Necessity  of  the  Belation  of  Lessor  and  Lessee. 

We  have  already  shown  that  one  of  the  great  difTcrences  between 
unlawful  detainer  and  forcible  entry  and  detainer  or  forcible  de- 
tainer only  is,  that  to  sustain  the  proceeding  for  unlawful  detainer, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  any  force,  or  intent  to  employ  force,  be  estab- 
lished. Another  vital  difference  consists  in  the  fact  that  in  the  pro- 
ceeding where  force  is  charged,  it  is  not  essential,  nor  even  usual, 
that  there  be  any  letting  of  the  property,  or  that  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  exist  or  ever  have  existed  with  respect  to  it, 
or  that  the  possession  of  the  defendant  has  been  at  any  time  lawful. 
Unlawful  detainer,  on  the  other  hand,  presupposes  that  the  possession 
held  by  the  defendant  was  not  originally  acquired  by  any  sort  of 
wrong.  It  must  have  been  rightful,  and  therefore  have  commence  1 
in  a  tenancy  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  or  his  predecessors  in  in- 
terest under  the  plaintiif  or  his  predecessors.  There  are,  indeed,  de- 
cisions from  wliich  witliout  a  proper  examination,  the  conclusion 
might  be  drawn  that  this  rule  did  not  prevail  in  all  of  the  states 
(Spear  v.  Lomax,  42  Ala.  576;  Hightower  v.  Fitzpatrick 's  Heirs,  42 
Ala.  597;  Dunning  v.  Finson,  46  Me.  546),  but  they  refer  to  the 
question  which  we  shall  have  occasion  to  consider  hereafter,  whether 
it  is  indispensable  that  the  conventional  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  existed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  when  the 
former  sought,  and  the  latter  refused,  possession.  That  a  tenancy 
must  have  existed  at  some  time  is  nowhere  denied  and  everywhere 
asserted:  Hightower  v.  Fitzpatrick 's  Heirs,  42  Ala.  597;  Bradley  v. 
Hume,  18  Ark.  284;  'Dortch  v.  Robinson,  31  Ark.  296;  Mason  v. 
IJelancy,  44  Ark.  444;  Steinback  v.  Krone,  36  Cal.  303;  Pico  v.  Cuyas, 
48  Cal.  G39;  Watson  v.  Toliver,  103  Ga.  123,  29  S.  E.  614;  Smith  v. 
Killeck,  iU  111.  293;  Dunne  v.  Trustees  of  Schools,  39  III.  578;  Colored 
H.  &  B.  Assn.  V.  Harvey,  23  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1009,  64  S.  W.  676;  Wood- 
man V.  Ranger,  30  Me.  180;  Dunning  v.  Finson,  46  Me.  546;  Gies  v. 
Storz  B.  Co.  (Neb.),  106  N.  W.  775;  Benjamin  v.  Benjamin,  5  N.  Y. 
383;  Peoi)Ie  v.  Howlett,  76  N.  Y.  574,  13  Hun,  138;  Sims  v.  Humphrey, 
4  Dcnio,  185;  Doerl  v.  Dainrauer,  27  iSIisc.  Rep.  555,  58  N.  Y.  Sunp. 
297;  Seiilaieh  v.  Blum,  42  Misc.  Rcj).  225,  85  N.  Y.  Su}))).  335;  Gulledge 
V.  White,  73  Tex.  498,  11  S.  W.  527;  Cadwallader  v.  Lovece,  10  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  1,  29  S.  W.  666,  917;  Bucl  v.  Buel.  76  Wis.  413,  45  X.  W. 
324;  Hunter  v.  Maanuiii,  78  Wis.  656,  4S  N.  W.  51;  Willis  v.  Eastern 
T.  &  B.  Co.,  1G9  U.  S.  295,  IS  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  347,  42  L.  ed.  752.     liouce, 
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however  clearly  it  may  appear  that  the  defendant  Is  unlawfully  in 
possession  and  ought  to  surrender  it  to  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  cannot 
recover  if  the  possession  did  not  result  from  a  leasing.  Therefore,  if 
possession  was  taken  under  a  contract  of  purchase,  and  the  purchaser 
has  made  default  and  thereby  forfeited  his  rights  under  the  contract, 
including  the  right  to  be  in  possession  of  the  property,  yet  the  vendor 
must  seek  some  remedy  other  than  by  proceeding  in  unlawful  de- 
tainer: Griffith  V.  Collins,  116  Ga.  420,  42  S.  E.  743;  Dakin  v.  Allen, 
8  Cush.  33;  Lyon  v.  Cunningham,  136  Mass.  532;  Kiernan  v.  Linnehan, 
151  IMass.  543,  24  N.  E.  907.  So  by  his  default  a  mortgagor  in  pos- 
session may  lose  his  right  thereto,  which  may  pass  to  his  mortgagee, 
and  nevertheless,  as  their  relation  is  not  that  of  landlord  and  tenanr, 
the  possession  cannot  be  recovered  by  the  mortgagee  by  a  proceed- 
ing in  unlawful  detainer:  Willis  v.  Eastern  T.  &  B.  Co.,  169  U. 
S.  295,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  347,  42  L.  ed.  752.  In  a  few  of  the  statutes 
the  statutory  remedy  has  been  enlarged  so  as  to  extend  in  favor 
of  any  person  against  whom  the  possession  of  land  is  withheld  after 
the  expiration  of  the  defendant's  right  by  contract  to  hold  posses- 
sion:  Clark  V.  Bourgeois,  86  Miss.  1,  38  South.  187. 

III.  Who  may  Maintain  the  Proceeding  for. 
a.  The  Original  Landlord. — From  what  vs'e  have  said  of  the  neces- 
sity for  there  having  been  a  lease  and  the  taking  of  possession  there- 
under, it  follows  that  the  right  to  maintain  the  proceeding  to  re- 
cover possession  of  real  property  on  account  of  its  unlawful  detainer 
cannot  be  maintained  except  by  one  who  is  the  original  lessor,  or 
who,  claiming  under  him,  has  acquired  his  right  to  the  possession 
of  the  property  because  of  its  unlawful  detainer.  That  the  landlord 
is  the  proper  person  to  maintain  the  proceeding,  there  can  be  no 
doubt,  unless  his  right  to  do  so  has  terminated  either  by  the  transfer 
of  his  estate  or  right  to  another,  or  by  some  new  agreement  which 
gives  the  party  in  possession  the  right  to  continue  therein.  The  land- 
lord may  cease  to  be  entitled  to  the  possession,  but  this  does  not  oc- 
cur on  the  granting  by  him  of  a  new  lease  to  his  tenant  to  com- 
mence at  some  date  after  the  termination  of  the  original  lease  (Tay- 
lor V.  Terry,  71  Cal.  46,  11  Pac.  813),  nor  by  his  being  unnecessarily 
made  a  party  to  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  against  the  tenant: 
Woodward  v.  Winehill,  14  Wash.  394,  44  Pac.  860.  The  landlord 
may  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  tenant  for  the  purchase  by  the 
latter  of  the  leased  property,  but  this  will  not  constitute  any  defense 
to  an  action  for  unlawful  detainer,  if  the  tenant  has  made  default 
in  the  performance  of  his  contract:  Norton  v.  Sturla,  83  Cal.  559,  23 
Pac.  527.  The  landlord  may  part  with  his  right  of  possession  either 
by  conveying  or  by  executing  a  lease  of  the  property  to  another, 
and  then  the  question  is  likely  to  arise  whether  such  conveyance 
or  lease  may  be  urged  by  the  tenant  who  does  not  claim  under  it  as 
a  rVfcnse  to  any  proceeding  to  dispossess  him  for  unlawfully  detain- 
ing the  property.     Where  a  conveyance   is  made,  it  is  probable  that 
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the  landlord  cannot  maintain  a  suit  for  subsequent  unlawful  detainer, 
even  though  his  conveyance  reserves  to  him  the  right  of  so  doing: 
Purdy  V.  Eakestraw,  13  111.  App.  480;  Holliday  v.  Chism,  25  Ind. 
ipp.  1,  57  U.  S.  563;  L'Hussier  v.  Zallee,  24  Mo.  13;  though  the 
tontrary  is  the  rule  in  Missouri:  Tucker  v.  McClenney,  103  Mo.  App. 
318,  77  S.  W.  151.  In  the  case  of  a  leasing  the  rule  may  be  other- 
wise. It  is  said  that,  notwithstanding  the  execution  of  a  lease,  the 
landlord  retains  an  interest  in  the  property  and  in  the  right  to  its 
possession,  and  is  subject  to  the  duty  of  placing  his  lessee  in  oosses- 
sion,  and  hence,  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  his  duty,  that  he  may 
maintain  the  proceeding  against  the  original  lessee:  Davidson  v.  Ham- 
merstein,  28  Misc.  Eep.  529,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  563;  Schreiner  v,  Stanton, 
26  Wash.  563,  67  Pac.  219.  Contra,  Dudley  v.  Lee,  39  111.  339;  Allen 
V.  Webster,  56  111.  393.  If  the  plaintiff  in  the  proceeding  was  en- 
titled to  maintain  it  when  commenced,  his  transfer  during  its  pend- 
ency does  not  defeat  his  right,  and  judgment  in  his  favor  may  be 
entered  as  in  the  case  of  other  transfers  pendente  lite:  Blish  v.  Har- 
low,  15    Gray,   316. 

b.    Persons  Succeeding  to  the  Interests  of  the  Original  Lessor. 

1.  Purchasers  and  Lessees. — The  landlord  may  convey  or  lease  the 
property  to  a  person  other  than  the  tenant  in  possession,  in  which 
event  the  grantee  or  lessee  becomes  entitled  to  the  possession  on 
the  termination  of  the  lease,  and  yet  the  premises  may  remain  in  pos- 
session of  the  tenant,  who,  though  he  is  no  longer  entitled  thereto, 
may  seek  to  retain  such  possession  on  the  ground  that  no  one  but 
the  original  lessor  can  maintain  the  proceeding,  especially  whrn 
there  has  been  no  attornment  to  the  grantee  or  the  new  lessee.  In- 
dej^eudently  of  any  statute  making  special  provision  for  this  subject, 
the  general  rule  is,  that  the  proceeding  can  be  maintained  only  in 
favor  of  the  original  landlord,  and  not  in  favor  of  his  successor  in 
interest  to  whom  the  tenant  has  not  attorned,  and  hence  that  the 
purchaser  or  lessee  from  the  original  landlord  cannot  maintain  the 
proceeding  in  unlawful  detainer:  Dwine  v.  Brown,  35  Ala.  596; 
Reay  v.  Cotter,  29  Cal.  168;  Martel  v.  Meehan,  63  Cal.  47;  Cummings 
V.  Kilpatrick,  23  Miss.  106;  Harrison  v.  Middleton,  11  Gratt.  527; 
though  perhaps  it  may  be  maintained  in  the  name  of  the  original 
lessor  for  the  benefit  of  his  successor  in  interest:  Cooper  v.  Gam- 
bill,  146  Ala,  184,  40  South,  827.  This  defect  in  the  law  has  gen- 
erally, if  not  universally,  been  cured  by  statutes  extending  the  right 
of  recovery  to  all  persons  succeeding  to  the  interest  of  the  original 
lessor:  Cooper  v.  Gambill,  146  Ala.  184,  40  South.  827;  Ish  v.  Mor- 
gan, 48  Ark.  413,  3  S.  W,  440;  McDonald  v.  Hanlon,  79  Cal,  442,  21 
Pac.  861;  Willis  v,  Harrell,  118  Ga.  906,  45  S.  E.  794;  Fisher  v. 
Smith,  48  HI.  184;  Drew  v.  Mosbarger,  104  111.  App.  635;  Thomas- 
son  V.  Wilson,  146  111.  384,  34  JST.  E.  432;  Herndon  v.  Bascom,  8 
Dana,  113;  Mason  v.  Bascom,  3  B.  Mon.  269;  Benedict  v.  Morse,  51 
Mass.  223;   Hayden  v.  Ahearn,  9   Gray,  438;   Alworth  v.  Gordon,  81 
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Minn.  445,  84  N.  W.  454;  Walker  v.  Harper,  33  Mo.  592;  Fannintj 
V.  Voclkcr,  40  Mo.  129;  Kaulleen  v.  Tillman,  69  Mo.  510;  Duke  v. 
Compton,  49  Mo.  App.  304;  Logan  v.  Woolwine,  56  Mo.  App.  453; 
Winkfliiipior  v.  Katsclburger,  77  Mo.  App.  117;  Tucker  v.  Mc- 
Clinncy,  103  Mo.  App.  318,  77  S.  W.  151;  Barada-Ghio  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Heidbriiik,  112  Mo.  Ai)p.  429,  86  S.  W.  1109;  Kay  v.  Blackmail, 
120  Mo.  App.  497,  97  S.  W.  212;  Russo  v.  Yuzolino,  19  Misc.  Rep. 
28,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  482;  Barton  v.  Learned,  26  Vt.  192;  Capital  B.  Co. 
V.  Crosbie,  22  Wash.  209,  CO  Pac.  652;  Harris  v.  Halverson.  23  Wash. 
779,  C3  Tae.  549;  Loring  v,  Bartlett,  4  App.  D.  C.  1.  In  Missouri 
it  is  essential  that  the  purchaser  have  a  formal  and  properly  exe- 
cuted conveyance  and  not  sufficient  that  he  have  a  bond  for  title, 
and  be  under  it  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property:  Duke  v. 
Compton,  49  Mo.  App.  304.  The  purchaser  can,  under  no  circum- 
stances, maintain  the  proceeding  where  his  grantor  would  not  be  able 
to  do  so  had  no  conveyance  been  made:  Unger  v.  Bamberger,  85  Ky. 
11,  2  S.  W.  498.  Therefore,  if,  prior  to  the  conveyance,  there  had 
been  some  breach  of  condition  on  account  of  which  the  grantor 
might  have  terminated  the  lease,  but  of  which  he  chose  not  to  take 
advantage,  it  is  not  available  to  his  grantee:  Small  v.  Clark,  97 
Me.   3'04,   54   Atl.   758. 

2.  Assignees  of  the  Lease  or  of  the  Right  to  Eeceive  the  Rents. — 
The  grantee  of  the  leased  property  is  unquestionably  a  person  who 
will  be  entitled  to  its  possession  on  the  termination  of  the  lease  or 
any  su. render  of  the  lessee's  rights,  whether  voluntary  or  invohintar}', 
but  this  cannot  always  be  affirmed  of  one  to  whom  the  lessor  has 
assigned  the  lease  or  the  right  to  receive  the  rents  to  accrue  there- 
under, and  there  is  doubt  whether  the  assignee,  having  no  title  to 
the  reversion,  can  maintain  the  proceeding  of  unlawful  detainer: 
Markin  v.  Whitaker,  26  Ind.  App.  211,  58  N.  E.  542.  The  question 
has  not  beeen  considered  with  much  care  nor  by  courts  of  high 
authority,  but,  so  far  as  considered,  the  conclusion  reached  by  tli3 
majority  has  been  in  favor  of  the  assignee,  though  he  is  a  mere 
<lummy,  or  the  assignment  to  him  has  been  as  collateral  security  for 
the  performance  of  some  obligation:  Wetterer  v.  Soubirous,  22 
:Misc.  Rep.  739,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  1043;  Goodnow  v.  Pope,  31  Misc. 
Rep.  475,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  394. 

3.  Heirs  and  Devisees. — Where  an  heir  or  devisee  has  never  bein 
in  possession  of  the  property,  and  the  tenant  has  never  attorned  to 
him,  he  cannot  maintain  this  proceeding  against  the  tenant  of  his 
ancestor  or  testator:  Picot  v.  Masterson,  12  Mo.  303.  But  here,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  grantees  of  the  lessor,  the  tendency  of  the  stat- 
utes, and  of  the  courts  construing  and  applying  them,  is  to  give  a 
summary  and  effectual  remedy  against  the  tenant  in  possession  and 
guilty  of  an  unlawful  detainer,  and  of  extending  the  right  in  favor 
of  all  pcrsoius  who  have  succeeded  to  the  estate  and  right  of  tha 
lessor:  K.llum  v.  Balkuni,  93  Ala.  317,  9  South.  463;  Turly  v. 
Fosur,  2   A.  K.   Marsh.   204. 
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4.  Reversioners. — In  Mississippi,  if  the  lessor,  being  a  tenant  for 
life,  dies,  it  is  held  that  his  lessee  is  not  subject  to  the  proceeding 
in  unlawful  detainer  brought  by  the  reversioner  who,  upon  such 
death,  became  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  unless  there 
had  been  an  attornment  to  him  by  the  tenant:  "Wolfe  v.  Angevine, 
57  Miss.  767.  Probably  this  is  no  longer  the  rule  even  in  that 
state,  for  by  section  4461  of  its  code  (edition  of  1892)  the  remedy 
is  extended  to  any  landlord,  vendor  or  other  person  against  whom 
the  possession  of  land  is  withheld  after  the  expiration  of  the  de- 
fendant's right  by  contract  to  hold  such  possession:  Clark  v.  Bour- 
geois, 86  Miss.  1,  38  South.  187. 

5.  Executors  and  Administrators. — In  the  United  States  executors 
and  administrators  are  by  statute  often  given  the  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  real  property  of  their  decedents  during  the  ad- 
ministration, or  where  necessary  for  the  purposes  thereof,  with  a  right 
to  collect  the  rents  and  profits,  and,  under  permission  of  the  court, 
authority  to  make  leases.  If  a  lease  is  made  by  a  personal  repre- 
sentative, and  the  lessee,  notwithstanding  its  termination  or  for- 
feiture, refuses  or  neglects  to  surrender  possession,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  of  the  right  of  such  personal  representative  to  maintain 
a  proceeding  for  unlawful  detainer,  for,  between  him  and  the  lesse*?, 
the  conventional  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  exists:  Lass  v. 
Eisleton,  50  Mo.  1222.  The  same  rule  must  generally  be  applicable, 
though  the  lease  was  granted  by  the  decedent,  instead  of  the  personal 
representative.  Such  representative,  being  entitled  to  the  rents  and 
profits  and  also  to  the  possession  of  the  property  in  case  the  right 
of  a  tenant  has  terminated,  may  maintain  an  action  to  recover  pos- 
session from  the  tenant  guilty  of  an  unlawful  detainer:  Knowles 
V.  Murphy,  107  Cal.  107,  40  Pac.  Ill;  Scott  v.  Lloyd,  16  Fla.  151; 
Moody  V.  Ronaldson,  38  Ga.  652. 

6.  Other  Successors  in  Interest. — Where  a  defendant  has  entered 
under  a  lease,  and  is  therefore  under  obligation  to  surrender  pos- 
session when  it  terminates,  and  the  right  to  receive  such  possession 
has  passed  from  the  original  lessor,  it  is  not  very  material  what 
were  the  means  by  which  his  rights  were  devested  and  were  vested 
in  another,  for  the  latter  being  entitled  to  the  possession,  the  con- 
tinued holding  by  the  tenant  is  unlawful,  and  he  may  be  dispos- 
sessed by  proceedings  for  unlawful  detainer,  as  where  the  title  and 
rights  of  the  original  landlord  were  devested  by  execution  or  judicial 
sale:  May  v.  Luckett,  54  Mo.  437;  Sexton  v.  Hull,  45  Mo.  App. 
339;  Equity  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Murphy,  75  Mo.  App.  57.  A  receiver, 
who  has,  as  such,  let  premises  and  is  authorized  to  collect  the  rents, 
may  doubtless  maintain  an  action  of  unlawful  detainer  (King  v. 
('utts,  24  Wis.  627),  and  we  see  no  reason  wliy  he  may  not  also  be  en- 
titled to  a  like  remedy  where  the  letting  was  made  before  his  appoint- 
ment, if  thereby  he  became  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  and  to 
the  possession  of  the  leased  property  in  the  event  of  the  termination 
of    the    lessee's    right    of    possession    for    any    cause.     Many    of    the 
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statutes  extend  the  right  to  complain  of  an  unlawful  detainer  to  the 
successor  in  interest  of  the  original  landlord,  without  making  any 
distinction  respecting  the  diflFerent  means  by  which  such  succession 
might  have  been  brought  about.  Thus,  in  California,  a  tenant  of 
real  property  is  guilty  of  unlawful  detainer  when  he  continues  in 
jiosscssion  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  the  property 
was  let  or  after  default  in  the  payment  of  rent,  "without  the  per- 
mission of  his  landlord  or  the  successor  in  estate  of  his  landlord,  if 
any  there  be":  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  1161,  subds.  1,  2,  In  Massa- 
chusetts, if  a  tenant  has  lost  his  right,  he  may  be  proceeded  against 
by  any  person  entitled  to  the  possession:  Howard  v.  Merriam,  5 
Cush.  563;  Hildreth  v.  Conant,  10  Met.  298;  Hart  v.  Bouton,  152 
Mass.  440,  25  N.  E.  714.  This  is  substantially  the  effect  of  the 
statutes  now  in  force  in  Mississippi:  Clark  v.  Bourgeois,  86  Miss.  1, 
38  South,  187.  In  Washington,  it  is  sufficient  that  the  plaintiff  is 
a  person  entitled  to  rent:  State  v.  Pittinger,  37  Wash.  384,  79  Pac. 
942.  In  New  York,  application  for  summary  proceedings  "may  be 
made  by  the  landlord  or  lessor  of  the  demised  premises;  the  purchaser 
upon  an  execution  or  foreclosure  sale;  the  person  forcibly  put  out 
or  kept  out;  the  person  with  whom,  as  owner,  the  agreement  was 
made,  or  the  owner  of  property  occupied  under  an  agreement  to 
cultivate  the  property  upon  shares,  or  for  a  share  of  crops;  or  the 
person  lawfully  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property  intruded 
in  or  squatted  upon,  as  the  case  requires;  or  by  the  legal  repre- 
sentative, agent,  or  assignee  of  the  landlord,  purchaser,  or  other 
person,  so  entitled  to  apply":  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  2235. 

IV.  Wliat  Makes  the  Detainer  Unlawful. 
a.  Holding  After  the  Expiration  of  the  Lease. 
1.  When  It  is  for  a  Definite  Term. — If  a  lease  is  for  a  definite 
term,  the  tenant  and  those  coming  into  possession  under  him  are 
chargeable  with  notice  of  its  expiration,  and  their  continuance  in 
possession  after  that  time,  unless  by  permission  of  the  landlord  or 
other  person  entitled  to  the  possession,  is  necessarily  unlawful.  There 
is  no  question  that  the  action  of  unlawful  detainer  lies  if,  after 
demand  for  the  possession,  the  tenant  refuses  or  neglects  to  surren- 
der it:  Kower  v.  Gluck,  33  Cal.  401;  Brandenburg  v.  Reithman,  7 
Colo.  323,  3  Pac.  577;  Wheeler  v.  Cowan,  25  Me.  283.  Upon  princi- 
ple, the  tenant  remaining  in  possession  must  be  deemed  guilty  of 
an  unlawful  detainer,  whether  any  demand  for  the  possession  is  made 
upon  him  or  not.  The  proceeding  is,  however,  purely  statutory,  and 
tliercforc  the  statutes  upon  the  subject  may  require  a  notice  in  such 
form  and  for  such  time  as  the  legislature  may  deem  best.  In  one 
state  it  appears  to  have  been  assumed  that  the  tenant  had  the  right 
to  hold  over  after  the  termination  of  the  lease  unless  the  landlord 
indicated  a  wish  that  he  should  do  so,  and  therefore,  that  the 
tenant's    possession    was   lawful,    notwithstanding    the    expiration    of 
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his  term,  until  the  landlord  had  given  a  notice  to  quit:  Bonsall  v. 
McKay,  1  Houst.  520;  Thomas  v.  Black,  8  Houst.  507,  18  Atl.  771. 
We  believe,  however,  that  this  assumption  is  unjustifiable,  and  that 
the  tenant,  if  he  wishes  to  remain  in  possession,  must  obtain  the 
permission  of  his  landlord,  and  that  a  proceeding  in  unlawful  de- 
tainer is  at  once  maintainable  against  him  without  any  demand  foi* 
possession  or  notice  to  quit,  if  he  without  such  permission  continues 
in  possession  for  any  time,  however  short,  after  the  lease  warrants 
him  in  so  doing:  Stoppelkamp  v.  Mangeot,  42  Cal.  316;  McKissick  v. 
Ashby,  98  Cal.  422,  33  Pac.  729;  Kuhn  v.  Smith,  125  Cal.  615,  63 
Am.  St.  Kep.  79,  58  Pac.  204;  Earl  O.  Co.  v.  Pava,  138  Cal.  76, 
70  Pac.  1073;  Craig  v.  Gray,  1  Cal.  App.  598,  82  Pac.  699;  Reithman 
V.  Brandenburg,  7  Colo.  480,  4  Pac.  788;  Walker  v.  Ellis,  12  III. 
470;  Secor  v.  Pestana,  37  111.  525;  Fort  v.  McGrath,  7  111.  App.  302 
Frank  v.  Taubman,  31  111.  App.  592;  Layman  v.  Throp,  11  Ind.  352 
McClure  v.  McClure,  74  Ind.  108;  Alcorn  v.  Morgan,  77  Ind.  184 
Blocker  v.  McLendon,  6  Ind.  Ter.  481,  98  S.  W.  166;  Waller  v. 
Vermitt,  97  Iowa,  518,  66  S.  W.  763;  Harrison  v.  Marshall,  4  Bibb. 
524;  Hamit  v.  Laurence,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  366;  Eichart  v.  Bargas,  12 
B.  Mon.  462;  Andrews  v.  Erwin,  25  Ky.  Law  Eep.  1791,  78  S.  W. 
902;  Preble  v.  Hay,  32  Me.  456;  Dorrell  v.  Johnson,  17  Pick.  263; 
Caley  v.  Eogers,  72  Minn.  100,  75  N.  W.  114;  Young  v.  Smith,  2S 
Mo.  65,  75  Am.  Dec.  109;  Hulett  v.  Nugent,  71  Mo.  131;  Witte  v. 
Quinn,  38  Mo.  App.  681;  Anderson  v.  McClure,  57  Mo.  App.  93;  Leahy 
V.  Lubman,  67  Mo.  App.  191;  Laummier  v.  Steel,  77  Mo.  App.  456; 
Bierkenkamp  v.  Bierkenkamp,  88  Mo.  App.  445;  Barada-Ghio  R.  E. 
Co.  v.  Heidbrink,  112  Mo,  App.  429,  86  S.  W.  1109;  Ray  v.  Black- 
man,  120  Mo.  App.  497,  97  S.  W.  412;  Hendrickson  v.  Bceson,  21 
Neb.  61,  31  N.  W.  266;  Allen  v.  Jaquish,  24  Wend.  628;  Cox  v.  Sam- 
mis,  57  App.  Div.  173,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  203;  Adams  v.  City  of  Co- 
hoes,  53  Hun,  260,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  617;  Stedman  v.  Mcintosh,  4  Ired. 
291,  42  Am.  Dec.  122;  Gladwell  v.  Holcomb,  60  Ohio  St.  427,  71 
Am.  St.  Rep.  724,  54  N,  E.  473;  Logan  v.  Herron,  8  Serg.  &  R. 
459;  Hendrick  v.  Cannon,  5  Tex.  248;  Stanford  L.  Co.  v.  Steidle,  28 
Wash.  72,  68  Pac.  178;  Morris  v.  Healy  L.  Co.,  33  Wash.  451,  74 
Pac.  GG2.  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  propriety  of  applying  this  rule 
when  the  lease  by  its  term  expires  at  a  date  specified  and  from  its 
inspection  there  can  be  no  controversy  respecting  its  termination. 
It  may,  however,  be  made  terminable  on  the  happening  of  some 
specified  fact,  and  where  the  existence  of  the  contingency  on  whicli 
it  is  to  end  may  well  be  the  subject  of  controversy  and  its  estab- 
lishment be  dependent  on  extrinsic  evidence.  In  such  a  case,  if  the 
fact  is  one  of  the  existence  of  which  the  tenant  has,  or  is  charge- 
able with,  knowledge,  it  is  probable  that  no  notice  need  be  given, 
as  where  the  lease  is  to  expire  on  his  failure  to  pay  rent  or  perform 
some  other  act  within  a  time  specified:  Eichart  v.  Bargas,  12  B. 
Mon.  462;  Marmot  Co.  v.  Archibald,  37  W.  Va.  778,  17  S.  E.  299; 
Cobb  v.  Stokes,  8  East,  359,  9  E.   R.  4G4;   Messenger  v.  Armstrong, 
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1  Torm  TJep.  54,  1  R.  R.  148.  This  view  does  not  meet  with  un- 
qualifipcl  ((iiicuiTonce,  and  we  are  inclined  to  doubt  its  correctnes4: 
Gleason  v.  Gleason,  8  Gush.  32;  Elliott  v.  Stone,  1  Gray,  571. 

2.  When  the  Holding  Over  is  by  a  Tenant  at  Sufferance. — Tenants 
at  sufTorance,  being  these  who  lawfully  come  into  possession  of  prop- 
erty, but  whose  right  to  possession  has  terminated,  can  hardly  be 
regarded  as  trespassers  until  notified  to  abandon  possession,  and 
hence  tliey  have  sometimes  been  spoken  of  as  though  they  were 
entitled  to  some  notice  before  any  action  could  be  sustained  against 
them.  Tliese  cases  will,  on  examination,  generally  be  found  to  bo 
cases  merely  declaring  that  the  notice  actually  given  was  sufficient: 
Eicliengrecn  v.  Appel,  44  111.  App.  19;  Pratt  v.  Farra,  10  Allen,  519; 
Livingston  v.  Tanner,  12  Barb.  481.  There  are,  indeed,  states  whose 
statutes  expressly  provide  for  notice  to  tenants  of  this  class:  Tar- 
lotting  V.  Bokern,  95  Mo.  541,  8  S.  W.  547;  Rosenblat  v.  Perkins,  18 
Or.  156,  22  Pac.  598,  6  L.  E.  A.  257;  .Johnson  v.  Donaldson,  17  R.  I. 
1U7,  20  Atl.  242;  Minard  v.  Burtis,  83  Wis.  267,  53  N.  W.  509.  In 
tlie  absence  of  such  statutes  no  notice  is  required,  and  tenants  at 
sufferance  are  subject  to  the  action  without  any  demand  or  notice: 
Kauxhurst  v.  Lobree,  38  Cal.  563;  Lee  Chuck  v.  Quan  Wo  Chong,  91 
Cal.  593,  28  Pac.  45;  Reed  v.  Reed,  48  Me.  388;  Hollis  v.  Pool,  3 
Met.  350;  Evans  v.  Reed,  5  Gray,  308;  Moore  v.  Smith,  56  N.  J.  L. 
446,  29  Atl.  159;  Jackson  v.  Parkhurst,  5  Johns.  128;  Jackson  v.  Mc- 
Leod,  12  Johns.  182.  This  is  manifest  from  what  has  been  said  in 
the  preceding  section  respecting  the  right  to  proceed  against  persons 
remaining  in  possession  of  the  property  after  the  expiration  of  a 
lease  to  them  for  a  definite  term,  for  such  persons  are  tenants  at 
sufferance,  and  if  tenants  at  sufferance  are  entitled  to  notice  to  quit, 
then  it  will  be  impossible  to  conceive  of  a  proceeding  in  unlawful 
detainer  maintainable  in  the   absence  of  such   a   notice. 

3.  When  the  Holding  is  by  a  Tenancy  at  WiU. — There  are  cases 
making  the  general  statement  that  a  tenant  at  will  is  not  entitled  to 
notice    to    quit    (Herrell    v.    Sizeland,    81    111.    457;    Jackson    v.    Bradt, 

2  Caines,  169),  and  in  some  instances  by  repealing  statutes  requir- 
ing the  pjiving  of  such  notices  or  by  legislation  speaking  more  directly 
on  the  subject,  they  have  been  made  clearly  unnecessary:  Gordon 
v.  Oilman,  48  Me.  473.  Until  the  will  of  the  person  under  whom 
the  tenancy  exists  has  been  manifested  in  some  way,  it  is  difficult 
to  conceive  how  the  tenancy  can  be  regarded  as  terminated,  or  tlie 
]>erson  holding  under  it  as  wrongfully  in  possession.  In  the  absence 
of  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  it  is  probable  that  the  mere  making 
known  to  the  tenant  of  tlie  wish  to  terminate  the  tenancy  is  suffi- 
cient. Without  now  sto])]iiag  to  consider  wliat  the  character  of  the 
notice  must  be,  it  is  sufficient  for  our  present  purpose  to  state  that 
tiiere  is  |)rolj;ibly  no  state  in  the  Union  in  which  a  tenant  at  will 
can  be  adjuil^M  d  to  have  l)een  guilty  of  an  unlawful  detainer  unless 
Le   has   had   soiuetliing   which   is   equivalent   to   notice    that   his   estate 
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has  been  terminated,  and  that  the  person  under  -whom  he  holds  it 
desires  possession:  Frisbie  v.  Price,  27  Cal.  253;  Coomler  v.  Hefifner, 
86  Ind.  108;  Thomas  v.  Sanford  S.  S.  Co.,  71  Me.  548;  Ellis  v.  Paige, 
1  Pick.  43;  Gleason  v.  Gleason,  8  Cush.  32;  Woodrow  v.  Michael,  13 
Mich.  187;  Shaw  v.  Hoffman,  25  Mich.  162;  Allen  v.  Mansfield,  82  Mo. 
6S8;  Tarlotting  v.  Bokern,  95  Mo.  541,  8  S.  W.  547;  .Jackson  v.  Miller, 
7  Cow.  747;  Clark  v.  Smith,  25  Pa.  137;  Payton  v.  Sherburne,  15 
R.  I.  213,  2  Atl.  300;  Blanchard  v.  Bowers,  67  Vt.  403,  31  Atl.  848. 
In  the  absence  of  any  statute  fixing  the  time  and  manner  of  giving 
notice,  any  notice  will  be  sufficient  which  the  court  deems  reasonable 
(Blum  V.  Robertson,  24  Cal.  127;  Ellis  v.  Paige,  1  Pick.  43;  Shaw  v. 
Hoffman,  25  Mich.  162;  Payton  v.  Sherburne,  15  R.  I.  213,  2  Atl. 
300;  Rich  v.  Bolton,  46  Vt.  84,  14  Am.  Rep.  615;  Blanchard  v. 
Bowers,  67  Vt.  403,  31  Atl.  848),  but  it  will  not  be  deemed  reason- 
able if  it  does  not  give  the  tenant  an  opportunity  to  take  away 
his  emblements,  furniture,  and  other  property:  Ellis  v.  Paige,  1  Pick. 
43.  The  notice  to  be  given  is,  however,  often  designated  by  stat- 
ute. The  length  of  time  which  is  more  frequently  specified  than 
any  other  is  thirty  days:  King  v.  Connolly,  51  Cal.  181;  Munson  v. 
Plumnicr.  59  Idaho,  120,  12  N.  W.  806;  Kuhn  v.  Kuhn,  70  Iowa, 
682,  28  N.  W.  541;  Sherburne  v.  Jones,  20  Me.  70;  Smith  v.  Rowe, 
31  Me.  212;  Dutton  v.  Colby,  35  Me.  505;  Haines  v.  Beach,  90  Mich. 
563,  51  N.  W.  644;  Corby  v.  McSpadden,  63  Mo.  App.  648;  Davis  v. 
Brocklebank,  9  N.  H.  73;  Larned  v.  Hudson,  60  N.  Y.  102;  Peer  v. 
O'Lcary,  8  Misc.  Rep.  350,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  687;  but  in  Massachusetts, 
if  the  cause  be  the  nonpayment  of  rent,  it  need  be  for  fourteen 
days  only:  Johnson  v.  Stewart,  11  Gray,  181.  The  notice  in  North 
Carolina  must  be  three  weeks:  Love  v.  Edmonston,  23  N.  C.  152. 
In  Georgia,  two  months:  Ga.  Code,  ed.  1895,  sec.  3133.  In  Dela- 
ware, Michigan,  and  Oregon,  three  months:  Bonsall  v.  McKay,  1 
Houst.  520;  Knight  v.  Hartnian,  81  Mich.  462,  45  N.  W.  1008;  Rosen- 
blat  v.  Perkins,  18  Or.  156,  22  Pac.  598,  6  L.  R.  A.  257.  In  Kentucky 
and  New  Jersey,  half  a  year:  Squires  v.  Huff,  3  A.  K.  Marsh,  17; 
Hankiuson  v.  Blair,  15  N.  J.  L.  81.  If,  under  a  tenancy  at  will, 
the  rent  is  payable  monthly,  the  notice  must,  in  Massachusetts,  be 
for  one  month:  Sanford  v.  Harvey,  11  Cush.  93.  A  statute  providing 
for  notice  in  the  case  of  a  tenancy  by  the  month  or  for  any  term 
less  than  a  year  does  not  apply  to  a  tenancy  at  will:  Dunne  v. 
Trustees  of  Schools,  39  111.  578.  In  many  of  the  states  the  notice 
to  quit  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  support  the  proceeding  for  unlaw- 
ful detainer.  It  merely  terminates  the  estate,  and  must,  after  such 
terniiualion,  be  supplemented  by  a  demand  for  possession  or  a  notice 
showing  the  landlord's  intention  to  insist  upon  and  enforce  the  for- 
feiture: King  v.  Connolly,  51  Cal.  181;  Martin  v.  Splivalo,  oU  Cai. 
12s.;  eliadwiek  v.  Parker,  44  111.  326;  Smith  v.  Rowe,  31  Me.-  212; 
Dutton  V.  Colby,  35  Me.  505. 

4.     When  the  Holding  is  by  Tenancy  from  Month  to  Month. — If 
the  tenant  is  in  possession  under  a  lease  from  mouth  to  mouth,  it  is 
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evident  that  this  holding  of  the  property  cannot  amount  to  an  un- 
lawful detainer  until  after  his  estate  therein  has  been  in  some 
manner  terminated,  and  further,  that  any  notice  or  other  act  served 
or  done  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  such  termination  ought  not  to 
be  operative  until  the  tenant  has  a  reasonable  time  to  remove  him- 
self and  his  dependents  and  property  from  the  premises.  Hence  the 
statutes  have  required  a  notice  from  the  landlord  or  other  person  en- 
titled to  the  possession  showing  his  intention  to  terminate  the  ten- 
ancy, and  that  such  notice  be  served  a  considerable  time  in  advance 
of  the  date  fixed  for  ending  the  tenancy,  such  time  usually  being 
not  less  than  one  month:  McDevitt  v.  Lambert,  80  Ala.  53G,  2  South. 
438;  Seem  v.  McLees,  24  111.  192;  Eberlein  v.  Abel,  10  111.  App.  626; 
Kinsey  v.  Minnick,  43  Md.  112;  Valle  v.  Kramer,  4  Mo.  App.  570; 
Grueuewald  v.  Schaales,  17  Mo.  App.  324;  Steffens  v.  Earl,  40  N. 
J.  L.  128,  29  Am.  Kep.  214;  Hungerford  v.  "Wagoner,  5  App.  Div. 
590,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  369;  Klingenstein  v.  Goldwasser,  27  Misc.  Eep. 
536,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  342;  Hislop  v.  Moldenhauer,  23  Or.  119,  31  Pac. 
252;  Hollis  v.  Burns,  100  Pa.  206,  45  Am.  Eep.  379;  but  in  New  York 
it  is  now  only  five  days:  Hoffman  v.  Van  Allen,  3  Misc.  Rep.  99, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  369;  Simpson  v.  Masson,  11  Misc.  Eep.  351,  32  N. 
Y.  Supp.  136;  Hedden  v,  Nedersburg,  25  Misc.  Eep.  722,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  613. 

The  notice  to  quit  cannot  change  the  monthly  tenancy  so  as  to  make 
it  commence  or  end  at  a  new  date.  Thus,  if  the  tenancy  began  on  the 
tenth  day  of  a  month,  it  cannot,  by  a  notice  to  quit,  be  made  to  end 
on  some  other  day,  though  thereby  the  tenant  is  given  more  than  a 
month's  time  in  which  to  vacate  the  premises.  If  the  month  began 
on  the  10th  of  October,  and  the  notice  to  quit  was  served  on  the  12th, 
this  cannot  support  a  demand  for  possession  made,  and  an  action 
brought,  on  some  day  in  November,  though  subsequent  to  the  twelfth. 
The  notice,  whatsoever  time  it  be  given  in  any  current  month,  can  op- 
erate only  as  if  given  on  the  last  day  of  that  month,  and  then  only  for 
the  purpose  of  discontinuing  the  tenancy  on  the  last  day  of  the 
month  following.  Thus  the  notice  of  which  we  have  been  speaking 
liaving  been  given  in  October,  during  a  month  ending  with  Novem- 
ber 9th,  became  operative  on  that  day  to  end  the  tenancy  December 
9th,  and  entitled  the  landlord  to  possession  December  10th.  In  other 
wnrds,  the  tenant  may  lawfully  continue  in  possession  to  the  end 
(if  the  moiitli  in  which  notice  is  served  on  him  and  for  one  month 
thtreafter:  Pritckett  v.  Eitter,  16  111.  96;  Baker  v.  Adams,  5  Gush. 
9'J;  Prescott  v.  Elm,  7  Gush.  346;  Hart  v.  Lindlcy.  50  Mich.  20, 
14  X.  \\.  GS2;  Gunn  v.  Sinclair,  52  Mo.  327.  The  notice  may  require 
tlie  possession  to  be  surrendered  either  on  the  last  day  of  the  current 
month  (Fetsch  v.  Biggs,  31  Minn.  392,  18  N.  W,  101),  or  on  the  first 
day  of  tho  month  following:  Walker  v.  Sharp,  14  Allen,  43;  Drey 
v.  Doyle,  2S  Mo.  App.  249;  Steffens  v.  Earl,  40  N.  J.  L.  128,  29  Am. 
Efp.  214;  AVntors  v.  Young,  11  E.  1.  1,  23  Am.  Eep.  409.  It  is  not 
muitiiul  oil  what   day  of  the  current  month  the  notice  is  given,  pro- 
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vided  it  will  permit  the  tenant  to  hold  during  the  whole  of  that 
month  and  for  one  month  thereafter,  and  not  require  him  to  surren- 
der possession  on  some  day  which  does  not  correspond  with  that  end- 
ing his  monthly  term:  Drey  v.  Doyle,  28  Mo.  Ajjp.  249;  Snyder  v. 
Parker,  75  Mo.  App.  529. 

5.  When  the  Holding  is  by  a  Tenancy  from  Year  to  Year. — The  re- 
marks made  in  the  preceding  subdivision  about  the  necessity  of  some 
notice  to  terminate  the  tenancy  are  equally  applicable  to  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year:  Coomler  v.  Hefner,  86  Ind.  108;  Moshier  v.  Eel- 
ing,  12  Me.  478;  Grant  v.  White,  42  Mo.  285;  Jackson  v.  Salmon, 
4  Wend.  327;  Williams  v.  Ackerman,  8  Or.  405;  Eich  v.  Keyser,  51 
Pa.  86.  The  authorities  there  cited  will  also  show  that  the  notice 
given  cannot  operate  to  change  the  date  of  the  term.  In  other  words, 
it  must  end  the  tenancy  with  its  curent  year,  and  cannot  allow  a 
holding  over  for  a  part  of  a  year  and  then  require  a  surrender  of 
possession  at  some  time  before  the  end  of  that  year:  Usher  v.  Moss, 
50  Miss.  208;  Prouty  v.  Prouty,  5  How.  Pr.  81;  Dumn  v.  Kothermel, 
112  Pa.  272,  3  Atl.  800;  Godard's  Exrs.  v.  South  Carolina  E.  Co.,  2 
Eich.  346;  Lesley  v.  Eandolph,  4  Eawle,  123;  Floyd  v.  Floyd,  4  Eich. 
23.  The  length  of  time  for  which  such  notice  may  be  given  may, 
of  course,  be  prescribed  by  statute,  and  as  so  prescribed,  varies 
greatly.  Three  months  is  the  period  most  frequently  designated: 
Tobin  V.  Young  (Ind.),  17  N.  E.  625;  Elliot  v.  Stone  City  Bank,  4 
Ind.  App.  155,  80  N.  E.  537;  Wheat  v.  Brown,  3  Kan.  App.  431, 
43  Pac.  807;  Young  v.  Young,  36  Me.  133;  Hunter  v.  Frost,  47  Minn. 
1,  49  N.  W.  327;  Snowhill  v.  Snowhill,  23  N.  J.  L.  447;  Vincent  v. 
Corbin,  85  N.  C.  108;  McDowell  v.  Simpson,  3  Watts,  129,  27  Am.  Dec. 
338;  Dumn  v.  Eothermel,  112  Pa.  272,  3  Atl.  800;  Borough  of  Phoenix- 
ville  V.  Walters,  147  Pa.  501,  23  Atl.  776;  Thurber  v.  Dwyer,  10  E. 
I.  355;  Godard's  Exrs.  v.  South  Carolina  E.  Co.,  2  Eich.  346;  though 
in  some  states  six  months  are  required:  Spalding  v.  Hall,  6  D.  C. 
123;  Hunt  v.  Morton,  18  HI.  75;  Morehead  v.  Watkyns,  5  B.  Mon. 
228;  Hall  v.  Myers,  43  Md.  446;  Critchfield  v,  Eemaley,  21  Neb.  178, 
31  N.  W.  687;  Brady  v.  Flint,  23  Neb.  785,  37  N.  W.  647;  Leavitt 
V.  Leavitt,  47  N.  H.  329;  Hankinson  v.  Blair,  15  N.  J.  L.  181; 
Stcdman  v.  Mcintosh,  4  Ired.  291,  42  Am.  Dec.  122;  Jones  v.  Willis, 
53  N.  C.  430;  Hachet  v.  Whitney,  1  Vt.  311;  Brown  v.  Kayser,  GO 
Wis.  1,  18  N.  W.  523;  in  others  sixty  days:  Larkin  v.  Avery,  23 
Conn.  304;  Streit  v.  Fay,  230  111.  319,  post,  p.  304,  82  N.  E. 
648;  Tanton  v.  Van  Alstine,  24  111.  App.  405;  and  in  New  York 
one  month:  Prouty  v.  Prouty,  5  How.  Pr.  81. 

b.  Notice  to  Quit. 
1.  By  Whom  Should  be  Given. — When  a  notice  is  given  to  termi- 
nate the  lease,  it  must  be  given  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  person 
entitled  to  possession.  Hence  if  the  original  lessor  has  conveyed, 
he  is  not  the  proper  person  to  thereafter  give  a  notice  to  quit:  Griffin 
V.   Barton,   22    Misc.    Eep.    228,   49   N.   Y.    Supp.    1021;    contra,    Com- 
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stock  V.  Cavanngh,  17  E.  I.  233,  21  Atl.  498.  The  person  giving 
notice  may  act  by  his  agent:  Eeed  v.  Hawlcy,  45  111.  40;  Gilmore  v 
Baker  Co.,  12  Wash.  468,  41  Pac.  124;  and,  unless  some  statute  re- 
quires it,  the  authority  of  the  agent  need  not  be  conferred  in  writ- 
ing: Felton  V.  Millard,  81  Cal.  540,  21  Pac.  533,  22  Pac.  750.  Per- 
haps the  person  acting  as  agent  need  not  have  precedent  authoriza- 
tion if  his  action  is  subsequently  ratified  by  his  principal:  Goodlittle 
V.  Woodward,  3  Barn.  &  Aid.  689;  Doe  v.  Sybourn,  2  Esp.  077;  but 
we  incline  to  the  view  that  a  notice  not  effective  when  made  because 
not  then  authorized  cannot  be  made  operative  by  subsequent  ratifica- 
tion, except  from  the  time  of  such  ratification:  Pickard  v.  Perley, 
45  N.  H.  188,  80  Am.  Dec.  153;  Doe  v.  Goodwin,  1  Gale  &  Dav.  46.1, 
2  Q.  B.  143,  10  L.  J.  Q.  B.  275;  Doe  v.  Walters,  10  Barn.  &  C.  626, 
5  Man.  &  R.  357,  8  L.  J.  K.  B.,  O.  S.  297.  If  there  are  two  or  more 
persons  entitled  to  the  possession,  all  must  join  in  the  notice:  King 
v.  Dickerman,  11  Gray,  480;  Eight  v.  Curlett,  5  East,  491,  2 
Marsh.  83,  5  Esp.  149,  7  E.  R.  754;  contra  where  the  lessors  are 
partners  in  trade,  Doe  v.  Hulme,  2  Man.  &  E.  483,  6  L.  J.  K.  B., 
O.  S.,  345;  or  joint  tenants:  Doe  v.  Hughes,  7  Mecs.  &  W.  139,  10 
L.  J.  Ex.  185;  Doe  v.  Chaplin,  3  Taunt.  120,  12  R.  R.  615.  If  a 
ini)rtg;ige  is  made  by  the  lessor,  and  has  the  effect  of  entitling  th> 
mortgagee  to  the  possession  and  rents,  the  latter  may  give  a  no- 
tice to  quit  (Burton  v.  Dickenson,  17  L.  T.,  N.  S.,  264),  or  he  may 
give  general  authority  to  his  mortgagor  to  determine  tenancies,  in 
which  event  the  latter  may  act  in  his  own  name  (Stackpole  v.  Park- 
inson, I.  R.  8  C.  L.  561),  but  the  latter,  though  remaining  in 
possession  after  default  and  permitted  to  collect  rents,  cannot,  with- 
out previous  authority  from  the  mortgagee,  terminate  a  lease  by  a 
notice  to  quit:  Miles  v.  Murphy,  I.  R.  5  C.  L.  382. 

2.  To  Whom  must  be  Given. — It  is  suniciont  that  the  notice  to 
quit  be  given  to  the  lessee,  or  to  one  of  several  lessees:  Walker  v. 
Sharpe,  103  Mass.  154;  Doe  v.  Crick,  5  Esp.  196,  8  R.  R.  848.  Such 
notice  undoubtedly  is  effective  against  all  persons  subsequently  ac- 
(juiring  any  interest  under  the  original  lessee:  Schilling  v.  Holmes, 
23  Cal.  227;  Woodward  v.  Winehill,  14  Wash.  394,  44  Pac.  8G0;  and 
probably  also  against  prior  sublessees  and  others  receiving  possrs- 
sion  from  the  original  lessee:  Jackson  v.  Baker,  10  .Toliiis.  '27C; 
Docker  v.  Sexton,  19  Misc.  Rep.  59,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  107;  Roe  v. 
\Vig;,'s.  2  Bos.  &  P.  (N.  R.),  330.  Of  cases  necessarily  in  point  on 
this  subject  the  reports  are  barren.  Mere  trespassers  and  intruders 
are  not  entitled  to  any  notice  to  quit:  Godwin  v.  Stebbins,  2  Cal. 
103;  Meeker  v.  Doe,  7  Blackf.  169;  Lewis'  Heirs  v.  Ringo,  3  A.  K. 
Mnrsli.  2  17;  Doe  v.  Bell,  8  Jones,  291;  Worthir.gton  v.  Etcl.esua, 
5  (ranch  C.  C.  302.  In  Jackson  v.  Salmon,  4  Wend.  327,  it  was 
held  that  one  coming  in  under  a  tenant  was  entitled  to  the  s.ime 
notice  as  the  tenant.  In  this  case  there  is  notliing  in  the  rejiort 
indicating   that   any   notice  was   served   on   anyone.     Hence  it  is  not 
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authority  for  the  position  that  the  service  of  notice  on  the  original 
lessee  may  not  bind  subtenants  and  others  acquiring  under  him. 

3.  By  Whom  may  be  Served. — The  notice  to  quit  may  be  served 
by  the  landlord  or  by  anyone  authorized  by  him:  Weeks  v.  Sly,  61 
N.   H.   89. 

4.  How,  When,  and  on  Whom  must  be  Served. — The  notice  should 
be  personally  served  on  the  lessee  in  possession  of  the  property,  but 
where  there  are  two  or  more  such  lessees  holding  as  cotenants  of 
the  term,  it  seems  not  to  be  necessary  to  serve  more  than  one:  Grundy 
v.  Martin,  143  Mass.  279,  9  N.  E.  647;  Doe  v.  Irick,  5  Esp.  196, 
8  R.  R.  .828.  But  this  has  been  denied  unless  the  lessees  were  also 
partners:  Adler  v.  Lowenstein,  52  Misc.  Eep.  556,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  492. 
If  the  lessee  is  not  to  be  found  on  the  premises,  notice  may  be  left 
there  for  him  with  anyone  who  may  be  deemed  his  representative, 
as,  for  instance,  his  wife:  Bell  v.  Bruhn,  30  111.  App.  300;  Blish  v. 
Harlow,  15  Gray,  316;  Clark  v.  Keliher,  107  Mass.  406;  Steese  v. 
.lohnson,  168  Mass.  17,  46  N.  E.  431;  Bciler  v.  DevoU,  40  Mo.  App. 
251;  Gerhart  R.  Co.  v.  Weiter,  108  Mo.  App.  248,  83  S.  W.  278; 
Cadwalader  v.  Lovece,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  29  S.  W.  66,  917;  Smith  v. 
Clark,  9  D.  P.  C.  202,  1  W.  P.  C.  44;  Pulteney  v.  Shelton,  5  Ves.  261n; 
or  a  son  or  daughter  of  mature  age:  Tanham  v.  Nicholson,  L.  R.  5  H. 
L.  561,  I.  E.  6  C.  L.  188;  Liddy  v.  Kennedy,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  134,  20  Week. 
Rep.  150;  or  a  servant:  Doe  v.  Dunbar,  M.  &  M.  10;  Liddy  v.  Kennedy, 
L.  R.  5  H.  L.  134,  30  Week.  Rep.  150;  or  other  agent:  Farnham  v.  Hoh- 
man,  90  111.  312;  Walker  v.  Sharpe,  103  Mass.  154;  Hogsett  v.  Ellis,  17 
Miss.  351;  Prcndergast  v.  Searle,  81  Minn.  291,  84  N.  W.  107.  It 
must  be  admitted,  however,  that  the  safer  course  is  to  serve  tlio 
lessee  personally  if  he  can  be  found:  Van  Studdiford  v.  Kohn,  46 
Mo.  App.  436.  Though  a  service  upon  a  servant  or  other  agent  is 
Kufficient  if  he  has  authority  to  represent  his  master  or  principal  in 
the  matter,  and  though  it  will  generally  be  presumed  that  he  gave 
the  notice  to  his  principal  (Tanham  v.  Nicholson,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  501, 
I.  R.  6  C.  L.  18S),  and  it  makes  little  or  no  difference  bow  the 
service  is  made  if  the  notice  reaches  the  principal:  Farnam  v.  Hoh- 
inan,  90  111.  312;  Laiigan  v.  Schlief,  55  Mo.  App.  213;  Ewing  v. 
O'Malley,  108  Mo.  App.  117,  82  S.  W.  1087;  Alford  v.  Vickery,  Car. 
&  M.  280;  yet  there  have  been  cases  refusing  to  sustain  a  service 
because  the  ajront  on  whom  it  was  made  did  not  exercise  an  au- 
tlinrity  warranting  him  in  being  regarded  as  the  representative  of 
his  principal  in  respect  to  terminating  the  tenancy  in  question  (\'an 
iStuddiford  v.  Kohn,  46  Mo.  App.  436),  and  other  cases  indicating 
that  it  ought  to  ajipear  that  the  notice  had  been  explained  to  the 
servant  or  liad  come  to  the  knowledge  of  his  principal:  Doe  v.  Lucas, 
5  Esp.  153,  8  R.  E.  842;  Doe  v.  Milhill,  1  Jur.  795.  The  material 
question  is.  Did  the  notice  reach  the  tenant?  If  it  did,  the  object 
is  accomplished  regardless  of  the  jicrsoii  with  whom  the  notice  was 
left:    Farnam    v.    lluhniau,    90    111.    312;    Langau    v.    Schlief,    55    Mo. 
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App.  213;  Ewing  v.  O'Mallcy,  108  Mo.  App.  117,  82  S.  W.  1087; 
Alford  V.  Vickery,  Car.  &  M.  280.  Hence  it  may  probably  be  served 
by  mail:  Candler  v.  Mitchell,  119  Mich.  464,  78  N.  W.  551;  Bless  v. 
Jenkins,  129  Mo.  647,  31  S.  W.  938;  Papillin  v.  Brunton,  5  Hurl.  & 
N.  518,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  2G5;  and  sometimes  statutory  provision  is  made 
for  service  by  posting  on  the  premises:  Consolidated  C.  Co.  v. 
Schacfer,  31  111.  App.  364,  135  111.  210,  25  N.  E.  783,  If  the  statute 
requires  a  notice  in  writing,  it  cannot  be  satisfied  by  reading  the 
writing  to  the  person  on  whom  service  is  made  without  also  leaving 
a  copy  with  him:  Seem  v.  McLees,  24  111,  192;  Jenkins  v.  Jenkins, 
63  Ind.  415,  30  Am.  Eep,  229;  Langan  v,  Schlief,  55  Mo,  App,  213, 
If  the  tenant  is  dead  and  no  personal  representative  has  been  ap- 
pointed, the  notice  may  be  served  on  his  widow  who  remains  in  pos- 
session: Sweeny  v.  Sweeny,  I.  E.  10  C.  L.  375.  In  England  the 
notice  may  be  served  on  Sunday:  Sangster  v.  Noy,  16  L.  T.  157,  If 
the  notice  is  left  with  a  servant,  agent  or  other  person  for  the  tenant, 
it  must  be  done  on  the  leased  premises,  but  service  on  him  personally 
may  be  made  wherever  he  may  be  found:  Epstein  v.  Greer,  78  Ind. 
348,  The  time  of  service  may  be  on  any  date  which  will  allow  the 
tenant  the  time  to  which  he  is  entitled  before  terminating  his  ten- 
ancy, and  may  hence  be  after  as  well  as  before  the  expiration  of 
his  term:  Drain  v.  Jacks,  77  Iowa,  629,  42  N.  W.  460;  McLain  v. 
Calkins,  77  Iowa,  468,  42  N.  W.  373;  Hawley  v,  Robeson,  14  Neb. 
435,   16   N.  W.  438;   Leutzey  v.  Ilerchelrode,  20   Ohio   St.   334, 

5.  The  Proof  of  Service. — Whenever  any  issue  arises  respecting 
the  fact  of  the  service  of  a  notice  to  quit,  such  service  may  be  es- 
tablished by  any  competent  evidence,  as  by  the  return  of  an  officer 
(Moller  V.  Barrett,  49  111,  App.  519),  or  the  admissions  of  the  tenant 
(Doe  V.  Hall,  5  Man.  &  G.  795),  or  the  testimony  of  any  person 
who  served  it,  or  saw  it  served  or  in  the  possession  of  the  tenant: 
Chung  Yow  v.  Hop  Chong,  11  Or,  220,  4  Pac.  326;  Alford  v.  Vickery, 
Car.   &   M.   280, 

6,  The  Form  of. — The  notice  to  quit,  unless  some  statute  pre- 
scribes to  the  contrary,  may  be  oral:  Timmins  v,  Eawlinson,  3  Burr. 
1603,  1  W.  Black.  533;  Doe  v.  Crick,  5  Esp,  196,  8  E,  E,  848;  Doe 
v.  Pierce,  2  Camp.  96,  11  E.  E,  673;  but  the  usual  and  safer  practice 
is  to  serve  a  notice  in  writing.  Like  other  legal  documents,  it  is 
sufficient  if  it  purports  to  be  on  behalf  of  the  person  entitled  to  exe- 
cute it,  and  informs  the  person  to  whom  it  is  given  of  its  purpose, 
and  such  purpose  is  one  which  the  giver  has  the  right  to  accomplisli. 
No  particular  form  is  required:  Ilooten  v.  Holt,  139  Mass.  54,  29  X. 
E.  221.  It  cannot,  as  we  have  already  shown,  change  the  term 
su  as  to  ni.'ike  it  expire  at  a  different  date  of  the  month  or  year  from 
that  dcsi<,niated  in  the  lease  as  the  end  of  the  tenant's  term:  Ante, 
t^ubdi vision  IV,  a,  4.  "A  notice  to  quit,  which  breaks  into  the 
quarter,  month  or  week,  is  not  a  good  notice":  Baker  v,  Adams, 
5  Ciisli.  li'.t;  I'roscott  v.  Elm,  7  Cush.  346;  Doe  v.  Donovan,  1  Taunt, 
555;   Doe   v.  GrLcn,  9   Ad.   &  E.   65S.     The  time   when  the  property  is 
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to  be  surrendered  must  be  clearly  stated:  Steward  v.  Harding,  2 
Gray,  335;  Finkelstein  v.  Hcrson,  55  N.  J.  L,  217,  26  Atl.  688;  Wright 
V.  Mosher,  16  How.  Pr.  454;  People  v.  Gedney,  15  Hun,  475;  Hanchet 
V.  Whitney,  1  Vt.  311;  and  as  so  stated  must  permit  the  tenant  to 
occupy  to  the  end  of  his  term,  and  must  allow  him  the  number  of 
days  or  months'  notice  exacted  by  the  statute.  It  is  not  sufficient 
that  it  notify  the  tenant  to  remove  as  soon  as  practicable:  People 
V.  Gedney,  15  Hun,  475.  It  may,  however,  describe  the  date  when 
the  tenant  must  quit,  without  naming  the  day  or  month,  as  where 
ho  is  informed  that  he  must  quit  at  the  expiration  of  the  present 
or  current  year  of  his  tenancy:  Doe  v.  Timothy,  2  Car.  &  K.  351; 
Doe  V.  Butler,  2  Esp,  589,  5  R.  R.  756.  If  the  notice  is  to  quit 
on  Michaelmas  or  Lady-day,  and  there  is  an  old  and  new  Michaelmas 
or  an  old  and  new  Lady-day,  the  notice  is  good  for  whichever  day 
the  term  expires  upon,  if  the  time  given  is  sufficient:  Doe  v.  Knight- 
ley,  7  Term  Rep.  63,  1  Chit.  11,  4  R.  R.  375;  Doe  v.  Wrightman, 
4  Esp.  5,  6  R.  R.  834;  Denn  v.  Walker,  Peake  Ad.  C.  194;  Doe  v. 
Perrin,  9  Car.  &  P.  467.  The  notice  need  not  be  to  quit  absolutely, 
for  it  may  give  the  tenant  the  option  of  continuing  his  lease  on 
new  or  different  conditions  (Candler  v.  Mitchell,  119  Mich.  464, 
78  N.  W.  551),  and  hence  may. declare  that  he  must  quit  or  the 
landlord  will  insist  on  double  rent:  Doe  v.  Jackson,  1  Doug.  175; 
Doe  V.  Goldwin,  1  Gale  &  Dav.  463,  2  Q.  B.  143,  10  L.  J.  Q.  B.  275. 
Though  it  is  said  that  notice  to  quit  a  house  is  not  notice  to  quit 
land  (Kuhn  v.  Kuhn,  70  Iowa,  682,  28  N.  W.  541),  and  that  a  simple 
demand  for  possession  is  not  a  notice  to  quit  (McLean  v.  Spratt,  19 
Fla.  97),  yet  it  is  evident  that  notices  to  quit  are  construed  so  as  to 
make  them  effective  if  their  language  will  permit,  and  are  held  good 
if  the  tenant  reading  them  must  have  known  their  purpose  there- 
from: Douglas  V.  Anderson,  32  Kan.  350,  4  Pac.  257;  Preble  v.  Hay, 
32  Me.  45G;  Cook  v.  Creswell,  44  Md.  581;  Townly  v.  Rutan,  20  N. 
J.  Ij.  604;  though  the  tenant's  name  is  incorrectly  stated  (Clark  v. 
Keliher,  107  Mass.  406);  or  the  property  incorrectly  described  (K'lnfr 
V.  Connolly,  44  Cal.  236;  Farnam  v.  Hohman,  90  111.  312),  or  thoy 
include  more  than  is  occupied  by  the  tenant  (Dimmett  v.  Applcton, 
20  Neb.  208,  29  N.  W.  474),  especially  when  the  notice  on  its  face 
shows  that  it  relates  to  property  occupied  of  the  person  giving  it  by 
the  person  to  whom  it  is  given:  Epstein  v.  Greer,  78  Ind.  348;  Whipple 
v.  Sbewjiltor,  91  Ind.  114;  Cummings  v.  Winters,  19  Neb.  719,  2S  N. 
W.  302.  Where  the  person  giving  the  notice  has  power  to  teniiinato 
the  lease  for  some  particular  purpose  only,  the  notice  must  disclose 
that  purpose  (Sloan  v.  Cantrell,  5  Cold.  571);  but  where,  as  is  usually 
the  case,  the  person  giving  the  notice  has  power  to  require  the  tenant 
to  quit  without  assigning  or  having  any  special  reason  therefor,  the 
notice  need  not  attempt  to  state  any  cause  for  giving  it:  Curiier  v. 
Barker,  2  Gray,  224;  Granger  v.  Brown,  11  Cush.  191. 

7.     Waiver  of. — There  is  no  question  that  the  giving  of  the  notice 
to  quit  may  be  waived  by  the  tenant  or  other  person  entitled  thereto: 
Am.    St.   Rop.,    Vol.    120 — 4 
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Torrans  ▼.  Stricklin.  52  X.  C.  50;  Wolfer  v.  Hurst.  47  Or.  156,  80  Pa-. 
419,  82  Pac.  20;  Lucas  v.  Brooks,  18  Wall.  436,  21  L.  ed.  779.  This 
waiver  may  be  incorporated  in  the  lease  or  in  any  other  writing,  in 
which  event  ro  notice  need  be  given  (Belinski  v.  Brand,  76  111.  App. 
■104;  Equitv  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Murphy,  75  Mo.  App.  57);  or  there  mr.y 
be  an  agreomcnt  between  the  landlord  and  tenant  that  the  latter  will 
vacate  the  jiremi^os  at  a  specified  future  day:  Englc  v.  Mitchell,  30 
Miun.  122,  14  N.  W.  510.  A  like  result  follows  when  the  lessee  re- 
fuses to  accept  a  renewal:  Eldred  v.  Sherman,  81  Wis.  182,  51  N.  W. 
441. 

The  disclaimer  by  the  tenant  of  the  landlord's  title  and  of  any 
holding  thereunder,  whether  made  in  express  terms  or  inferable  as 
a  conclusion  of  law  from  acts  done,  usually,  at  the  election  of  the 
landlord,  amounts  to  a  termination  of  the  tenancy.  Such  disclaimer 
on  the  part  of  the  tenant,  either  express  or  implied,  is  a  waiver  by 
liim  of  notice  to  quit,  and  entitles  the  landlord,  except  perhaps  in 
Colorado  (Doss  v.  Craig,  1  Colo.  177),  to  regard  the  future  detainer 
as  unlawful:  Petty  v.  Graham,  13  Ala.  5GS;  Buckner  v.  Warren,  41 
Ark.  532;  Yon  Giahn  v.  Brennan,  81  Cal.  261,  22  Pac.  596;  Horscy's 
Lessee  V.  Horsey,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  517;  Williams  v.  Cash,  27  Ga.  507, 
73  Am.  Dec.  739;  Fussclman  v.  Worthington,  14  111.  135;  Brown  v. 
Keller,  32  HI.  151,  S3  Am.  Dec.  258;  Herrell  v.  Sizeland,  81  HI.  457; 
Tobin  V.  Young,   124  Ind.   507,   24  N.  E.   121;   Gocdman   v.   Malcolm, 

5  Kan.  App.  285,  48  Pac.  439;  Harrison  v.  Marshall,  4  Bibb,  524; 
Bates  V.  Austin,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  270,  12  Am.  Dec.  395;  Fogle  v. 
Chaney,  12  B.  Mon.  138;  Hoskins  v.  Helm,  4  Litt.  309,  14  Am.  Dec. 
133;  Kunzie  v.  Wixom,  39  Mich.  384;  Cook  v.  Penrod,  111  Mo.  App. 
12S,  So  S.  W.  676;  Den  v.  Blair,  15  N.  J.  L.  181;  Jacks,  u  v.  Wheeler, 

6  Johns.  272;  Sharpe  v.  Kelly,  5  Denio,  431;  Den  v.  Edmondson,  1 
Irod.  152;  Springs  v.  Schenck,  99  IST.  C.  551.  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  552,  6  S. 
E.  405;  Clark  v.  Everly,  8  Watts  &  S.  22G;  Wadsworthville  School  v. 
Meetze,  4  Eich.  50;  State  v.  Stuart.  5  Strob.  29;  Duke  v.  Harper. 
6  Yerg.  280,  27  Am.  Dec.  462;  Chamberlin  v.  Donahue,  45  Yt.  50; 
Emerick  v.  Tavener,  9  Gratt.  220,  58  Am.  Dec.  217;  Harrison  v.  Mid- 
dletun,  11  Gratt.  527;  Wallace  v.  Grace  C.  M.  A.  148  Fed.  672.  78 
C.  C.  A.  4ijf5;  Doe  v.  Grubb,  10  Barn.  &  C.  816,  8  L.  J.  K.  B.,  0.  S., 
.•-.21;  Dot-  V.  Pasciuali,  1  Peake.  259,  3  11.  E.  OSS;  Doe  v.  Creed,  2  Moore 
&  P.  645;  Doe  v.  Long,  9  Car.  &  P.  773. 

c.  The  Holding  Over  After  a  Cause  of  Forfeiture. 
1.  For  Defatilt  in  the  Payment  of  Rent. — Independently  of  any 
stat;i?r  u;  e'H  tiie  subje-ct,  the  nonpayment  of  rent  is  not  a  cause  for 
tiie  teTiiiinfiti''U  or  forfeiture  of  a  lease,  unlec-s  it  so  provides:  Buckner 
V.  Warret:.  41  Ark.  532;  Brown's  Admrs.  v.  Bragg.  22  Ind.  122;  Bcal 
v.  Bas-,  SO  Mf.  325.  29  Atl.  1U>S;  Barlett  v.  Grt-e-uleaf.  11  Gray.  9S; 
Iln.i^rkms  v.  Price,  137  Mass.  13;  Meroney  v.  Wrigur,  SI  X.  C.  390; 
SinuuL.ns  v.  Jarmati.  122  X.  C.  195.  29  S.  E.  332;  Ewing  v.  Miles,  12 
Tex.  Civ.  Ai,.  ::>,  l;3  S.  W.  235;  Gale  v.  Oil  E.  P.  Co.,  6  W.  Va.  200. 
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Nor  does  a  forfeiture  result  from  the  nonpayment  of  any  other  sum 
for  which  payment  is  stipulated  to  be  made  in  the  lease:  Sipp  v. 
Eeich,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  960.  And  this  is  true  of  every  other  breach 
of  a  covenant  in  a  lease  irrespective  of  its  character.  Hence  it  is 
not  forfeited  by  the  breach  of  the  covenant  against  assigning  or  sub- 
letting: Eldredge  v.  Bell,  64  Iowa,  125,  19  N.  W.  879;  Burnes  v. 
McCubbin,  3  Kan.  221,  87  Am.  Dec.  468;  Spear  v.  Fuller,  8  N.  H. 
174,  28  Am.  Dec.  391;  In  re  Penuewell,  119  Fed.  139,  55  C.  C.  A.  571; 
Doe  V.  Godwin,  4  Moore  &  S.  2G5,  16  R.  R.  463;  or  to  pay  taxes: 
Hciple  V.  Reed  (Iowa),  65  N.  W.  331;  or  to  make  repairs:  Doe  v. 
Stevens,  3  Barn.  &  Adol.  402,  1  L.  J. 'K.  B.  154.  The  lessor  wishing 
a  forfeiture  to  result  from  any  breach  of  covenant  must  so  provide 
in  his  lease  unless  some  statute  exists  making  such  provision  un- 
necessary. With  respect  to  the  nonpayment  of  rent,  there  are  stat- 
utes making  it,  ipso  facto,  a  forfeiture  (Ga.  Code  1895,  sec.  3124; 
Huff  V.  Markham,  70  Ga.  284),  but  in  most  of  the  states  the 
statutes  provide  for  a  demand  to  be  made  for  the  payment  of  past 
due  rent  or  for  possession  of  the  property,  and  that  if  payment  is 
not  made  within  the  number  of  days  specified  in  the  statute,  that 
the  tenant  shall  be  guilty  of  an  unlawful  detainer,  and  such  statutes 
are  operative  though  the  lease  contains  no  reservation  of  the  right 
of  forfeiture  or  of  re-entry:  Mans.  St.  Ark.,  sec.  3348;  Parker  v. 
Geary,  57  Ark.  301,  21  S.  W.  472;  Geary  v.  Parker,  65  Ark.  521,  47 
S.  W.  238,  53  S.  W.  567;  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  1161,  subds.  1,  2; 
Chadwick  v.  Parker,  44  111.  326;  Hodgkins  v.  Price,  137  Mass.  13; 
Neb.  Code,  sec.  1021;  Hendrickson  v.  Beeson,  21  Neb.  61,  31  N.  W. 
266;  Pollock  v.  Whipple,  33  Neb.  752,  51  N.  W.  130;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  sec.  2231,  subd.  2;  Lyons  v.  Gavin,  43  Misc.  Rep.  659,  88  N.  Y. 
Supp.  252;  Poterie  G.  Co.  v.  Poterie,  179  Pa.  68,  36  Atl.  232;  Dakota 
Hot  Springs  Co.  v.  Young,  9  S.  Dak.  577,  70  N.  W.  842. 

2.  For  Other  Causes  of  Forfeiture. — Some  of  the  state  statutes 
enlarge  the  causes  of  forfeiture  so  as  to  include  all  breaches  of 
covenants  or  conditions  in  the  lease.  Thus  subdivision  3  of  section 
1161,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  California,  makes  a  tenant  of  real 
property  for  a  term  less  than  life  guilty  of  unlawful  detainer  "when 
he  continues  in  possession,  in  person  or  by  subtenant,  after  a  neglect 
or  failure  to  perform  other  conditions  or  covenants  of  the  lease  or 
agreement  under  which  the  property  is  held,  including  any  covenant 
not  to  assign  or  sublet,  than  the  one  for  the  payment  of  rent,"  etc. 
(Silva  V.  Campbell,  84  Cal.  420,  24  Pac.  316),  and  subdivision  4 
declares,  "any  tenant  or  subtenant  assigning  or  subletting  or  com- 
mitting waste  upon  the  demised  premises,  contrary  to  the  conditions 
or  covenants  of  his  lease,  thereby  terminates  the  lease,  and  the  land- 
lord or  his  successor  in  estate  shall,  upon  service  of  three  days' 
notice  to  quit  upon  the  person  or  persons  in  possession,  be  entitled 
to  restitution  of  possession  of  such  demised  premises."  We  doubt 
whether  any  other  statute  is  so  comprehensive  as  this.  At  least  one 
of  them  makes  a  tenant  guilty  of  unlawful  detainer  who  has  takea 
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the  benefit  of  an  insolvent  act  during  his  term,  or  has  been  adjudi- 
cated a  bankrupt  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  when  any 
part  of  the  demised  premises  has  been  used  for  "a  bawdy-house,  or 
house  of  assignation  for  lewd  persons,  or  for  any  illegal  trade  or 
manufacture,  or  other  illegal  business":  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec. 
2231.  Before  any  forfeiture  can  be  asserted  for  any  breach  of  a 
covenant  or  condition  some  statute  must  be  found  declaring  such 
fui ii  iture  (Bauer  v.  Knoble,  51  Minn.  358,  53  N.  W.  805;  Ocean  Grove 
C.  U.  Assn.  V.  Sanders,  68  N,  J.  L.  C31,  54  Atl.  448;  Hedley  v,  Haveu:^, 
24  Vt.  520),  or  it  must  be  sustained  by  some  express  reservation  or 
stipulation  in  the  lease:  Walker  v.  Dowling,  24  Ky.  Law  Rep.  179, 
C8  S.  W.  135;  Preston  v.  Stover,  70  Neb.  632,  97  N.  W.  812;  Hand 
v.  Suravitz,  148  Pa.  202,  23  Atl.  1117.  We  shall  not  undertake  to 
consider  in  detail  the  several  statutes  declaring  a  detainer  to  be 
unlawful  for  acts  or  for  breaches  of  condition  other  than  for  the 
payment  of  rent.  It  answers  our  present  purpose  to  state  that  there 
are  state  statutes  making  a  detainer  unlawful  after  the  breach  of  a 
covenant  to  pay  taxes:  Crosby  v.  Jarvis,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  229;  or  not 
to  sublet  or  assign:  Bernero  v.  Allen,  68  Cal.  505,  9  Pac.  429;  Marvin 
V.  Ilartz,  130  Mich.  26,  89  N.  W.  557;  Wray-Austin  M.  Co.  v.  Flower, 
140  Mich,  452,  103  N.  W.  873;  Markowitz  v.  Greenwall  T.  C.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75  S.  W.  317. 

3.  The  Demand  When  There  is  Default  in  the  Pasrment  of  Rent. — 
\Vhere  the  lessee  or  other  person  in  possession  fails  to  pay  rent  when 
it  falls  due,  the  landlord  or  other  person  entitled  thereto  must,  under 
a  majority  of  the  statutes,  in  writing  demand  such  payment  or  the 
surrender  of  the  possession:  McDevitt  v.  Lambert,  80  Ala.  536,  2 
South.  438;  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  1161,  subd.  2;  Sullivan  v.  Gary,  17 
Cal.  80;  Cone  v.  Woodward,  65  111.  477;  Woodward  v.  Cone,  73  111. 
241;  Espen  v.  Hinehliffe,  131  111.  468,  123  N.  E.  592;  Lane  v.  Brooks, 
120  111.  App.  501;  Durie  v.  McLish,  2  Ind.  Ter.  610,  53  S.  W.  437; 
Welch  V.  Asbby,  88  Mo.  App.  400;  Bierkenkamp  v.  Bierkcnkamp,  SS 
Mo.  App.  445;  Hoopes  v.  Meyer,  1  Nev.  433;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc, 
sec.  2231,  subd.  2;  Parks  v.  Hays,  92  Tenn.  161,  22  S.  W.  3;  Johnston 
V.  Hargrove,  81  Va.  118;  Bowyer  v.  Seymour,  13  W.  Va.  12.  In  some 
of  the  states  no  demand  need  be  made  if  the  rent  is  payable  in  ad- 
vance: Thomas  v.  Walmer,  18  Ind.  App.  112,  46  N.  E.  695;  Ingalls  v. 
Bissot,  25  Ind.  App.  130,  57  N.  E.  723;  Horan  v.  Thomas,  60  Vt.  325, 
13  Atl.  567.  In  New  York  the  demand  may  be  omitted  when  six 
months'  rent  is  due:  Church  v.  Hempstead,  27  App.  Div.  412,  50  N. 
Y.  Supp.  325.  In  Minnesota  no  demand  is  required  in  any  case: 
Spooner  v.  French,  22  Minn.  37.  In  Indiana  the  statute  seems  to 
require  a  ten  days'  notice  to  quit,  without  including  in  it  any  de- 
mand: Clieek  V.  Preston,  34  Ind.  App.  343,  72  N.  E.  1048.  Where 
the  statute  requires  a  demand,  it  has  been  held  that  the  necessity 
therefor  cannot  be  obviated  by  any  stipulation  in  the  lease  purport- 
ing to  disjicnse  with  it  or  to  give  the  lessor  an  immediate  right  to 
judgment  wiliiout  each  demand:  French  v.  Miller,  126  HL  611,  9  Am. 
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St.  Eep.  651,  18  N.  E.  811,  2  L.  E.  A.  717.  At  the  common  law, 
to  create  a  forfeiture  for  the  nonpayment  of  rent,  it  was  essential 
that  a  demand  for  the  exact  sum  be  made  on  the  day  it  fell  due 
and  upon  the  most  notorious  place  on  the  demised  premises  (24  Cyc. 
1355),  but  this  rule  apparently  does  not  prevail  in  Nebraska:  Cochran 
v.  Philadelphia  M.  &  T.  Co.,  70  Neb.  100,  96  N.  W.  1051.  We  believe 
that  the  statutes  relating  to  unlawful  detainer  dispense  with  all  these 
conditions  except  that  of  stating  the  amount  due.  This  amount  must 
be  stated  except  in  Florida  (McLean  v.  Spratt,  20  Fla.  515),  and 
Washington  (Ealph  v.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401,  28  Pac.  760),  but  see 
Byrkett  v.  Gardner,  35  Wash,  668,  77  Pac.  1048,  either  in  express 
terms  or  so  that  the  lessee  can  ascertain  from  the  demand  how  much 
the  lessor  claims  to  be  due:  Byrkett  v.  Gardner,  35  Wash.  668,  77 
Pac.  1048.  A  demand  for  a  sum  less  than  that  due  is  not  fatal  when 
the  Irs'-ee  lias  made  no  offer  to  pay  the  amount  demanded:  Mooers 
V.  Martin,  99  Mo.  94,  12  S.  W.  522;  Sheldon  v.  Testera,  21  Misc.  Eep. 
477,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  653.  If  the  demand  is  partly  for  rent  and  partly 
for  something  else,  it  cannot  be  sustained  though  the  lessee  owed 
all  that  was  demanded,  for  the  lease  cannot  be  forfeited  for  failure 
to  pay  a  debt  not  arising  thereunder:  Welch  v.  Ashby,  88  Mo.  App. 
400.  Where  the  statute  requires  a  demand  for  the  payment  of  rent 
or  the  surrender  of  possession,  both  may  be  united  in  the  same  paper: 
Brummagim  v.  Spencer,  29  Cal.  661;  Lacrabere  v.  Wise  (Cal.),  71 
Pac.  175;  Hunter  v.  Porter,  10  Idaho,  72,  86,  77  Pac.  434;  Brauchle 
V.  Nothholfer,  107  Wis.  457,  83  N.  W.  G53.  The  time  within  which 
the  rent  must  be  paid  after  demand  made  is  by  statute  usually  fixed 
at  three  days  (Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  1161;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.,. 
sec.  2231),  and  the  statutes  usually  require  the  demand  or  notice 
to  state  the  time  within  which  the  payment  must  be  made  or  the 
possession  surrendered.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  make  the  demand  for 
payment  either  requiring  it  to  be  forthwith  or  not  specifying  any 
time,  though  the  person  making  the  demand  awaits  the  full  time 
allowed  by  law  before  commencing  any  procecdirg  to  recover  pos- 
session: Oakes  v.  Munroe,  8  Cush.  282;  Elliott  v.  Stone,  12  Cush.  174; 
Council  v.  Chambers,  22  Neb.  302,  34  N.  W.  636.  It  is  no  objection 
to  the  notice  that  it  gives  the  defendant  more  time  than  need  be 
given  him  in  which  to  quit  possession:  Olds  v.  Conger,  1  Okla.  232, 
32  Pac.  337.  But  it  must  allow  the  full  time,  and  if  the  last  day  is 
a  holiday,  it  must  be  excluded  from  the  computation:  Bristcd  v. 
Ilarrcll,  20  Misc.  Eep.  348,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  918.  If  twenty  days' 
notice  are  required,  a  demand  made  on  the  eleventh  day  of  the  month 
to  pay  the  rent  or  surrender  possession  on  the  thirty-first  is  sustain- 
able:  McCinnis  v.  Genss,  25  Wash.  490,  65  Pac.  755. 

4.  The  Demand  Where  the  Cause  of  Forfeiture  is  Other  than  the 
Nonpayment  of  Rent. — In  New  York,  if  the  cause  of  forfeiture  is  a 
breach  of  covenant  to  pay  taxes,  the  lessee  must  first  be  for  sixty 
days  in  default,  after  which  the  notice  may  require,  in  the  alternative, 
the  payment  of  taxes  and  of  any  interest  or  penalty  thereon,  or  the 
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possession  of  the  premises.  In  California  the  lessor  must  serve  a 
"three  days'  notice  in  writing  requiring  the  performance  of  any 
condition  or  covenant  or  the  possession  of  the  property."  If  the 
covenant  is  one  wiiich  can  no  longer  be  performed,  no  demand  for 
its  performance  need  be  made:  Kelly  v,  Teague,  63  Cal.  68;  Harloe  v. 
Jjumbio,  L"2  Cal.  133,  64  Pac.  88;  but  a  demand  for  possession  is  still 
indisprnsable:  Schnittger  v.  Rose,  139  Cal.  656,  73  Pac.  449.  The 
demand  must  point  out  wherein  the  tenant  has  failed  to  perform  tlie 
covenants  of  his  lease.  It  is  not  sufficient  in  the  notice  to  set  out 
the  several  covenants  of  the  lease  and  state  to  the  tenant  "you  are 
hereby  notified  to  keep  and  perform  each  and  all  of  the  agreements 
and  covenants  contained  in  said  written  lease":  Byrkett  v.  Gardner, 
35  Wash.  668,  77  Pac,  1048. 

5.  The  Giving  and  Serving  of  Demands. — The  remarks  made  concern- 
ing notices  to  quit  respecting  the  persons  who  may  give  and  serve 
tlicm,  and  on  whom  service  must  be  made,  as  well  as  the  mode  of 
service,  must  be  equally  applicable  to  demands  for  unpaid  rent,  or  for 
the  performance  of  some  covenant  or  condition,  or  the  surrender  of 
the  property,  except  in  so  far  as  some  statute  has  provided  otherwise. 
Thus  the  demand  may  be  made  by  the  landlord  or  other  person  en- 
titled to  possession  acting  personally  or  by  his  agent:  Earl  O.  Co.  v. 
Fuva.  138  Cal.  76,  70  Pac.  1073;  Neincr  v.  Altemeyer,  68  Mo.  App. 
243;  Powers  v.  De  O,  64  App.  Div.  373,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  103;  and  if 
the  person  making  the  demand  does  so  as  a  purchaser  of  the  property, 
it  is  said  he  need  not  exhibit  his  deed:  Tucker  v.  McClenney,  103 
Mo.  App.  318,  77  S.  W.  151.  So  the  service  may  be  made  by  the 
landlord  or  anyone  whom  he  may  authorize  to  act  for  him  in  making 
service:  Nixon  v.  Noble,  70  111.  32.  In  California  the  demand  or 
notice  may  be  served  by  delivering  a  copy  to  the  tenant  personall}', 
or  when  he  is  absent  from  his  place  of  residence  and  from  his  usual 
place  of  business,  by  leaving  a  copj'  with  some  person  of  suitable 
age  and  discretion  at  either  jdace,  and  sending  a  copy  through  the 
mail  addressed  to  the  tenant  at  his  place  of  residence,  or  if  the 
place  of  residence  and  of  business  cannot  be  ascertained,  or  a  person 
of  suitable  age  or  discretion  cannot  be  found  at  either  place,  thou 
by  aflixing  a  copy  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  property,  and  de- 
li\eriiig  a  copy  to  a  person  there  residing  if  such  can  be  found,  and 
also  St  iiuing  a  copy  through  the  mail  addressed  to  the  tenant  at  the 
jiLice  wh(  re  the  property  is  situated.  Service  on  a  subtenant  may  bo 
made  in  the  same  manner:  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  1162.  The  pro- 
■vi-^imis  of  the  code  of  New  York  on  the  sul)ject  are  very  similar; 
Code  C'iv.  Proc,  sees.  2231,  2240;  Zinsser  v.  Hermann,  23  Misc.  Rep. 
•  M.l.  r,2  X.  Y.  Supp.  107;  Beach  v.  McGovern,  41  App.  Div.  3S1,  58 
N.  Y.  Supp.  493.  If  there  are  two  or  more  tenants,  service  upon  om 
seems  not  to  aft'ect  the  other.  In  other  words,  service  should  be  on 
all  the  j.arties  to  be  removed:  Hill  v.  Stocking,  6  Hill,  314;  Sims  v. 
llumi.hiey,  4  Ite'iiii,  1S5;  Hamilton  L.  &  B.  Assn.  v.  Patton,  105  Tenn. 
407,  5b  55.  W.  4b2. 
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6.    Use  of  Premises  for  an  Illegal  Purpose. — Where  the  use  of  the 

premises  for  some  specified  illegal  purpose  is  by  statute  made  a 
ground  of  forfeiture  and  converts  the  tenant's  holding  into  an  un- 
lawful detainer,  no  doubt  the  proceeding  provided  by  statute  is  main- 
tainable: People  V.  McCarty,  62  How,  Pr.  152;  People  v.  Bennett, 
14  Hun,  6r.;  Conforti  v.  Eomano,  50  Misc.  Rep.  148,  98  N.  Y.  Supp. 
194;  Justice  v.  Lowe,  26  Ohio  St.  372;  McGarvey  v.  Puckett,  27  Ohio 
St.  669.  It  seems  the  discontinuance  of  the  illegal  use  of  the  prop- 
erty before  any  proceeding  is  commenced  to  dispossess  the  tenant  is 
a  sufficient  defense  thereto:  Shaw  v.  McCarty,  63  How.  Pr.  286,  11 
Daly,  150,  2  Civ.  Pro.  E.  23;  unless  the  discontinuance  was  not  in- 
voluntary, but  due  to  the  fear  of  a  criminal  prosecution:  Stearns  v 
Hemmens,  14  Daly,  501.  In  none  of  the  statutes  have  we  found  any 
requirement  that  the  tenant  making  an  unlawful  use  of  tl*e  premises 
be  requested  to  desist  therefrom,  or  that  he  be  given  any  notice  to 
quit,  and  we  believe  that  no  notice  or  request  of  any  character  is 
required,  at  least  where  the  tenant  has  knowingly  been  guilty  of  the 
illegal  use  of  the  property:  Prescott  v.  Kyle,  103  Mass.  381. 

V.  Who  can  be  Proceeded  Against  Because  of. 
We  have  already  shown  that  a  leasing  is  indispensable  to  the  sus- 
taining of  a  proceeding  in  unlawful  detainer.  Prom  this  it  follows 
that  such  a  proceeding  can  be  maintained  against  every  person  who 
has  acknowledged  himself  to  be  a  tenant  (Chapin  v.  Billings,  91  111. 
.539)  guilty  of  an  unlawful  detainer  and  all  persons  acquiring  pos- 
session under  him.  Hence  his  subtenants  are  proper  parties  defend- 
ant: Pardee  v.  Gray,  66  Cal.  524,  6  Pac.  389;  Eeed  v.  Hawley,  45 
111.  40;  Patehell  v.  Johnson,  64  111.  305;  Bird  v.  Fannon,  3  Head,  12; 
Shannon  v.  Grindstaflf,  11  Wash.  536,  40  Pac.  123;  and  indispensable 
if  it  be  intended  to  remove  them  under  the  judgment:  Moses  v. 
Loomis.  15()  111.  392,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  194,  40  N.  E.  952;  Bagley  v. 
Sternberg,  34  Minn.  470,  26  N.  W.  602;  and  they  and  the  original 
lessee  may  be  .ioined:  Fletcher  v.  Fletcher,  123  Ga.  470,  51  S.  E.  418. 
While  an  assignee  is  doubtless  a  proper  and  necessary  defendant  if 
he  continues  in  possession,  he  may,  by  his  assignment  to  another, 
terminate  his  relation  to  the  property  and  make  himself  no  longer 
snli.joct  to  the  proceeding:  Ben  Lomond  W.  Co.  v.  Sladky,  141  Cal. 
019,  75  Pac.  .^."^2.  The  recovery  against  a  subtenant  can  be  only  for 
that  ]-rirt  of  the  property  which  he  has  leased:  Taj'lor  v.  White,  86 
Mo.  A  pp.  526.  Persons  claiming  as  heirs  or  as  members  of  the  family 
of  a  deceased  tenant  may  be  guilty  of  an  unlawful  detainer  and  pro- 
ceeded against  therefor:  Collins  v.  Mountain,  53  Ala.  201;  Brubaker 
v.  Poage,  1  T.  B.  Mon.  123;  Fogle  v.  Chancy,  12  B.  Mon.  138.  We 
should  think  the  same  rule  applicable  to  an  executor  but  for  Martel 
v.  ?vie(lian,  63  Cal.  47,  holding  the  action  not  maintainable  against 
an  executor  because  of  his  default  in  the  payment  of  rent.  This 
dccisiuu  was  controlled  by  the  consideration  that,  in  the  evtut  of  a 


56  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.     [Arkansas, 

recovery,  the  estate  of  the  decedent  must  be  held  liable  under  the 
statute  for  three  times  the  amount  of  rent  due. 

One  entering  under  an  adverse  title  is  not  subject  to  the  proceed- 
ing (Watson  V.  Toliver,  103  Ga.  123,  29  S.  E.  614),  but  if  he  obtaine<l 
possession  from  the  tenant  during  the  lease,  he  is  subject  to  the  pro- 
ceeding though  he  claims  under  a  distinct  and  hostile  title:  Thomasson 
V.  Wilson,  146  111.  384,  34  N.  E.  432.  The  theory  of  the  law  is,  that 
a  landlord  parting  with  possession  under  a  lease  i3  entitled  to  be 
rf  stored  thereto,  and  that  any  detention  of  the  property  is  unlawful, 
in  the  absence  of  such  restoration,  whether  it  be  by  the  original 
tenant,  or  by  a  subtenant,  or  by  anyone  acquiring  possession  from, 
under,  or  in  collusion  with,  the  original  tenant:  Snoddy  v.  Watt,  9 
Ala.  609;  McCartney  v.  Hunt,  16  111.  76;  Willi  v.  Peters,  11  Mo. 
395;  Saunders  v.  Doake,  3  Tex.  143;  Emerick  v.  Tavener,  9  Gratt. 
220,  58  Am.  Dec.  217. 

The  joinder  of  the  original  tenant  with  his  sublessees  is  proper: 
Middlebury  College  v.  Lawton,  23  Vt.  688;  Emerick  v.  Tavener,  9 
Gratt.  220,  58  Am,  Dec.  217;  though  they  have  possession  of  the 
entire  property:  Espen  v.  Hinchliffe,  131  111.  468,  23  N.  E.  592.  But 
after  his  lease  has  terminated,  the  tenant  is  probably  not  liable  for 
unlawful  detainer  in  which  he  docs  not  join,  though  a  person  place! 
by  him  in  possession  of  the  property  is  guilty  thereof:  St.  Louis  B 
Assn.  V.  Neiderluecke,  102  Mo.  App.  303,  76  S.  W.  645.  Persons  other 
than  the  tenant  and  his  subtenants  cannot  be  made  parties  defendant 
on  the  ground  that  the  tenant  also  claims  under  them:  Grizzard  v. 
Roberts,  110  Ga.  41,  35  S.  E.  291.  In  New  York  an  answer  may  be 
filed  by  the  person  to  whom  the  precept  is  directed  "or  his  landlord, 
or  any  person  in  possession  or  claiming  possession  of  the  premises,  or 
a  part  thereof":  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  2244.  Therefore  anyone 
claiming  to  be  in  possession  as  an  under-tenant  may  intervene  and  an- 
swer: Kiernan  v.  Cashin,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  255. 

VI.    Defenses. 

a.  Presenting  Issues  as  to  Title. 
1.  The  General  Rule. — As  a  general  rule,  a  tenant,  or  a  person  ac- 
quiring possLssion  under  a  tenant,  is,  until  possession  is  restored  to 
the  landlord,  absolutely  estopped  to  deny  or  question  his  title  or  right 
of  possession:  Terry  v.  Ferguson,  8  Port.  500;  Barlow  v.  Dnhm,  97  Ala. 
414,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  12  South.  293;  Tev.-ksbury  v.  Magraflf.  33 
Cal.  237;  M"auldin  v.  Cox,  67  Cal.  387,  7  Pac  804;  Peterson  v.  Kin- 
kcad,  92  Cal.  372,  29  Pac.  5G8;  Newton  v.  Eoe,  33  Ga.  163;  Lowe  v. 
Emerson,  IS  111.  ]G0;  Gable  v.  Wetherholt,  IIC  111.  313,  56  Am.  St.  Rep. 
774,  G  N.  E.  453;  Kinney  v.  Laman,  S  Blackf.  350;  Metoyer  v.  Laren- 
ai.di^^rc,  6  Rob.  139;  Moshier  v.  Eeding,  12  Me.  478;  Millay  v.  Millay, 
18  Me.  3*7;  .Taekson  v.  Rowland,  6  Wend.  666,  22  Am.  Dec.  557; 
De.^rmrd  v.  W.-iIhridgn.  15  N.  Y.  374;  Farmrr  v.  Pickrns,  83  N.  C.  549; 
Henning  v.  Warner,  109  N.  C.  406,  14  S.  E.  317;  Milhouse  y.  Patrick, 
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6  Eich.  350;  Wilson  v.  Smith,  5  Yerg.  379;  Lyles  v.  Murphy,  38  Tex. 
75;  Hoskins  v.  Bigham,  1  White  &  W.,  Civ.  Cas.  Ct.  App.,  sec.  1027; 
and  the  attornment  to  a  stranger  is  void  and  does  not  prevent  the  ap- 
plication of  the  rule:  Kennedy's  Heirs  v.  Reynolds,  27  Ala.  364;  Sim- 
mons V.  Robertson,  27  Ark.  50;  Chambers  v.  Pleak,  6  Dana,  426,  32 
Am.  Dec.  78;  Hughes  v.  Watt,  28  Ark.  153;  Trabue  v.  Ramage,  80  Ky. 
323;  Wells  v.  Hickman,  6  Rob.  1;  Byrne  v.  Beeson,  1  Doug.  179; 
Bertram  v.  Cook,"  32  Mich.  518;  Fuller  v.  Sweet,  30  Mich.  237,  18  Am. 
Rep.  122;  McNaraee  v.  Relf,  52  Miss.  426;  Schultz  v.  Arnot,  33  Mo. 
172;  Leach  v.  Koenig,  55  Mo.  451;  Kenada  v.  Gardner,  3  Barb.  589; 
Freeman  v.  Ogden,  40  N.  Y.  105;  Jackson  v.  Miller,  6  Wend.  228,  21 
Am.  Dec.  316;  State  v.  Howell,  107  N.  C.  835,  12  S.  E.  569;  Rankin 
V.  Tenbrook,  5  Watts,  386;  Camden  Orphan  Soc.  v.  Lockhart,  2  Mc- 
Mull.  84;  Voss  v.  King,  33  W.  Va.  236,  10  S.  E.  402;  United  States  v. 
Sliney,  21  Fed.  894;  note  to  Davis  v.  Williams,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  101. 
Furthermore,  the  proceeding  in  unlawful  detainer  is  sometimes  by 
statute  declared  not  to  involve  or  permit  any  issue  of  title,  and 
whether  such  declaration  is  so  made  or  not,  this  must  be  the  general 
rule:  Abrams  v.  Watson,  59  Ala.  524;  Nicrosi  v.  Phillippi,  91  Ala. 
299,  8  South.  561;  Pugh  v.  Davis,  103  Ala.  316,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  30,  18 
South.  8;  Davis  v.  Pou,  108  Ala.  443,  19  South.  362;  Patterson  v,  Fol- 
mar,  125  Ala.  130,  28  South.  450;  Barkman  v.  Barkman,  107  111.  App. 
332;  Hill  v.  Watkins,  4  Ind.  Ter.  170,  69  S.  W.  837;  Chambers  v. 
Irish,  132  Iowa,  319,  109  N.  W.  787;  Silvey  v.  Sumner,  61  Mo.  253; 
Stover  V.  Davis,  57  W.  Va.  196,  49  S.  E,  1023;  note  to  Davis  v.  Will- 
iams, 89  Am,  St.  Rep.  71-75;  and  exception  to,  or  relaxation  of,  it 
must  be  due  to  the  terms  of  some  statute,  or  to  the  necessity  of  giv- 
ing effect  to  conveyances  made  or  acts  done  by  the  lessor  or  by  opera- 
tion of  law  under  which,  conceding  him  to  have  been  the  owner  and 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  property  when  the  lease  was  made, 
it  appears  that  he  is  no  longer  such  owner  nor  entitled  to  such  pos- 
session. 

A  tenant  is  not  estopped  to  urge  that  the  property  was,  at  the  in- 
ception of  the  lease,  vacant  public  land,  not  subject  to  lease  by  a 
private  person,  when  to  maintain  an  estoppel  against  the  tenant  in 
such  a  case  would  conflict  with  public  policy  respecting  the  use  and 
disposition  of  government  lands:  Welder  v.  McConib,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
85,  30  S.  W.  822;  Dupas  v.  Wassell,  1  Dill.  213,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4182. 
But  when  public  policy  is  not  infringed,  the  estoppel  exists  with 
respect  to  such  lands  and  prevents  the  tenant  from  avoiding  the 
obligation  of  his  lease,  including  that  of  surrendering  possession,  by 
urging  that  title  is  in  the  state  or  United  States:  Denniston  v.  Wal- 
ton, 8  Rob.  (La.)  211;  Cunning  v.  Tittabawassee  B.  Co.,  88  Mich.  237, 
50  ^.  W.  141;  St.  Anthony  F,  W.  P.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  12  Minn.  249; 
Hall  etc.  Co.  v.  Wilbur,  4  Wash.  614,  30  Pac.  665. 

Under  the  code  of  New  York  the  defendant  may  set  forth  "a  state- 
ment of  any  new  matter  constituting;  a  legal  or  equitable  defense 
or   counterclaim":    Is.    Y.   Codu   Civ.   Proc,   sec.   2244.     We  see   noth- 
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ing  in  this  language  changing  the  general  rules  hereinbefore 
stated.  It  has,  nevertheless,  been  held  by  one  of  the  subordinate 
courts  of  the  state  that  it  was  proper  for  a  defendant  to  show  "that 
he  entered  into  an  alleged  lease  with  one  who  had  no  title,  and  who 
had  no  right  of  possession,  while  at  the  same  time  he  had  title  with 
others,  and  he  had  a  right  of  possession  against  the  petitioner,  and 
was  paying  rent  for  his  own  property":  In  re  McCormick,  30  Misc. 
Kep.  28,-;,  G3  N.  Y.  Supp.  492. 

2.  The  Acciuisition  of  Adverse  Title. — The  better  view,  and  the  one 
which  we  think  should  be  maintained  without  exception,  is  that  a 
tenant  obtaining  possession  under  a  lease  cannot  avoid  surrendering 
such  possession  by  acquiring  a  title  adverse  to  that  of  his  landlord, 
though  paramount  thereto:  Clemm  v.  Wilcox,  15  Ark.  102;  Hughes  v. 
Watt,  28  Ark.  153 j  Burgess  v.  Eice,  74  Cal.  590,  16  Pac.  496;  Arnold 
V.  Woodard,  4  Colo.  249;  Stout  v.  Merrill,  35  Iowa,  47;  Norton  v. 
Sanders,  1  Dana,  14;  Chambers  v.  Pleak,  6  Dana  426,  32  Am.  Dec.  78; 
Draue  v.  Gregory's  Heirs,  3  B.  Mon.  619;  Bertram  v.  Cook,  32  Mich. 
518;  Griffin  v.  Sheffield,  38  Miss.  339,  77  Am.  Dec.  646;  Rowan  v. 
Lyttle,  11  Wend.  616;  Sharpe  v.  Kelley,  5  Denio,  431;  Clapp  v.  Coble, 
21  N.  C.  177;  Ileyer  v.  Bcatty,  76  N.  C.  28;  Galloway's  Lessee  v.  Ogle, 
2  Binn.  468;  Eussell  v.  Titus,  3  Grant  Cas.  295;  Wilson  v.  Smith,  5 
Yerg.  379;  Tondro  v.  Cushman,  5  Wis.  279;  Peyton  v.  Stith,  5  Pet. 
485,  8  L.  ed.  200;  note  to  Davis  v.  Williams,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  79-81. 

The  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  may  be  terminated  by  the 
latter 's  eviction  under  title  paramount,  as  by  a  judgment  against  him 
by  which  the  landlord  is  bound:  Douglas  v.  Fulda,  45  Cal.  592;  note 
to  Davis  V.  Williams,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  99;  and  when  such  a  judgment 
has  been  rendered,  the  tenant  need  not  actually  be  dispossessed,  but 
may  accjuire  the  title  or  a  right  to  the  possession  from  the  successful 
plaintiff,  and  by  means  thereof  resist  a  recovery  by  his  landlord: 
Wheelock  v.  Warschauer,  21  Cal.  309;  34  Cal.  265;  Steinback  v.  Krone, 
36  Cal.  303;  Lowe  v.  Emerson,  48  111.  160;  Lunsford  v.  Turney,  5  J.  J. 
Marsh.  104,  20  Am.  Dec.  248;  Gore  v.  Stevens,  1  Dana,  201,  25  Am. 
Dec.  Ill;  Smith  v.  Shepard,  15  Pick.  147,  25  Am.  Dec.  432;  Morse  v 
Goddard,  13  Met.  177,  46  Am.  Dec.  728;  George  v.  Putney,  4  Cush. 
351,  50  Am.  Dec.  788;  Clapp  v.  Coble,  21  N.  C.  177;  Ross  v.  Dysart. 
33  Pa.  ^52.  It  has  even  been  held  that  if  a  landlord  is  guilty  of  fraud 
in  making  the  lease,  and,  being  insolvent,  is  unable  to  indemnify  his 
tenant  for  rents  exacted,  the  latter,  acting  in  good  faith  and  from  a 
well-grounded  fear  of  eviction,  may  purchase- and  enforce  the  superior 
title  and  thereby  successfully  resist  a  proceeding  to  recover  rent  and 
l)n<M>ssion:  Gallagher  v.  Bennett's  Heirs,  38  Tex.  291;  note  to  Davis 
V.  \Villi;mis,  S9  Am.  St.  Rep.  95. 

3.  The  Acqiurntion  of  the  Landlord's  Title. — The  tenant  may  show 
thrit  he  lias  aeq.nrcd  his  landlord's  title  by  purchase  of  and  convey- 
uniM  I'fdin  him:  Swan  v.  Wilson,  1  A.  K.  I\rarsh.  99;  Hodges  v.  Shields, 
18   B.   Mun.   S2S;   Silvey  v.  Sumner,  61   Mo.   253;    or  has  entered  into 
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some  new  agreement  or  relation  with  him  under  which  he  remains 
entitled  to  the  possession,  and  that  his  detainer,  therefore,  is  not  un- 
lawful: Uridias  v.  Morrell,  25  Cal.  31;  Pico  v.  Cuyas,  47  Cal.  180; 
Hcliweiktrt  v.  Seavey,  130  Cal.  xviii,  62  Pac.  600;  Casey  v.  Gregory, 
13  B.  Mon.  505,  56  Am.  Dec,  581;  Silvey  v.  Sumner,  61  Mo.  253; 
Aurand  v.  Wilt,  9  Pa.  54;  as  that  he  has  been  given  the  privilege  of 
renewal  and  has  done  whatsoever  was  requisite  to  avail  himself  of 
that  privilege:  Bard  v.  Jones,  96  111.  App.  370;  Ferguson  v.  Jackson, 
180  Mass.  557,  62  N,  E.  965;  Holt  v.  Nixon,  141  Fed.  952,  73  C.  C.  A. 
268.  Contra,  Elliott  v.  AbcU,  39  Mo.  App.  346.  If  anything  in  the 
principal  case  is  inconsistent  with  these  views,  it  must  be  deemed 
unsupported  by  the  weight  of  authority.  Of  course,  no  contract  with 
which  the  tenant  on  his  part  has  failed  to  comply  can  be  urged  with 
success  as  a  defense:  Colored  H.  &  B.  Assn.  v.  Harvey,  23  Ky.  Law 
Eep.  1009,  64  S.  W.  676. 

In  Alabama,  the  tenant  cannot  show  that  he  has  acquired  the  land- 
lord's title  at  a  foreclosure  sale:  Howard  v.  Jones,  123  Ala.  488,  26 
South.  129.  This,  in  our  judgment,  is  contrary  to  reason  and  the  de- 
cided weight  of  authority.  A  tenant  is,  under  ordinary  circumstance?, 
no  more  estopped  from  acquiring  his  landlorel's  title  at  an  execution 
or  judicial  sale,  than  by  voluntary  transfer;  and  there  is  no  reason 
why  the  acquisition  of  the  title  by  involuntary  transfer  does  not 
terminate  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  enable  the  latter  to 
successfully  resist  proceedings  for  unlawful  detainer:  Tewskbury  v. 
Magrair.  33  Cal.  237;  TiJghman  v.  Little,  13  111.  239;  Casey  v.  Gregory, 
13  B.  Mon.  505,  56  Am.  Dec.  581;  Walker  v.  Fisher,  117  Mich.  72,  75 
N.  W.  144;  Iliggins  v.  Turner,  61  Mo.  249;  McAusland  v.  Punut,  1 
Neb.  211,  93  Am.  Dec,  358;  Elliott  v.  Smith,  23  Pa.  131;  Camley  v 
Stanfielel,  10  Tex.  546,  60  Am.  Dec.  219;  Franklin  v,  Ilurlbert,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  Ct.,  sec.  816;  Nightingale  v.  Barens,  47  Wis. 
389,  2  N.  W.  767.  There  may,  however,  be  circumstances  in  which  it 
would  be  inequitable  to  permit  a  tenant  to  purchase  and  assert  a  title 
dependent  on  an  execution  sale.  Among  the  cases  so  holding  are 
Lausman  v.  Drahos,  10  Neb.  172,  35  Am.  Eep.  468,  4  N.  W.  950; 
Mattlicws'  Ai.peai,  104  Pa.  444;  Scott  v.  Levy,  6  Lea,  662. 

If  a  tciKim  lias  agreed  to  pay  the  taxes  on  the  denii-ed  premises,  of 
course  he  cannot,  by  disregarding  his  agreement  and  thus  causing  a 
elclincpuney,  acepiire  title  at  a  tax  sale:  Buseh  v.  Huston,  75  111.  3  1.;; 
Burgett  v.  Taliaferro,  118  111.  503,  9  N.  E.  334;  Carithers  v.  Weaver, 
7  Kan.  110;  Haskell  v.  Putnam,  42  Me.  244;  Bertram  v.  Cook,  32 
Mich.  518;  Lyebrook  v.  Hall,  73  Miss.  5U9;  19  South.  348;  Williamson 
V.  Russell,  18  W.  Ya.  612;  Shepardson  v.  Elmore,  19  Wis.  424;  note  to 
Davis  V.  Williams,  89  Am.  St.  Kep.  84.  In  mi\ny  states  he  is  not 
permitted  to  assert  title  acquired  by  such  a  sale,  irrespective  of  his 
agreenunt  to  pay  taxes:  Ba yley  "s  Adnir.  v.  Campbell,  82  Ala.  342,  2 
South.  OiG;  .Iiu-kson  v.  King,  82  Ala.  4o2,  3  South.  232;  Morris  v.  Ap- 
pirson,  11  Ky.  Law  R(i..  S:1S,  13  S.  W.  441;  Williams  v.  Towl,  fir, 
Mich.  2ul,  :M  X.  W.  s:;o;  Lyebrook  v.  Ilnll,  83  M;.^,s.  50'.1,  10  South.  34S; 
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Sharpe  v.  Kellcy,  5  Denio,  431;  but  where  his  acquisition  of  title  by 
this  note  is  permissible,  he  may  assert  it  as  a  defense  in  unlawful  de- 
tainer: Ferguson  v.  Etter,  21  Ark.  160,  76  Am.  Dec.  361;  Waggener  v 
McLaughlin,  33  Ark.  195;  Weichselbaum  v.  Curlctt,  20  Kan.  709,  27 
Am.  Rep.  204;  Higgins  v.  Turner,  61  Mo.  249;  Silvey  v.  Sumner,  61 
Mo.  253;  Hilton  v.  Bender,  4  Thomp.  &  C.  270. 

4.  The  Termination  of  the  Landlord's  Title. — There  appears  to  be 
no  dissent  from  the  proposition  that  the  tenant  may,  even  in  pro- 
ceedings for  unlawful  detainer,  plead  and  prove  that  the  title  of  the 
landlord  has  expired  by  lapse  of  time,  or  has  from  any  other  cause 
ceased,  so  that  it  has  become  the  duty  of  the  tenant  to  make  pay- 
ment or  deliver  possession  to  some  other  person  in  whom  the  right  to 
rents  and  possession  has  vested:  Eandolph  v.  Carlton,  8  Ala.  606; 
Farris  v.  Houston,  74  Ala.  162;  McDevitt  v.  Sullivan,  8  Cal.  592; 
Winn  V.  Strickland,  34  Fla.  160,  16  South.  606;  Wells  v.  Mason,  4r 
Scam.  84;  St.  John  v.  Quitzow,  71  HI.  334;  Kinney  v.  Laman,  8  Blackf. 
350;  Giles  v.  Ebsworth,  10  Md.  333;  Lamson  v.  Clarkson,  113  Mass. 
348,  18  Am.  Eep.  498;  Niles  v.  Ransford,  1  Mich.  338,  51  Am.  Dec.  95; 
Chafiin  v.  Brockmeyer,  33  Mo.  App.  92;  Robinson  v.  Troup  M.  Co.,  55 
Mo.  App.  662;  Russell  v.  Allard,  18  N.  H.  222;  Hoag  v.  Hoag,  35  N. 
Y.  469;  Hilton  v.  Biner,  4  Thomp.  &  C.  270;  Heckart  v.  McKee,  5 
Watts,  385;  Newell  v.  Gibbs,  1  W^atts  &  S.  496;  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  20 
S.  C.  608,  2  S.  E.  3;  Bowser  v.  Bowser,  10  Humph.  49.  This  rule  ap- 
plies when  the  title  of  the  landlord  has  passed  from  him  by  voluntary 
transfer:  Robertson  v.  Biddell,  32  Fla.  304,  13  South.  358;  Gregory's 
Heirs  v.  Crab's  Heirs,  2  B.  Mon.  234;  McGuffie  v.  Carter,  42  Mich. 
497,  4  N.  W.  211;  Pentz  v.  Kuester,  41  Mo.  447;  Horner  v.  Leeds,  25 
N.  J.  L.  106;  Boyd  v.  Sametz,  17  Misc.  Rep.  728,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1070; 
West  Shore  M.  Co.  v.  Edwards,  24  Or.  475,  33  Pac.  9S7;  or  by  execu- 
tion or  judicial  sale:  McGuffie  v.  Carter,  42  Mich.  497,  4  N.  W.  211; 
Walker  v.  Fisher,  117  Mich.  72,  75  N.  W.  114;  Wolf  v.  Johnson,  3'J 
Miss.  513;  Rhyne  v.  Guevara,  67  Miss.  139,  6  South.  736;  Lancashire 
V.  Mason,  75  N.  C.  455;  Smith  v.  Crosland,  106  Pa.  413;  though  it  has 
not  vested  in  the  tenant,  for  by  the  transfer,  whether  voluntary  or 
involuntary,  the  tenant  became  obligated  to  hold  as  such  under  the 
transferee.  There  is  no  reason  for  not  applying  the  same  rule  to  the 
extinction  or  transfer  of  the  landlord's  title  after  the  commencement 
of  the  tenaiir'y  by  a  tax  sale:  Keys  v.  Forrest,  90  Md.  132,  45  Atl.  22; 
Jcnkinson  v.  Winans,  109  Mich.  524,  67  N.  W.  549;  but  this  is  not  so 
universally  conceded:  Chase  v.  Dearborn,  21  Wis.  57.  It  has  been 
denied  tiiut  the  tenant  may  successfully  defend  by  showing  that  the 
landlord's  title  has  escheated  or  reverted  to  the  state:  Bishop  v. 
Lalouette's  Heirs,  67  Ala.  197;  Y^oung  v.  Severy,  5  Okla.  630,  49  Pac. 
1024. 

5.  Outstanding  Title. — It  follows  from  what  we  have  already  said 
that  the  th  feiise  of  title  or  right  of  possession  in  a  third  person  is  good 
or  bad  accurdiiiL;  to  liic  time  when  such  title  is  claimed  to  have  arisen.. 
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If  the  title  resulted  from  a  transfer  by  or  from  the  landlord,  whether 
voluntary  or  involuntary,  after  the  making  of  the  lease,  as  a  result 
of  which  his  right  to  the  possession  and  to  the  rents  has  passed  to 
«nd  remains  outstanding  in  a  third  person,  then  such  outstanding 
title  is  available  to  the  tenant:  Ante,  subdivision  VI,  a,  4.  If,  on  th« 
other  hand,  the  alleged  outstanding  title  existed  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  tenancy,  the  tenant  is  estopped  from  asserting  it* 
Shelton  v.  Eslava,  6  Ala.  230;  Pope  v.  Harkins,  16  Ala.  321;  Yosemit-o 
Valley  etc.  Commrs.  v.  Barnard,  98  CaJ,  199,  32  Pac,  982;  Vatuone  v. 
Cannobios,  4  Cal.  App.  422,  88  Pac.  374;  Chambers  v.  Pleak,  6  Dana, 
426,  32  Am.  Dec.  78;  Connelly's  Heirs  v.  Chiles,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  242; 
Binney  v.  Chapman,  5  Pick.  124;  Ilawes  v.  Shaw,  .100  Mass.  187; 
Gage  V.  Campbell,  131  Mass.  566;  Winston  v.  Franklin  Academy,  28 
Miss.  118,  61  Am.  Dec.  540;  Howell  v.  Ashmore,  22  N.  J.  L.  261; 
Jackson  v.  Harper,  5  Wend.  246;  Hamer  v.  McCall,  121  N.  C.  196,  23 
S.  E.  297;  Cooper  v.  Smith,  8  Watts,  536;  Syme  v.  Sanders,  4  Strob. 
196;  note  to  Davis  v.  Williams,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  73. 

b.  Implied  from  Matters  Already  Considered. — From  what  we  have 
already  stated  it  is  apparent  that  the  defense  may  be  made  that  there 
has  btcn  no  letting  of  the  property  and  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  has  never  existed  (ante,  subdivision  II),  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  a   person   entitled   to  maintain  the  proceeding   (ante,  subdivision 

III,  a,  b,  6),  that  the  detainer  is  not  unlawful,  either  because  the  lease 
has  not  expired  by  its  own  terras  or  there  has  been  no  sufficient  notice 
to  quit  (ante,  subdivision  IV),  or  no  demand  has  been  made  or  notice 
given   when   required  to   consummate   a  forfeiture    (ante,  subdivision 

IV,  c,  1-6),  or  that  the  person  sued  does  not  sustain  such  a  relation  to 
the  plaintiff  or  the  property  as  to  be  subject  to  the  proceeding  (ante, 
8ubdivi.-ion  V). 

c.  The  Validity  of  the  Lease. — If  the  defendant,  or  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  came  into  the  possession  of  the  property  under  a  lease 
the  defense  in  unlawful  detainer  cannot  be  made  out  by  any  attack 
upon  the  validity  of  the  lease  (Brubaker  v.  Poage,  1  T.  B.  Mon.  123), 
as  that  it  was  executed  by  one  assuming  to  act  as  an  agent,  but 
without  authority  (Sittel  v.  Wright,  122  Fed.  434,  58  C.  C.  A.  416),  or 
by  a  person  incompetent  to  grant  a  lease  (Helnies  v.  Stewart,  26  Mo. 
529);  or  was  made  for  an  unlawful  purpose  (Toby  v.  Sehultz,  51  111. 
App.  487);  or  not  supported  by  a  sufficient  consideration:  Housiere- 
Latreille  0.  Co.  v.  Jennings-Heywood  O.  Syndicate,  115  La.  107,  38 
South.  932.  Whether  fraud  whereby  the  tenant  was  induced  to  ac- 
cept a  lease  may  constitute  a  defense  in  unlawful  detainer  is  by  no 
means  well  or  harmoniously  settled.  If  he  acquired  possession  under 
it,  doubtless  he  must  surrender  such  possession:  Simons  v.  Marshall, 
3  G.  Greene,  502;  Crockett  v.  Althouse,  35  Mo.  App.  404;  Higgins  v. 
Turner,  61  Mo.  249;  Kiernan  v.  Terry,  26  Or.  494,  38  Pac.  671;  but 
if  he  was  already  in  possession,  and  especially  if  his  possession  was 
under  a  paramount  right,  he  may,  in  a  majority  of  the  states,  show, 


62  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.     [Arkansas, 

as  a  sufficient  defense,  fraud  wliereby  he  was  induced  to  accept  the 
lease:  Miller  v.  Bonsadon,  9  Ala.  317;  Knowles  v.  Murphy,  107  Cal. 
107,  40  Pac.  Ill;  Young  v.  HcfiPernan,  67  111.  App.  354;  Ball  v.  Lively, 
2  J.  J.  Marsh.  181;  Michigan  C.  R.  R.  v.  Bullard,  120  Mich.  416,  79 
X.  W.  635;  Higgins  v.  Turner,  61  Mo.  249;  Hall  v.  Benner,  1  P.  &  W. 
402,  21  Am.  Dec.  394;  Evans  v.  Bidwcll,  76  Pa.  497;  Givens  v.  Mull- 
ineax,  4  Rich.  590,  55  Am.  Dec.  706;  Shultz  v.  Elliott,  11  Humph.  183; 

II  amnions  v.  McClure,  85  Tenn.  65,  2  S.  W.  37;  Alderson  v.  Miller,  15 
Gratt.  279. 

d.     Acts  or  Omissions  of  the  Landlord. 

1.  Breach  of  Covenant  or  Duty. — The  necessity  that  the  landlord 
or  other  person  entitled  to  possession  give  the  requisite  notices  and 
make  the  jumper  demands  to  terminate  the  tenant's  estate  has  already 
been  considered.  What  is  the  effect  of  breaches  of  express  or  im- 
plied covenants  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  is  not  so  well  established 
as  might  reasonably  be  anticipated.  There  are  several  decisions  re- 
fusing to  consider  breaches  of  covenants  or  of  duty  on  the  part  of 
the  landlord,  though  his  performance  of  his  covenant  must  have  en- 
titled the  tenant  to  remain  in  possession:  Piatt  v.  Cutler,  75  Conn. 
183,  52  Atl.  819;  Finney  v.  Cist,  34  Mo.  303,  84  Am.  Dec.  82;  PeopJe 
V.  Kelsey,  38  Barb.  269,  14  Abb.  Pr.  372;  or  have  made  his  obliga- 
tion to  pay  rent  for  the  nonpayment  of  which  a  forfeiture  is  sought, 
clear  and  unassailable:  I'eterson  v.  Krugcr,  67  Minn.  449,  70  N.  W. 
567;  Duraiit  L.  I.  Co.  v.  East  River  E.  L.  Co.,  15  Daly,  337,  6  N.  Y. 
bujip.  639,  17  IST.  Y.  Civ.  Pro.  224;  Liebman's  Bons  B.  Co.  v.  De  Nicolo, 
-lij  Misc.  Rep.  208,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  791;  .Teirersuu  \i.  E.  Co.  v.  llilkr,  39 
Misc.  Rep.  784,  81  X.  Y.  Supp.  374;  i'hillips  v.  I'ort  Townseiid  Lodge 
etc.,  8  Wash.  529,  36  Pac.  47(3;  Malick  v.  Kellogg,  118  Wis.  405,  95 
X.  W.  372.  From  these  we  must  respectfully  dissent.  Where  the 
noi.i  erform.ance  of  some  duty,  or  the  breach  of  some  covenant,  malies 
tiie  value  of  the  premises  substantially  less  to  the  tenant,  and  there- 
i(ae  amounts  to  a  partial  eviction,  it  exonerates  him  from  the  obliga- 
tion to  pay  rent,  and  he  cannot  be  held  in  default  for  not  paying  it, 
nor  comielkd  to  yield  possession  because  he  docs  not,  and  this  may 
be  used  as  a  defense  though  tiie  proceeding  is  in  unlawful  detainer: 
Wilcuxtn  v.  Hybarger,  1  Ind.  Tcr.  138,  38  S.  W.  669;  Witte  v.  Quiiin, 
;;b  Mo.  App.  681;  Sirey  v.  Braems,  05  App.  Div.  472,  72  N.  Y.  Supp. 

III  14;  Ilaniiltou  v.  Graybill,  19  Misc.  Rep  521,  43  X.  Y.  Supp.  1079; 
L::i  X.  Y.  Civ.  Pro.  184.  It  is  said  that  the  continued  occupancy  of  the 
I'li'i  i^i  s  by  a  former  defendant  is  not  a  defense,  because  it  is  the 
uuty  of  the  lessee,  ratlicr  than  of  the  landlord,  to  dispossess  one  not 
lawfully  in  jiossession:  Dodd  v.  Hart,  30  Misc.  Rep.  459,  62  X.  Y. 
Sujij).  4S4.  Whether  this  be  a  good  reason  or  not,  the  defense  seems 
Kui'iii-ii  lit  to  us,  on  the  ground  that  it  siiows  that  the  person  sued  has 
nut  be  in  guilty  of  detaining  the  property. 

2.  Failure  to  Pay  Deuiauds  Due  to  Tenant. — A  sum  due  by  the  land- 
kutl  to  thi-   ttiiaiit   i;aniiut  be  assurud  by  the  latter  by  way  of  cross- 
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complaint  or  counterclaim  for  the  purpose  of  rccjvrring  judgment 
thereon  nor  of  diminishing  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  recovery: 
Abrams  v.  Watson,  59  Ala.  524;  Van  Every  v.  Ogg,  59  Cal.  563; 
Kelly  V.  Teague,  63  Cal.  68;  Hunter  v.  Porter,  10  Idaho,  72,  86,  77 
Pac.  434;  Barker  v.  Walbridge,  14  Minn.  469;  Ward  v.  Stakclum,  47 
La.  Ann.  1546,  18  South.  508;  Ealph  v.  Lomer,  3  Wash.  401,  28  Pac. 
760;  Carmack  v.  Dunn,  27  Wash.  382,  67  Pac.  808;  nor  to  excuse  the 
defendant  for  not  paying  the  rent  due  by  the  terms  of  the  lease: 
Case  V.  Porterfield,  54  App.  Div.  109,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  337.  The  tenant 
may  have  placed  improvements  on  the  premises  under  an  agreement 
entitling  him  to  payment  therefor,  in  which  case  it  may  be  regarded 
as  inequitable  to  compel  him  to  surrender  the  premises  leaving  the 
improvements  thereon,  to  seek  to  compel  payment  only  by  action 
against  his  landlord,  and  a  few  decisions  indicate  that  this  cannot  be 
done:  Brockway  v.  Thomas,  36  Ark.  518;  Jones  v.  Overton,  4  Bibb. 
334;  Franklin  L.  etc.  Co.  v.  Card,  82  Me.  528,  24  Atl.  960;  Smith  v. 
Cooley,  5  Daly,  401;  Holsman  v.  Abrams,  2  Duer,  435.  We  apiuehcnd, 
however,  that  they  are  not  sustainable,  and  that  however  clearly  the 
landlord  may  owe  the  tenant  for  improvements  made,  this  debt  will 
not  excuse  the  nonpayment  of  rent,  nor,  under  any  circumstances, 
prevent  the  maintenance  of  a  proceeding  in  unlawful  detainer,  the 
facts  being  otherwise  adequate  to  support  it:  Douglass  v.  Anderson, 
28  Kan.  2G2;  Bresler  v.  Darmstaetter,  57  Mich.  311,  23  N.  W.  825; 
Speers  v.  Flack,  34  Mo.  101,  84  Am.  Dec.  74;  Tall  man  v.  Coffin,  4  N.  Y. 
134;  Manigault  v.  Carroll,  1  McCord,  91;  Carmack  v.  Drum,  27  Wash. 
382,  67  Pac.  808;  Fraer  v.  Washington,  125  Fed.  280,  GO  C.  C.  A.  194. 
Section  3244  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  New  York  expressly 
allows  the  interiiosition  of  a  counterclaim  in  summary  proceedings 
to  recover  posschsion,  but  what  may  be  asserted  as  a  counterclaim  and 
the  relief  which  may  be  granted  upon  it  are  by  no  means  settled  by 
the  few  cases  applying  the  section:  Durant  L.  I.  Co.  v.  East  Eiver 
E.  L.  Co.,  15  Daly,  337,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  659,  17  N.  Y.  Civ.  Pro.  224;  Pear- 
son V.  Germond,  83  Hun,  88,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  318;  Burvcll  v.  Do  Sim,  10 
Misc.  Kep.  745,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  804;  WuUf  v.  Cilonto,  2H.M;sc.  Kop.  551, 
59  N.  Y.  Supp.  525;  Sage  v.  Crosby,  33  Misc.  Rep.  117,  67  N.  Y. 
Supp.  139;  Jeil'ersun  R.  E.  Co.  v.  liiller,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  374. 

3.  Waiver. — Of  course,  the  landlord  may  waive  his  right  to  main- 
tain the  proceeding  either  in  express  terms,  or  by  acts  whieii  are 
inc(.>usistent  witli  its  [irt)secution.  Having  given  a  notice,  he  may 
aiMiul  it  by  telling  the  deiV  luiaut  that  he  may  continue  in  possession 
iindir  the  lease:  Tuttle  v.  Bean,  13  Met.  275.  The  waiver  of  a  for- 
fi  iture  may  be  by  parol  and  also  by  conduct  inducing  the  tenant 
to  believe,  and  to  act  upon  the  belief,  tiiat  the  landlord  does  not  intend 
to  enforce  tlie  forfeiture:  ]\roses  v.  Loomis,  150  111.  392,  47  Am.  St. 
Rep.  194,  40  X.  E.  952.  Any  recognition  of  the  tenancy  as  subsist- 
ing, after  the  right  to  terminate  it  accrues,  by  a  landlord  having 
knowledge  of  such  right,  ^vaives  the  forfeiture:  Williams  v.  Vander- 
bilt,  145  111.  23S,  30  Am.  St.  Kep.  -iSu,  34  N.  E.  476,  21  L.  K.  A.  489; 
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note  to  "NroRCS  v.  Loomis,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  197.  As  to  the  acceptance 
of  rents,  a  distinction  must  be  kept  in  mind  respecting  those  accruing 
after  the  cause  of  forfeiture  and  those  accruing  subsequently.  As 
to  the  former,  the  landlord's  right  to  receive  them  having  been  per- 
fected before  is  not  terminated  thereby,  and  their  subsequent  receipt 
thereby  neither  affirms  the  continuance  of  the  lease,  nor  an  intent  not 
to  urge  the  forfeiture:  Cleve  v.  Mazzoni,  19  Ky.  Law  Rep.  2001,  45 
S.  W.  SS;  Carter  P.  Co.  v.  Dennett,  11  S.  Dak.  486,  78  N.  W.  950; 
Carrnher  v.  Bell,  7  "Wash.  81,  34  Pac.  469;  Byrne  v.  Morrison,  25  App. 
D.  C.  72.  But  when  a  cause  of  forfeiture  is  brought  home  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  landlord,  his  duty  is  not  to  take  any  equivocal  posi- 
tion with  respect  thereto,  and  still  more  not  to  impliedly  affirm  the 
continuance  of  the  lease  if  he  wishes  to  enforce  its  forfeiture.  The 
receipt  of  rent  accruing  after  a  known  cause  of  forfeiture  is  an  im- 
plied waiver  thereof:  McGlynn  v.  Moore,  25  Cal.  384;  Conger  v. 
Duryee,  90  N.  Y.  594;  note  to  Moses  v.  Loomis,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  198; 
but  does  not  preclude  the  landlord  from  asserting  causes  of  forfeiture 
substquently  accruing:  McGlynn  v.  Moore,  25  Cal.  384;  Jones  v. 
Durrer,  96  Cal.  95,  30  Pac.  1027;  Alexander  v.  Hodges,  41  Mich.  691,  3 
N.  W.  187;  Gluck  v.  Elkan,  36  Minn.  80,  30  N.  W.  440.  Any  attempt 
to  collect  rent  by  commencing  an  action  therefor  has  the  same  effect 
as  its  actual  receipt  as  a  waiver  of  pre-existing  causes  of  forfeiture: 
Rich  V.  Rose,  30  Ky,  Law  Rep.  925,  99  S.  W.  953;  Nagel  v.  League, 
70  Mo.  App.  487;  Clark  v.  Jones,  1  Denio,  516,  43  Am.  Dec.  706. 
After  a  landlord  has  parted  with  his  right  of  possession,  as  by  leasing- 
to  another,  he  cannot  waive  a  forfeiture:  Guffy  v.  Hukill,  34  W.  Va. 
49,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  901,  11  S.  E.  754,  8  L.  R.  A.  759. 

e.  Acts  of  the  Defendant. — The  defendant  may  show  that  he  has 
performed  any  covenant  or  done  any  act  the  nonperformance  or  not 
doing  of  which  is  relied  upon  as  a  cause  of  forfeiture.  If  he  is  pro- 
ceeded against  for  default  in  the  payment  of  rent,  he  may  show 
that  he  paid  or  tendered  the  amount  due  within  the  time  allowed  by 
the  statute:  Dakota  Hot  Springs  Co.  v.  Young,  9  S.  Dak.  577,  70  N.  W. 
842.  Under  some  of  the  statutes,  if  the  landlord  does  not  accept  the 
rent  wlan  tendered,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  deposit  the 
money  in  court  (Wilcoxen  v.  Hybarger,  1  Ind.  Ter.  138,  38  S.  W. 
6G9),  but  unless  the  statute  clearly  affirms  this  rule,  we  apprehend  i!. 
must  be  sufficient  for  the  tenant  to  tender  the  amount  to  the  landlord 
within  the  time  prescribed  and  to  plead  such  tender  as  the  basis  of 
his  claim  to  be  restored  to  his  rights:  Bien  v.  Bixby,  18  Misc.  Rep.  415, 
41  X.  Y.  Supp.  433.  A  tender  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed 
by  law  is  unavailing  (Roussel  v.  Kelly,  41  Cal.  360),  unless,  as  in 
many  of  the  states,  the  statute  allows  payment  at  a  later  date  if 
a(^.'(iin;.anicd  with  the  costs  of  suit:  Johnson  v.  Douglass,  73  Mo.  168. 
It'  the  right  of  the  landlord  to  receive  rents  has  passed  to  another,  or 
btt-n  temporarily  suspended,  the  defendant  may  plead  this  in  defense, 
as  that  lie  did  not  pay  because  he  had  been  garnished  under  process 
against  the  hmdlord,  where  the  statute  suspends  the  right  to  recover 
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on  a  garnished  demand  until  the  termination  of  the  garnishment  pro- 
ceedings: O'Connor  v.  "White,  124  Mich.  22,  82  N.  W.  664. 

The  tenant  may  also  defend  on  the  ground  that,  after  the  expira- 
tion of  his  term,  he  surrendered  possession  of  the  property  to  his  land- 
lord, who  accepted  it  and  remained  for  some  days  in  possession,  nor 
is  this  defense  weakened  by  evidence  tending  to  shQW  that  the  tenant 
subsequently  re-entered  upon  the  possession  and  probably  intended  to 
do  so  when  he  quit:  Walls  v.  Preston,  28  Cal.  224, 

f.  Equitable  Defenses. — The  general  tendency  is  to  declare  that  an 
equitable  defense  cannot  be  urged,  nor  an  equitable  title  asserted, 
against  a  proceeding  in  unlawful  detainer:  Washington  v.  Moore,  84 
Ark.  220,  ante,  p.  29,  105  S.  W.  253;  Cottrell  v.  Moran,  138  Mich.  410, 
101  N.  W.  561;  Norton  v.  Beckman,  53  Minn.  456,  55  N.  W.  603; 
Elliott  V.  Abell,  39  Mo.  App.  346;  Bond  v.  Chapman,  34  Wash.  606, 
76  Pac.  97.  Hence  the  defendant  was  not  allowed  to  present  the 
issue  that  the  relation  between  himself  and  the  plaintiff  was  equitably 
that  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  (Cottrell  v.  Moran,  138  Mich.  410, 
101  N.  W.  5G1),  nor  that  he  was  holding  possession  under  a  covenant 
to  purchase:  Washington  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  220,  ante,  p.  29,  105  S. 
W.  253;  Elliott  v.  Abell,  39  Mo.  App.  346;  Bond  v.  Chapman,  34  Wash. 
606,  76  Pac.  97.  We  cannot  assent  to  this  view:  Simon  Newman  Co. 
V.  Lassing,  141  Cal.  174,  74  Pac.  761;  Gray  v.  Maier  &  Zobelein  Brew- 
ery, 2  Cal.  App.  653,  84  Pac.  280;  Ferguson  v.  Jackson,  180  Mass.  557, 
62  N.  E.  965;  Turner  v.  Lowe,  66  N.  C.  413;  Forsyth  v.  Bullock,  74 
N.  C.  135;  ante,  subdivision  VI,  a,  3;  especially  when  the  matter 
pleaded,  while  it  may  constitute  a  good  cause  for  proceeding  in  equity, 
also  shows  that  the  detention  is  permissive  and  lawful,  as  where  it 
is  to  the  effect  that  a  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  absolute  in  form, 
was  intended  as  a  mortgage  and  not  to  interfere  with  defendant's 
right  of  possession  (Forsyth  v.  Bullock,  74  N.  C.  135),  or  that  the 
landlord  covenanted  to  renew  the  lease  and  the  defendant  accepted 
the  privilege  of  renewal  and  is  holding  under  it:  Ferguson  v.  Jack- 
son, 180  Mass.  557,  62  N.  E.  965.  If  the  court  in  which  the  proceeding 
is  brought  also  has  jurisdiction  in  equity,  the  defendant  may  seek  any 
relief  germane  to  the  proceeding  and  founded  on  the  fraud  of  the 
lessor  (Simon  Newman  Co.  v.  Lassing,  141  Cal.  174,  74  Pac.  761), 
and  may  secure  a  reformation  of  the  lease  where  such  relief  must 
properly  follow  from  the  presentation  of  the  same  facts  and  equities 
in  an  independent  suit:  Gray  v.  Maier  &  Zobelein  Brewery,  2  Cal. 
App.  653,  84  Pac.  280.  Equitable  defenses  are  expressly  declared  to 
be  permissible  under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  New  York- 
Woods  V.  Garcewich,  67  App.  Div.  53,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  472;  Schlaich  v. 
Bluin,  42  Misc.  Eep.  225,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  335;  and  in  those  states  where 
not  allowed  may  be  made  the  grounds  for  independent  suits  in  equitv 
and  the  issuing  of  injunction  to  protect  the  tenant's  possession:  Cyc, 
p.  1435. 
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g.  Limitations  and  Prescription. — Many  of  the  statutes  conferring 
the  right  to  maintain  proceedings  in  unlawful  detainer  also  limit  the 
right  to  proceedings  instituted  at  a  time  much  less  than  that  re- 
quired to  bar  the  plaintiff's  title  by  prescription.  Perhaps  the  most 
extreme  of  these  statutes  is  that  of  Iowa,  making  the  possession  of 
the  property  with  the  knowledge  of  the  landlord  for  thirty  days  after 
tlie  cause  of  action  accrues  a  bar  to  any  proceeding  subsequently  com- 
menerd:  Ileiple  v.  Keinhart,  100  Iowa,  525,  69  N.  W.  871;  McClelland 
V.  Wiggins,  109  Iowa,  673,  81  N.  W.  156.  In  California,  the  defendant 
may  show  that  "he  or  his  ancestors  or  those  whose  interest  in  the 
jtremises  he  claims,  have  been  in  the  quiet  possession  thereof  for  the 
space  of  one  whole  year,  together  next  before  the  commencement  of 
the  proceedings,  and  that  his  interest  therein  is  not  ended  or  deter- 
mined," and  such  showing  is  a  bar  to  the  proceedings:  Cal.  Code 
Civ.  Proc,  sec.  1172.  The  period  of  limitations  in-  Kansas  is  two 
years  (Townsdin  v.  Townsdin,  5  Kan.  App.  336,  48  Pac.  601);  in  Minn- 
esota, three  years  (Brown  v.  Brackett,  26  Minn.  292,  3  N.  W.  705 j 
Alworth  V.  Gordon,  81  Minn.  445,  84  N.  W.  454).  The  statute  cannot 
operate  before  the  cause  of  action  accrues  (Clark  v.  Tukey  L.  Co. 
(Neb.),  106  N.  W.  328),  nor  while  the  possession  is  permissive: 
Donahoe  v.  Mitchem,  13  Okla,  383,  74  Pac.  903.  In  Georgia  the  pro- 
ceeding may  be  maintained  as  long  as  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  continues:  Willis  v.  Harrell,  118  Ga.  906,  45  S.  E.  794,  The 
tenant  may,  in  exceptional  circumstances,  acquire  title  by  prescrip- 
tion (note  to  Davis  v.  Williams,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  90-92),  and  where 
such  has  been  the  case  he  may  doubtless  resist  witli  success  any  pro- 
ceeding in  unlawful  detainer,  for  his  defense  implies  that  he  does 
not  hold  as  a  tenant,  and  further,  that  he  ceased  to  hold  so  long  ago 
and  under  such  circumstances  that  his  landlord  had  notice  of  the 
termination  of  the  tenancy  and  of  the  subsequent  adverse  holding 
maintained  for  the  time  requisite  to  devest  the  title  by  prescription. 

VII.     Redemption,  or  Belief  from  the  Judgment. 

In  several  states  statutes  have  been  enacted  whose  purpose  is,  on 
terms  deemed  equitable,  to  relieve  a  tenant  from  the  loss  of  his 
estate.  Thus  in  California  the  court  may,  within  five  days  after  the 
entry  of  judgment,  permit  any  party  interested  to  pay  the  rent,  dam- 
ages and  costs,  and  thereafter  satisfy  the  judgment  and  restore  the 
tenant  to  his  estate  (Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  S(  e.  1174),  and  "the  court 
may  relieve  a  tenant  against  tlie  forfeiture  of  a  lease,  and  restore 
him  to  his  former  estate,  in  case  of  hardship,  where  the  application 
for   such    relief    is   made   within   thirty   days    after    the    forfeiture   is 

declared    by    the   judgment    of   the   court In   no   case    shall    the 

application  be  granted  except  on  condition  that  full  j>ayment  of  rent 
duo,  or  full  perfornumce  of  conditions  or  covenants  stipulated,  so  far 
as  the  same  is  practicable,  is  made":  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  1179; 
fcchnitiger  v.  Eose,  lb9  Cal.  056,  73  Pac.  449.     In  Minnesota  at  any 
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time  before  the  expiration  of  six  months  after  possession  obtained 
by  the  plaintiff,  the  lessee  or  his  succtssor  in  interest,  as  to  the  whole 
or  part  of  the  property,  may  pay  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  rent 
then  in  arrear,  with  interest  and  the  costs  of  the  action,  and  perform 
the  other  covenants  on  the  part  of  the  lessee,  and  be  then  restored 
to  possession  and  hold  the  property  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
original  lease:  "VVacholz  v.  Griesgraber,  70  Minn.  220,  73  N.  W.  7. 
The  provisions  of  the  code  of  New  York  on  the  subject  are  quite 
elaborate  and  detailed.  They  in  the  first  place  provide  a  proceeding 
to  stay  any  warrant  on  the  judgment  and  also  for  staying  an  execu- 
tion for  costs,  by  paying  at  any  time  before  the  warrant  issues  the 
rent  and  other  sums  due  or  giving  an  undertaking  for  such  payment 
within  ten  days:  Code  Civ.  Proc.  2254,  construed  in  Witty  v.  Acton, 
58  Plun,  552,  12  N.  Y.  Sifpp,  757;  Bien  v.  Bixby,  18  Misc.  Eep.  415, 
41  K  Y.  Supp.  433,  22  Misc.  Eep.  126,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  810;  Pursell 
V.  New  York  L.  I.  Co.,  42  N,  Y.  Supp.  383;  Flewwellin  v.  Lent,  91 
App.  Div.  430,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  919.  If  the  judgment  has  been  entered 
because  the  lessee  has  taken  the  benefit  of  an  insolvent  act,  or  been 
adjudged  a  bankrupt,  he  may  effect  a  stay  by  paying  the  costs  of 
the  special  proceeding  and  giving  an  undertaking  in  a  sum  and  with 
sureties  approved  by  the  judge,  that  he  will  pay  the  rent  as  it  has 
become  or  will  thereafter  become  due.  If  the  unexpired  term  of  the 
lease  exceeds  five  years  when  the  warrant  is  issued,  the  lessee,  his 
executor,  administrator  or  assignee  may,  within  one  year  after  the 
execution  of  the  warrant,  pay  the  landlord  or  his  successor  in  interest 
all  the  rent  in  arrear,  with  interest  and  costs  and  charges,  and  there- 
upon the  person  making  or  tendering  payment  becomes  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  demised  premises  under  the  lease,  and  may  hold 
and  enjoy  them  subject  to  its  terms:  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  2256. 
Other  sections  extend  the  remedy  existing  in  favor  of  the  lessee  to 
his  judgment  creditors  or  mortgagees,  and  specify  the  steps  they  must 
take  to  obtain  the  right  given:  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sees.  2258- 
2260. 


NEFF  V.  EEDER. 

[84  Ark.  277,  105  S.  W.  2G0.] 

JTJDTCIAL  SALE,  Mistake  in  Notice  of.--^The  naming  of  the 
date  of  sale  in  the  notice  thereof  as  June  1,  1093,  instead  of  1903,  is 
a  trivial  irregularity  which  could  mislead  no  one,  and  is  cured  by  the 
confirinutiun  of  tlie  sale.      (p.  70.) 

LIS  PENDENS.— Parties  Who,  After  the  Coumiencement  of  the 
Suit,  ae<iaii-e  title  to  real  property,  are  charged  with  notice  of  such 
commeiieeinont.      (p.   71.) 

LIS  PENDENS — Prior  Purchasers  and  Assignees. — A  mort- 
gagee and  his  as^igiK's  a  i-e  not  .'ilVicted  by  a  suit  linnight  aft(M-  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  to  wliioh  tliey  are  not  parties,      (p.  71.) 
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MORTGAGE,  Rights  of  Assignee. — If  a  mortgage  is  enforce- 
able by  the  original  mortgagee,  bis  assignees  are  protected,  though, 
before  the  assignment  to  them,  suit  was  pending  involving  the  right 
to   enforce   the   mortgage,      (p.    71.) 

A  VENDOR'S  LIEN  not  Expressed  in  the  Conveyance  is  not 
enforceable  against  subsequent  purchasers  without  notice,     (p.  71.) 

SUBROGATION  to  the  Rights  of  a  Mortgagee.— A  purchaser 
of  real  iiro[)erty  whose  money  is  used  to  discharge  a  valid  lien  thereon 
is,  upon  the  failure  of  his  title,  subrogated  to  the  lien  so  discharged, 
(p.  71.) 

MERGER. — The  Doctrine  of  the  Meirger  of  the  Mortgage  Lien 
with  the  Legal  Title,  when  they  are  united  in  the  same  person,  does 
not  apply  where  the  principles  of  equity  require  that  the  lien  and 
title  be   treated  as  separate,     (p.  72.) 

EQUITY  PRACTICE— Exhibits,  Effect  of.— Written  exhibits 
attaclied  to  a  bill  in  equity  are  presumed  to  have  been  introduced  in 
evitlenee.      (p.  72.) 

EVIDENCE— Admission  of  Without  Objection.— Though  the 
method  employed  of  proving  the  existence  of  a  mortgage  is  not  proper, 
yet  if  no  objection  is  made  to  it,  the  competency  of  the  evidence  can- 
not be  questioned  on  appeal,     (p.  73.) 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON— Notice  to  One  of  Several.— When 
persons  are  jointly  pursuing  a  common  purpose  of  acquiring  title  to 
land  by  purchase  as  tenants  in  common,  notice  to  one  concerning  the 
condition  of  the  title  is  notice  to  all.     (p.  73.) 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS — Subrogation. — When  one  becomes 
entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  a  mortgage,  his  suit  to  enforce  the  right 
of  subrogation  need  not  be  brought  within  the  time  originally  allow- 
able to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  A  person  entitled  to  subrogation  may 
bring  his  suit  within  a  reasonable  time  after  notice  of  the  defect  in  his 
title,  though  the  time  within  which  the  original  mortgagee  might  have 
maintained  such  suit  to  foreclose  his  mortgage  has  padded,    (pp.  73,  74.) 

C.  E.  Elmore,  P.  II.  Crenshaw  and  Campbell  &  Stevenson, 
for  the  appellant. 

Sam  li.  Davidson  and  R.  B.  Maxey,  for  the  appellees. 

'-^'^  McCULLOCH,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of 
the  Fulton  chancery  court,  dismissing  for  want  of  equity 
the  complaint  of  J.  T.  Neff  filed  against  B.  F.  Elder,  J.  E. 
Ford  and  H.  H.  Simon.  The  prayer  of  the  complaint  is 
to  sot  aside  a  certain  conveyance  to  the  defcnd.iuts  by  a 
commissioner  in  chancery  or  to  have  the  plaintiff  sul)i'n- 
gated  to  the  lien  of  a  mortgage  on  the  real  estate  in  con- 
troversy, which  mortgage  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  paid 
off. 

Un  October  4,  1898,  G.  W.  Lane  and  wdfe,  being  the  own- 
ei-s  of  certain  lots  in  the  tow^n  of  ]\Iammoth  Spring,  Arkansas 
(the  lots  in  controversy  being  of  the  number),  conveyed  the 
same  to  one  Frank  Curtis  by  warranty  deed  reciting  a  cash 
coubidd'ation    of    one    thousand    dollars    paid.      The    cvi- 
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dence  shows  that  the  real  consideration  for  the  conveyance 
was  a  conveyance  by  Curtis  to  Lane  and  his  wife  of  certain 
lands  in  Illinois  owned  by  Curtis. 

On  July  13,  1899,  Curtis  and  his  wife  executed  to  one  A. 
L.  Pixley  a  mortgage  on  the  lots  in  controversy  to  secure 
the  payment  of  a  note  for  the  sum  of  eight  hundred  and 
ten  dollars  and  thirty-four  cents  due  and  payable  on  Oc- 
tober 13  1899,  with  interest.  This  mortgage  was  duly  ac- 
knowledged, and  was  filed  for  record  the  day  succeeding  its 
execution.  The  note  secured  by  the  mortgage  was  assigned, 
so  the  complaint  alleges,  by  the  mortgagee,  A.  L.  Pixley,  to 
one  A.  J.  Robinson  who  in  turn  assigned  it,  as  collateral  se- 
curity, to  defendant  Simons. 

On  February  9,  1900,  Curtis  and  wife  executed  to  said 
Robinson  a  deed  conveying  to  the  latter  their  equity  or  re- 
demption in  the  lots  in  controversy;  and  on  September  13, 
1901,  Robinson  conveyed  the  lots  to  plaintiff,  J.  T.  Neff,  for 
a  consideration  ^"^^  of  two  thousand  dollars  paid  at  the  time. 
Robinson  informed  Neff  at  the  time  of  the  negotiation  for 
the  conveyance  that  he  held  the  Pixley  mortgage  on  the  lots 
for  eight  hundred  and  ten  dollars  and  thirty-four  cents,  and 
w^ould  satisfy  the  same  out  of  the  money  paid  him  for  the 
lots,  which  he  subsequently  did  and  sent  the  note  and  mort- 
gage to  Neff  marked  satisfied.  He  also  indorsed  satisfac- 
tion on  the  record  of  the  mortgage.  The  mortgage  was  at 
that  time  held  by  a  bank  as  collateral  security.  Possession 
was  taken  by  Neff  pursuant  to  his  deed  of  conveyance. 

On  August  7,  1899,  Lane  and  wife  commenced  suit  in  the 
chancery  court  of  Fulton  county  against  Curtis  and  wife  to 
recover  the  amount  of  two  hundred  and  twenty-four  dollars 
and  nineteen  cents  and  interest  thereon  alleged  to  have  been 
paid  by  those  plaintiffs  (Lane  and  wife)  in  discharging  a 
certain  lien  for  taxes  and  other  things  on  the  Illinois  prop- 
erty conveyed  by  them  to  Curtis.  They  alleged  in  their  com- 
plaint that  Curtis  had  agreed,  as  a  part  of  the  consideration 
of  the  conveyance  from  Lane  and  wife  to  him  of  the  Ar- 
kansas property,  to  discharge  these  liens  on  the  Illinois 
property,  and  they  asserted  a  vendor's  lien  on  the  Arkansas 
property  as  a  part  of  such  consideration. 

Neither  the  mortgagee,  nor  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  nor  the  subsequent  purchaser  Robinson,  nor  Neff,  were 
made  parties  to  that  suit.  A  decree  was  duly  rendered  in 
that  suit  at  the  February  term,  1903,  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
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tiffs  therein,  Lane  and  his  wife,  against  Curtis  for  recovery 
of  three  hundred  and  twenty-six  dollars  and  a  lien  was  de- 
clared on  the  real  estate  described  in  the  conveyance  from 
T^ane  to  Curtis,  and  the  commissioner  of  the  court  was  or- 
dered to  make  sale  thereof  to  satisfy  the  decree. 

The  two  lots  in  controversy  were  sold  by  the  commissioner 
at  public  outcry  to  defendants,  Elder,  Ford  and  Simons,  on 
^Fny  7,  1903,  for  the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  twenty-eight 
dollars,  and  at  the  next  term  of  the  court  the  sale  was  con- 
firmed. They  subse(iuently  took  possession  of  the  property 
from  Neff 's  tenant,  he  being  absent  from  the  state. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  sale  by  the  connnissioner 
was  irregular  and  void  on  account  of  an  irregularity  in  the 
advertisement,  and  that  the  defendants  conspired  together 
to  purchase  the  property  at  the  reduced  price  of  three  hun- 
dred and  twenty-eight  dollars,  when  it  was  worth  three 
thousand  dollars. 

Defendants  Elder  and  Ford  filed  their  joint  answer,  deny- 
ing ^^®  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint;  and  defendant 
Simons  filed  a  separate  answer,  disclaiming  any  interest  in 
the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation  and  alleging. that  he  had 
conveyed  his  interest  in  the  lots  to  his  codefeudants,  Elder 
and  Ford. 

The  plaintiff  at  a  subsequent  term  presented  his  petition 
to  l^e  allowed  to  file  a  bill  of  review  against  the  decree  of  the 
court  in  the  Lane  suit  confirming  the  sale  to  defendants,  and 
the  court  refused  to  allow  the  bill  of  review  to  be  filed.  The 
bill  of  review  set  forth  in  attack  upon  the  connnissioner ".s 
sale  the  same  matter  as  that  alleged  in  the  main  action. 

'-^^  1.  The  chancellor  was  right  in  refusing  to  allow  the 
bill  of  review  to  be  filed  or  to  decree  a  cancellation  of  the 
.sale  to  appellees,  Elder,  Ford  and  Simons.  No  grounds  were 
shown  for  such  relief.  The  only  irregularity  shown  in  the 
sale  was  a  mistake  in  the  commissioner's  advertisement  of 
sale  wherein  the  date  was  given  as  June  1,  1093.  instead  of 
1903.  This  was  a  trivial  irregularity  in  the  notice,  and  no 
one  could  have  been  misled  by  the  mistake.  -'^^  It  was 
cured  by  the  confirmation  of  the  court.  No  proof  was  ad- 
duced tending  to  show  collusion  between  the  purchasers  at 
the  sale  to  stille  competition. 

The  suit  was  commenced  -by  Lane  and  wife  before  the 
alieiuition  of  tlie  property  by  Curtis  (except  his  mortgage 
to  I'ixley,  wliich  wiU  be  hereafter  discussed  in  this  opinion), 
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and  subsequent  purchasers  from  him  were  charged  with  the 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit. 

2.  Is  the  appellant  Neff  entitled  to  subrogation  to  the 
lien  of  the  Curtis  mortgage?  This  mortgage  was  executed 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  Lane  suit  against  Curtis, 
and  neither  the  mortgagee,  Pixley,  nor  the  assignee  thereof, 
was  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  pendency  of  that  suit. 
The  mortgage  being  good  as  to  Pixley,  his  assignees  are  pro- 
tected, even  though  the  suit  was  pending  at  the  time  of  the 
several  transfers  of  the  debt  and  mortgage. 

The  alleged  vendor's  lien  of  Lane  and  wife  which  was  not 
expressed  in  the  face  of  their  deed,  if  it  can  be  held  that 
they  had  lien  at  all,  even  against  the  grantor  Curtis,  was 
not  available  against  subsequent  purchasers  without  actual 
notice:  Scott  v.  Orbison,  21  Ark.  202;  Holman  v.  Patterson's 
Heirs,  29  Ark.  357. 

The  evidence  shows  that  appellant  purchased  this  prop- 
erty from  Robinson,  and  paid  the  price  of  two  thousand  dol- 
lars for  it  without  any  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  Lane 
suit,  or  of  the  assertion  by  the  Lanes  of  any  lien  on  the  land. 
It  was  agreed  between  api)ellant  and  Robinson  that  the  Cur- 
tis mortgage  should  be  satisfied  out  of  the  purchase  price 
paid  by  appellant.  This  was  done,  and  the  mortgage  and 
note  were  delivered  to  appellant.  The  mortgage  was  then  a 
valid  and  subsisting  lien  in  the  bank,  which  held  it  as  col- 
lateral security  by  assignment  either  from  Simons  or  Robin- 
son, and  appellant's  money  was  used  in  discharging  the  lien. 
He  is,  we  think,  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  mortgage 
lien:  2  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  1237;  Sheldon  on 
Subrogation,  sec.  30;  Chaflfe  v.  Oliver,  39  Ark.  531;  Gold- 
smith V.  Stewart,  45  Ark.  149;  Neel  v.  Carson,  47  Ark.  421, 
2  S.  W.  107;  Meher  v.  Cole,  50  Ark.  361,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  101 , 
7  S.  ^Y.  451;  Wyman  v.  Johnson,  68  Ark.  369,  59  S.  W.  250; 
Union  Mort.  B.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Peters,  72  Miss.  1058,  18  South, 
497,  30  L.  R.  A.  829. 

One  of  the  earliest  applications  of  the  principle  in  this 
country  was  made  by  Judge  Story  in  the  case  of  Bright  v. 
Boyd,  '^^  1  Story,  478,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1875,  and  the  language 
of  that  learned  judge  is  peculiarly  applicable  here.  "There 
is,"  he  said,  "still  another  broad  principle  of  the  Roman  law 
which  is  applicable  to  the  present  case.  It  is  that  w  here  a 
bona  fide  possessor  or  purchaser  of  real  estate  pnys  nioiipy 
to  discliarge  any  existing  encumbrance  or  charge  upon  the 
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estate,  having  no  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  his  title,  he  is 
entitled  to  be  repaid  the  amount  of  such  payment  by  the 
true  owner  seeking  to  recover  the  estate  from  him." 

Applications  of  this  doctrine  bearing  close  analogy  to  the 
facts  of  the  present  case  are  found  in  Chaffe  v.  Oliver,  39 
Ark.  531.  and  Wyman  v.  Johnson,  68  Ark.  369.  59  S.  W.  250, 
where  lenders  of  money  on  defective  mortgages  for  the  pur- 
pose of  discharging  prior  valid  mortgages  upon  the  prop- 
erty, for  which  purpose  the  money  was  used,  were  held  to 
be  entitled  to  subrogation  to  the  right  of  the  prior  mort- 
gagees. In  one  of  those  cases  the  last  mortgage  was  defective 
by  reason  of  an  informal  certificate  to  the  wife's  acknowl- 
edgment, and  in  the  other  case  the  mortgagors  had  no  title 
to  the  premises  nor  authority  to  execute  the  mortgage. 

The  doctrine  of  merger  of  the  mortgage  lien  with  the  legal 
title  when  they  are  united  in  the  same  person  has  no  applica- 
tion in  a  case  of  this  kind  when  the  principles  of  equity  de- 
mand that  they  be  treated  as  separate:  Colin  v.  Hoffman,  45 
Ark.  376 ;  Bemis  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  63  Ark.  625,  40  S.  W. 
127;  Smith  v.  Roberts,  91  N.  Y.  470. 

"It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  mortgagee's  acquisition  of 
the  equity  of  redemption  does  not  merge  his  legal  estate  as 
mortgagee,  so  as  to  prevent  his  setting  up  his  mortirage  to 
defeat  an  intermediate  title,  unless  such  appears  to  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  parties  and  justice  requires  it;  and  such 
intention  will  not  be  presumed  where  the  mortgagee's  inter- 
est requires  that  the  mortgage  should  remain  in  force":  1 
Jones  on  Mortgages,  sec.  870. 

Learned  counsel  for  the  appellees  contend  that  there  is  no 
evidence  in  the  record  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  or 
the  terms  thereof,  but  in  this  they  are  mistaken.  A  copy  of 
the  mortgage  was  exhibited  with  the  complaint  and  referred 
to  therein.  The  decree  does  not  recite  that  it  was  read  in 
evidence,  but  as  it  was  exhibited  with  the  complaint  the 
chancellor  is  presumed  to  have  considered  it  with  the  com- 
phiint.  While  written  '^*'**  instruments  exhibited  with  the 
ciiiiiphiint  in  cases  at  law  are  not  presumed  to  have  been  in- 
troduced in  evidence,  a  different  rule  prevails  in  equity 
cases  where  the  whole  record  is  before  the  chancellor.  The 
l)laintiff  testified  concerning  the  existence  of  the  mortgage, 
and  in  his  deposition  referred  to  the  copy  exhibited  with  his 
complaint.  Witness  Robinson,  whose  deposition  was  intro- 
duced b}-  the  defendants,  also  testified  concerning  the  mort- 
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gaf^e,  and  stated  that  he  indorsed  satisfaction  thereon  and 
delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff.  This  method  of  proving  the  ex- 
istence of  the  mortgage  was  not  proper,  but  no  objection  was 
raised  to  it  at  the  time,  and  it  is  too  late  now  to  question  the 
competency  of  the  evidence. 

Counsel  also  contend  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  subro- 
gation because  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  was  indorsed  on 
the  record  before  the  purchase  by  the  defendant  at  the  com- 
missioner's sale.  The  defendants  had  notice  of  the  facts  con- 
cerning the  purchase  by  plaintiff,  and  cannot  claim  inno- 
cence of  knowledge  concerning  the  plaintiff's  rights.  The 
plaintiff  testified  that  at  the  time  of  his  purchase  he  talked 
to  Simons,  one  of  the  defendants,  concerning  it,  and  that  the 
latter  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage,  and  claimed 
to  be  the  holder  of  it.  He  must  have  known  that  plaintiff's 
money,  paid  to  Robinson,  was  used  in  discharging  the  mort- 
gage debt.  The  knowledge  of  Simon  is  chargeable  to  his  co- 
purchasers.  It  is  unnecessary  to  say  whether,  ordinarily, 
the  notice  to  one  tenant  in  common  is  notice  to  all ;  but 
when  persons  are  jointly  pursuing  the  common  purpose  of 
acquiring  title  to  land  by  purchase  as  tenants  in  common, 
notice  to  one  concerning  the  condition  of  the  title  is  notice 
to  all :    Steele  v.  Robertson,  75  Ark.  228,  87  S.  W.  117. 

3.  The  only  question  remaining  to  be  determined  is 
whether  or  not  appellant's  rights  are  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitation,  which  is  pleaded  by  the  defendants.  The  note 
secured  by  the  mortgage  fell  due  on  October  13,  1899,  and 
the  amended  complaint  praying  for  subrogation  under  the 
mortgage  was  filed  on  April  5,  1905,  more  than  five  years 
thereafter. 

The  statute  provides  that  "in  suits  to  foreclose  or  enforce 
mortgages  or  deeds  of  trust  it  shall  be  sufficient  defense  that 
^•'^•'  they  have  not  been  brought  within  the  period  of  limi- 
tation prescribed  by  law  for  a  suit  on  the  debt  or  liability  for 
the  security  of  which  they  were  given":  Kirby's  Digest,  sec. 
5399. 

This  statute  does  not  apply  to  a  suit  of  this  kind  brought 
to  enforce  the  right  of  subrogation  under  the  mortgage, 
when  the  mortgage  debt  was  not  barred  at  the  time  the  pay- 
ment which  is  the  basis  of  the  claim  of  subrogation  Avas 
made.  Under  such  circumstances  the  person  entitled  to  sub- 
rogation may  bring  his  action  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
notice  of  the  defect  in  his  title.     The  situation  of  one  en- 
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titloci,  under  those  circumstances,  to  subrogation  may  be 
likened  to  that  of  one  who  has  suffered  a  wrong  by  fraud, 
the  enforcement  of  wliose  rip^hts  would,  but  for  the  fraud, 
have  been  barred  by  limitation.  Under  such  circumstances 
the  enforcement  of  the  right  must  be  brought  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud. 

The  decree  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  di- 
rections to  enter  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  declaring 
a  lien  on  the  lots  in  controversy  for  the  amount  paid  in  dis- 
charge of  the  mortgage  executed  by  Curtis  and  wife  to  Pix- 
ley. 


The  Doririne  of  Subrogation  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  AmericaTi 
Bonding  Co.  v.  National  etc.  Bank,  99  Am.  St.  Ecp.  474. 

The  Law  of  Lis  Pendens  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Stout  v.  Phillipi 
Mfg.  etc.  Co.,  56  Am.  St.  Kep.  853. 


ST.  LOUIS,  IRON  IMOUNTAIN  AND  SOUTHERN  RAIL- 
WAY  CO:\IPANY   V.    DLTREE. 

[84  Ark.  377,  105  S.  W.  878.] 

MASTER   AND    SERVANT — Fellow-servants,  Who  are  not. — 

An  inspector  of  railway  c;irs  and  an  engine  foreman,  in  charge  of  an 
engine,  switching,  making  up,  and  breaking  up  trains,  are  not  fellow- 
servants,  where  they  are  working  in  different  departments  of  the 
service  and  not  together  for  a  common  purpose,     (p.  75.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Negligence  in  Violating  a  Rule. — 
If  the  master  promulgates  a  rule  for  the  safety  of  his  servants,  and 
one  of  them  is  injured  while  violating  that  rule  and  on  account  of  its 
violation,  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law. 
(p.   7G.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Rules,  Habit  of  Violating.— If  a 
rule  promulgated  by  a  master  for  the  safety  of  his  servants  is  habitu- 
ally violated,  and  this  violation  is  known  to  and  acquiesced  in  b}^ 
liim,  evidence  of  such  violation  is  admissible  to  repel  tiie  inference 
which  would  otherwise  be  drawn  that  the  violation  amounted  to  con- 
tributory negligence  by  the  person  injured  thereby,      (p.  70.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Liability  to  Person  Injured  When 
not  Known  to  be  in  Place  of  Danger. — A  master  is  not  answerable  to 
a  sorv.-iiit  injuri-d  because  he  p'i.ieed  himself  in  a  pnsition  of  danger, 
wh^ii  such  injury  is  due  to  the  act  of  another  servant,  who,  on  his 
pari,  difl  not  Icnow  that  the  one  injured  was  in  such  place  of  danger, 
or  that  it  was  a  part  of  his  duty  to  be  there,      (pp.  70,  77.) 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR — Jury  Trial. — If  the  court  gives  only 
gcnornl  instruct  ioiis  when  s]>ei-ial  should  also  have  been  given,  this 
is  not  a  groLiud  for  re\ersal  at  the  instance  of  a  party,  who  did  not 
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object  to  the  action  of  the  court  when  taken,  nor  make  a  request  for 
additional  instructions,     (p.  77.) 

APPEAL  AND  ERKOP — Partly  Incompetent  Answers  to  Ques- 
tions.— Tf  the  answer  of  a  witness  to  a  ])roper  question  is  partly  in- 
comjietoiit  and  partly  competent,  it  does  not  require  a  reversal,  unless 
the  incompetent  matter  is  prejudicial  and  was  duly  objected  to.  (pp. 
77,  78.) 

T.  ]\r.  Mehaffy  and  J.  E.  Williams,  for  the  appellant. 

W.  A.  Cunningham  and  Jones  &  Ilamiter,  for  the  appellee. 

^''^  HILL,  C.  J.  In  brief,  the  case  was  this:  Dupree  was 
a  car  inspector,  engaged  in  inspecting  cars  of  the  railroad 
company  at  Iloxie.  Arthur  was  an  engine  foreman  in  charge 
of  the  engine,  switching,  making  up  and  breaking  up  trains 
in  the  Hoxie  yards.  He  and  Dupree  ^'^^  were  in  different 
departments  of  service,  and  were  not  working  together  for 
a  common  purpose,  and  w^ere  therefore  not  fellow-servants, 
within  the  meaning  of  sections  6658-6660  of  Kirby's  Digest. 
There  were  two  kinds  of  inspection  for  cars,  one  called  in- 
termediate inspection,  which  was  a  general  inspection  with- 
out going  into  particular  defects,  and  another  called  the  in- 
terchange inspection.  There  was  no  interchange  inspection 
in  the  Iloxie  yards,  and  the  inspections  of  Dupree  were  in- 
termediate. 

There  is  a  conflict  in  the  evidence  as  to  the  duties  of  the  in- 
spector in  making  an  intermediate  inspection.  Dupree  says 
that  it  was  often  necessary,  in  order  to  properly  make  it,  to 
place  his  body  under  the  cars;  while  others  say  that  such 
action  was  not  necessary  for  such  inspection. 

There  was  a  rule  of  the  company  requiring  inspectors  to 
place  in  the  daytime  l^iue  flags,  and  in  the  night-time  blue 
lights,  at  either  end  of  the  cars  being  inspected,  and  only 
the  person  placing  the  signals  was  authorized  to  take  them 
up.  These  signals  were  to  protect  the  cars  during  inspection 
from  movement.  There  is  testimony  tending  to  show  that 
this  rule  was  habitually  disregarded,  and  its  habitual  disre- 
gard known  to  the  foreman  in  charge  of  Dupree 's  depart- 
ment; and,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  evidence  that  it  was 
the  proper  way  to  protect  the  car  during  inspection. 

About  9  o'clock,  a  dark  rainy  night,  Dupree  and  his  fel- 
low inspector.  Cooper,  went  to  their  duties  of  inspecting  cars. 
According  to  Dupree 's  testiniony,  Artlnu"  passed  them  with 
his  switch-engine  and  some  cars,  and  was  notified  that  they 
were  engaged  in  inspecting  certain  cars,  and  Arthur  told 
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them  that  he  was  going  to  Hoxie  crossing  to  do  some  work 
there.  This  trip  and  work  would  have  required  his  absence 
for  twenty  or  twenty-five  minutes.  Within  five  or  ten  min- 
utes after  he  left,  while  Duproe  was  under  a  bad-order  car, 
inspecting  the  same  with  his  torch,  the  car  was  struck  by 
Arthur's  switch-engine,  causing  Dupree  the  loss  of  an  arm 
and  a  serious  injury  to  his  leg.  A  diiferent  version  of  the 
occurrence  was  given  by  Arthur. 

The  case  was  largely  tried  upon  the  question  of  w^hether 
or  not  the  rule  requiring  the  blue  signals  had  been  abro- 
gated; ^^^  and  the  chief  contention  here  is  that  there  was 
error  in  certain  modifications  of  instructions  requested  by 
the  defendant  which  told  the  jury  that  Dupree  assumed  all 
the  risks  and  hazards  incident  to  his  duties  as  car  inspector; 
and  if  he  failed  to  comply  with  the  rule,  and  was  injured 
while  failing  to  comply  with  it,  such  injury  was  one  of  the 
assumed  risks  of  his  employment,  for  which  he  could  not  re- 
cover, and  that  he  would  be  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  undertaking  to  do  this  work  without  obeying  the 
rule;  which  were  modified  by  the  court  by  stating  that  such 
was  the  law  unless  said  rule  was  abrogated.  The  jury  was 
instructed  thnt  the  burden  of  showing  the  abrogation  of  the 
rule  was  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  correctly  instructed  wliat 
was  necessary  in  order  to  shoAV  that  the  rule  was  abrogated. 
AYliere  a  master  promulgates  a  rule  for  the  safety  of  his  ser- 
vants, and  a  servant  is  injured  while  in  violation  of  that 
rule  and  on  account  of  the  violation  thereof,  then  the  court 
will  declare  him,  as  a  matter  of  law,  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence:  St.  Louis  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Caraway,  77  Ark.  403, 
91  S.  W.  749,  and  authorities  cited.  But  where  such  rule  is 
hal)itua]ly  violated,  and  such  violation  is  known  to  or  ac- 
quiesced in  by  the  master,  so  that  it  amounts  to  an  abandon- 
ment of  the  rule,  then  evidence  of  such  habitual  violation  is 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  repelling  the  inference  wliich 
v\  nuld  otherwise  be  drawn  from  the  existence  of  the  rule  it- 
self; St.  Louis  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Caraway,  77  Ark.  405,  91  S. 
AY.  740. 

The  question  of  the  existence  or  abrogation  of  the  rule  was 
properly  submitted  to  the  jury;  and  there  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  sustain  a  finding  either  way  on  that  issue. 

But  tlie  real  question  of  the  case  was  not  so  much  the  ex- 
istence or  ai  ro'jation  of  that  rule  as  it  was  the  negligence  of 
Arthur  in  hitting  the  cars  while  Dupree  was  inspecting  them, 
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and  tlie  contributory  neglij^ence  of  Dupree  in  the  manner  in 
which  he  inspected  the  cars  and  in  inspecting  them  without 
taking  proper  precautions  for  his  safety  while  so  engaged. 
If  it  was  not  a  part  of  Dupree 's  duty  to  be  under  the  car,  or 
in  other  position  of  danger,  while  inspecting  a  car,  then  it 
would  not  be  negligence  to  move  the  car  while  the  inspec- 
tion was  in  progress.  If  Arthur  had  known  that  Dupree  was 
inspecting  the  cars,  and  that  it  was  often  a  part  of  Dupree 's 
duty  to  be  under  ^**  a  car  while  performing  his  inspection, 
then  the  company  would  be  liable  if  Arthur  suddenly  moved 
the  cars  without  notifying  Dupree  that  he  was  going  to  do 
so.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  contributory  negligence 
on  Dupree 's  part  to  go  under  a  car  without  taking  precau- 
tion by  some  sort  of  notice  to  a  person  operating  a  switch- 
engine  about  them  that  he  was  going  to  place  himself  in  such 
position,  unless  such  position  was  known  to  be  part  of  the 
inspector's  duty,  and  it  was  also  known  that  he  was  making 
such  inspection. 

There  is  a  sharp  conflict  in  the  evidence  upon  these  points, 
and  no  specific  instruction  was  given  upon  them;  but  there 
were  general  instructions  given  as  the  law  of  negligence  and 
contributory  negligence.  These  issues  of  fact  should  have 
been  sharply  drawn  in  appropriate  instructions  and  sent  to 
the  jury  for  decision.  Instead  of  that,  general  instructions 
were  given  as  to  negligence  and  contributory  negligence,  and 
many  specific  instructions  asked  by  the  defendant,  as  to  the 
law  of  assumed  risk  and  contributory  negligence,  were  giv- 
en, some  with  proper  modification  as  to  the  abrogation  of  the 
said  rule. 

In  this  state  of  the  record,  the  appellant  cannot  ask  for 
a  reversal  on  account  of  such  instructions:  Western  Coal 
etc.  l\Iin.  Co.  v.  Jones,  75  Ark.  76,  87  S.  W.  440. 

The  admission  of  testimony  as  to  certain  statements  made 
by  Arthur  next  day  is  urged  as  erroneous.  These  statements 
would  not  be  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae,  nor  as 
declarations  of  the  agent,  for  they  were  not  made  while  per- 
forming the  duties  of  this  agency.  They  are  sought  to  be 
sustained  as  contradictory  of  his  testimony.  The  questions 
asked  the  witness  called  for  testimony  fairly  contradictory  of 
Arthur's  testimony.  Part  of  the  answers  went  beyond  a  fair 
contradiction;  but  part  was  competent.  The  fact  that  the 
answers  contained  more  tlian  the  question  called  for,  and 
that  some  incompetent  matter  was  incorporated  into  them, 
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does  not  call  for  reversal  unless  the  incompetent  matter  was 
prejudicial  and  properly  objected  to.  The  testimony  was 
rather  loosely  drawn  out,  and  the  objections  to  it  are  not  as 
specific  as  they  might  have  been,  and  the  court  fails  to  find 
that  any  reversible  error  in  this  respect  was  committed. 
Affirmed. 


A  Car  Inspector  is  not  a  Fellow -servant  with  employes  on  the  train, 
altliough  the  authorities  are  not  entirely  harmonious  on  this  question: 
MeDouald  v.  Michigan  Cent.  E.  R.  Co.,  132  Mich.  372,  1U2  Am.  St. 
Eep.  42G;  note  to  Mast  v.  Kern,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  621-C23. 

The  Promulgation  and  Enforcement  of  Rules  for  the  safety  of  his 
employes  is  one  of  the  positive  duties  of  an  employer  when  the  nature 
of  the  work  requires  it:  Merrill  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  R.  Co.,  29 
Utah,  264,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  695.  As  to  the  effect  of  a  dibobedicnce, 
habitual  or  otherwise,  of  rules  after  thev  have  been  promulgated,  see 
Merrill  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  R.  Co.,  29  Utah,  264,  110  Am.  St.  Rep. 
695,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 


BRANCH  V.  MOORE. 

[84  Ark.  462,  105  S.  W.  1178.] 

BROKER  to  Sell  Real  Property,  When  Entitled  to  Commissions, 
If,  after  real  property  has  been  placed  in  a  broker's  hands  for  sale, 
such  sale  is  brought  about  by  his  adverti?cments  aud  exertions,  he  is 
entitled  to  commissions,  though  the  sale  is  made  by  the  owner,  (p. 
82.) 

BROKER  to  Sell  Real  Property,  Attempt  to  Revoke  the  Agency. 
If,  after  a  broker  is  employed  to  sell  real  property  and  introduces  a 
purchaser  to  the  owner,  tlie  latter  then  or  subsequently  revokes  the 
agency  and  soon  afterward  makes  the  sale  to  a  person  introduced  by 
the  broker,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  his  commissions,     (p.  82.) 

IF  A  BROKER  to  Sell  Real  Property  is  induced  by  the  owner, 
after  introducing  an  intending  purchaser,  to  discontinue  negotiations 
on  the  ground  that  the  wife  of  the  owner  will  not  consent  to  the  con- 
veyance, and  the  owner  subse(|uently  effects  a  sale  to  the  person  thus 
introduced,  the  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commissions,     (p.  83.) 

AGENCY  to  Sell  Real  Property,  Right  to  Revoke. — An  owner 
employing  a  person  to  sell  real  property  may  revoke  the  agency  at 
any  time  before  tlie  sale  is  made,  but  he  cannot  do  so  merely  lor  the 
purpose  of  depriving  the  broker  of  his  conmiihsions.      (p.  83.) 

A  BEcOKER  to  Sell  Real  Estate  cannot  be  Deprived  of  His 
Eight  to  Commissions  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was  a  home- 
stead, and  tiie  authorization  to  sell  was  not  binding  on  the  wife  if  in 
fact  the  sale  is  niiule  and  she  joins  in  a  conveyance  to  the  purchaser, 
(pp.  83,  61.) 

Sain  &  Sain  and  AV.  C.  Rodpers,  for  tlie  appellant. 
J.  S.  Lake  aud  \V.  i\  I'ca/.L'l,  i'or  the  ai)|)ellee. 
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4G4  BATTLE,  J.  J.  II.  Moore  brought  this  action  against 
M.  Branch  to  recover  compensation  alleged  to  be  due  him  on 
account  of  a  sale  of  land  made  by  him  for  the  defendant, 
who  answers  and  alleges  that  plaintiff's  authority  to  sell  the 
land  was  revoked  by  him  before  the  sale,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  any  compensation.  The  facts  in  the 
case,  as  shown  by  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  trial,  are  sub- 
stantially as  follows:  "The  defendant  owned  a  farm  in 
Howard  county,  in  this  state,  which  constituted  his  home- 
stead, and  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  plaintiff,  a  real  estate 
agent,  for  sale,  agreeing  to  accept  for  the  same  the  sum  of 
$2,000  net,  and  to  allow  plaintiff  to  hold  as  compensation  all 
for  which  he  shall  sell  above  that  sum.  Plaintiff  immedi- 
ately thereafter  entered  into  negotiation  with  D.  C.  Irvin 
for  the  sale  of  the  farm,  took  him  to  it  and  over  it,  and 
offered  to  sell  it  to  him  for  $2,250,  and  introduced  him  to  de- 
fendant, they  being  strangers  before  that  time.  Irvin  said 
the  price  was  too  much,  but  expressed  himself  pleased  with 
the  farm,  and  promised  to  return  in  a  day  or  two  to  further 
examine  it.  Plaintiff  says  that  he  offered  it  to  him  for 
$2,200,  but  Irvin  says  that  he  does  not  remember  it. 
Plaintiff  testified  that  in  a  day  or  two  after  this  defendant 
said  to  him:  'You  needn't  put  yourself  to  any  further 
trouble  to  sell  my  place.  I  don't  want  to  sell  it  now,  and 
my  wife  won't  sign  a  deed.'  I  said:  'All  right,  Uncle 
Mike.'  "  Irvin  testified:  "I  do  not  know  why  he  [defend- 
ant] claimed  to  have  taken  the  land  out  of  Mr.  Moore's 
hands  except  what  he  said.  He  said  his  wufe  wouldn't  sign 
it— the  bond  for  title."  The  defendant  testified:  "Mr. 
Moore  did  not  do  anything  toward  selling  except  bring  ]\Ir. 
Irvin  out  there  to  look  at  the  place.  The  next  '*^^  morning 
I  went  back  and  asked  Mr.  Moore  what  he  had  done.  He  told 
me  that  he  had  not  done  anything;  that  the  price  was  too 
liigh.  I  said:  'That  is  all  right.  I  am  glad  of  it.  IMy  wife 
said  she  wouldn't  sign  the  deed  if  I  sold  it  for  $2,000.'  Mr. 
]Moore  said:  'All  riglit;  I  will  have  nothing  more  to  do  with 
it.'  I  did  not  have  any  more  negotiations  with  him  about 
selling  the  land.  I  told  him  he  could  drop  his  part  and  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  laud.  He  said:  'All  right.'  "  In 
about  four  days  thereafter  he  sold  the  land  to  Irvin  for 
$2,200.  All  these  transactions  occurred  in  the  year  190G. 
Plaintiff  testified  that  the  land  was  in  his  hands  during  that 
year  several  times  at  dillerent  prices.     "AVhen  he  first  put 
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it  in  my  hands,  I  think  he  said  he  Avanted  $1,400  net.  This 
was  sometime  in  tlie  early  part  of  the  year  1906.  He  went 
from  $1,400  to  $2,000  net."    This  is  not  contradicted. 

Upon  tliose  facts  and  evidence  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  as  follows: 

"1.  If  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 
placed  his  land  in  the  hands  of  J.  H.  Moore  for  sale,  agree- 
ing to  allow  him  all  in  excess  of  $2,000  he  sold  the  land  for, 
as  his  compensation,  and  if  you  further  believe  that  the 
plaintiff,  IMoore,  carried  the  purchaser  to  the  owner  of  the 
land  and  sliowed  and  priced  same  to  him  and  introduced  him 
to  the  owner,  and  through  such  introduction  and  exertions 
on  the  part  of  Moore  negotiations  were  begun  betAveen  the 
purchaser  and  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  a  sale  thereof  was 
made  by  the  owner  of  the  land  for  the  sum  of  $2,200,  then 
Moore  would  be  the  procuring  cause  of  said  sale,  and  would 
be  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defendant  all  in  excess  of  $2,000 
said  land  sold  for,  unless  you  further  believe  that  the  agency 
was  terminated  in  good  faith  before  the  sale. 

"2.  If  3'ou  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 
employed  plaintiff  to  sell  his  land,  and  agreed  to  pay  him 
therefor  all  in  excess  of  $2,000  he  sold  the  land  for,  defend- 
ant would  not  be  relieved  from  said  contract  by  the  fact  that 
his  wife  refused  to  sign  the  deed  for  $2,000. 

"3.  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that,  although  you  may 
believe  from  the  evidence  that  IMoore  consented  to  the  with- 
drawal '^^^  of  the  land  from  sale,  still  he  would  not  be 
bound  by  such  assent  if  it  was  procured  through  a  misrep- 
resentation on  the  part  of  Branch  that  Branch's  wife  would 
not  sign  the  deed. 

"4.  Although  Moore  may  have  agreed  with  Branch  that 
he  would  make  no  further  effort  or  go  to  no  further  trouble 
to  sell  his  land,  this  would  not  affect  his  right  to  recover  in 
this  action  if  the  sale  was  the  result  of,  or  was  brought  about 
by,  the  previous  efforts  of  Moore. 

"5.  You  are  instructed  that  if  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser,  introduced  him  to 
the  defendant,  and  that  he,  the  plaintiff.  Avas  the  procuring 
cause  of  the  sale,  then  the  defendant  could  not  withdraw  his 
land  i'l'om  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  and  defeat  the  collec- 
tion of  the  coiinuission  unless  the  contract  between  jilaintiff 
and  defendant  was  by  mutual  assent  abrogated  wutii  a  full 
understanding  of  all  the  facts." 
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The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  fol- 
lows: "(2)  The  jury  are  instructed  that  the  contract  in 
controversy  could  be  terminated  by  an  oral  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties.  So,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that 
the  contract  was  verbally  terminated  by  mutual  consent, 
you  will  find  for  the  defendant.  Branch."  But  the  court 
refused  to  give  it,  but  amended  it,  and  gave  it  as  amended, 
as  follows:  "(2)  The  jury  are  instructed  that  the  contract 
in  controversy  could  be  terminated  by  an  oral  agreement 
between  the  parties.  So,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that 
the  contract  was  verbally  terminated  by  mutual  consent, 
with  a  full  understanding  of  all  the  facts,  your  verdict 
should  be  for  the  defendant." 

He  also  asked,  and  the  court  refused  to  give,  the  follow- 
ing instruction:  "(4)  The  jury  are  instructed  that  the  de- 
fendant. Branch,  had  a  right  to  revoke  the  contract  made 
with  Moore  for  the  sale  of  his  land,  and  that  this  could  be 
done  without  the  surrender  of  the  written  contract."  But 
amended  it  by  adding  the  words:  "But  this  could  not  be 
done  if  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that  Moore  had  pro- 
cured a  purchaser  under  the  terms  of  his  agreement";  and 
gave  it  as  amended. 

And  the  court  refused  to  instruct  the  jury  at  the  request 
of  the  defendant  as  follows:  "(6)  If  the  jury  finds  from 
the  '***'''  evidence  that  Moore  refused  to  make  a  sale  for  less 
than  $2,250,  and  that  Irvin  refused  to  give  this  much,  he 
would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  any  commission,  notwith- 
standing Branch  sold  the  place  for  $2,200." 

"(9)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  if  the  plaintiff, 
by  his  words  or  acts,  induced  the  defendant,  Branch,  to 
act  with  reference  to  the  sale  of  the  land  otherwise  than 
he  would  have  done  but  for  such  acts  or  words  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  make  a  sale  of  the  land 
direct  and  without  regard  to  the  intervention  of  the  plain- 
tiff, Moore,  that  is,  if  the  plaintiff  induced  the  defendant 
to  believe  that  the  relations  between  himself  and  ]\loore 
were  terminated,  and  Branch  acted  upon  such  belief  in 
making  tlie  sale  direct,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled 
to  recover  anything. 

"(10)  The  jury  are  instructed  that  the  authority  to  sell 
conferred  on  ]\Ioore  \>y  the  contract  in  controvers}'  can  be 
revoked  at  any  time  before  a  valid  and  binding  contract 
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for  the  sale  of  the  land  by  the  broker  has  been  consum- 
mated." 

I*laintiff  recovered  judgment  for  $200,  and  the  defendant 
ai)peale(l. 

The  facts  in  Scott  v.  Patterson,  53  Ark.  49,  13  S.  W. 
419,  and  those  in  this  case  are  similar.  In  that  case  the 
real  estate  broker' said  to  the  owner  of  the  land  that  he 
had  done  all  he  could  to  sell  the  land  to  tlie  prospective  pur- 
chaser, and  that  he  Avas  unable  to  do  so,  and  that  he  "turned 
her  (prospective  purchaser)  over"  to  the  owner;  that  he 
might  sell  her  the  land  if  he  could.  The  owner  finally  made 
the  sale.  He  testified  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  sell- 
ing the  property  until  the  brokers  declined  to  have  any- 
thing more  to  do  with  it.  In  that  case  the  court,  quoting 
from  Tyler  v.  Parr,  52  Mo.  249,  said:  "The  laAV  is  well 
settled  that  in  a  suit  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  the  amount 
of  his  commissions  it  is  immaterial  that  the  ov.'uer  sold  the 
property  and  concluded  the  bargain.  If,  after  the  property 
is  placed  in  agent's  hands,  the  sale  is  brought  about  or  pro- 
cured by  his  advertisements  and  exertions,  he  will  be  en- 
titled to  his  commissions.  Or,  if  the  agent  introduces  the 
purchaser  or  discloses  his  name  to  the  owner,  and  througli 
such  introduction  or  disclosure  negotiations  are  begun,  and 
the  sale  of  the  property  is  eifected,  ^^^  the  agent  is  entitled 
to  his  commission,  though  the  sale  may  be  made  by  the 
owner." 

In  Huiiton  v.  Marshall,  76  Ark.  375,  88  S.  W.  963,  it  Avas 
held  that  "a  broker  who  has  been  employed  to  sell  real 
estate  is  entitled  to  his  commissions  Avhere  he  has  brought 
about  between  his  principal  and  another  negotiations  wiiich 
resulted  in  a  sale,  which  was  consummated  by  the  princi- 
pal." 

If  there  had  been  no  attempt  to  revoke  the  agency  of 
appellee,  he  would  unquestionably  have  been  entitled  to  his 
commissions.  He  was  authorized  to  sell  tlie  land  for  any 
sum  exceeding  $2,000,  appellant  agreeing  to  allow  him  as 
compensation  for  his  services  all  received  in  excess  of  tliat 
amount.  lie  found  a  purchaser,  took  him  to  the  land,  in- 
troduced him  to  appellant,  they  being  strangers  to  each 
other,  showed  him  the  land,  offered  it  to  him  for  $2,250; 
the  purchaser  said  the  price  was  too  high,  but  expressed 
himself  as  pleased  with  the  land  and  promised  to  return  and 
look  at  it   agciiu.     Negotiations  were   approaching  success, 
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when  appellant  informed  appellee  that  he  need  not  make 
any  further  effort  to  sell  the  land,  giving  as  a  reason  for 
reserving  it  from  sale  that  his  w^ife  would  not  join  him  in 
executing  a  deed.  In  about  four  days  thereafter  he  con- 
tinued the  negotiations  already  begun  and  sold  the  land  to 
the  purchaser  found  by  appellee  for  $2,200.  The  jury 
could  have  reasonably  concluded  from  the  undisputed  evi- 
dence in  the  case  that  the  appellee  was  induced  by  fraud 
to  desist  from  the  prosecution  of  his  negotiations  and  fi- 
nally concluded  a  sale.  If  so,  he  was  entitled  to  the  stipulated 
commissions.  The  mere  refusal  of  the  wife  of  appellant  to 
join  in  the  execution  of  the  deed  would  not  deprive  him  of 
them  if  the  sale  was  made  and  the  purchase  money  received, 
and  all  of  this  was  "the  result  of,  or  was  brought  about  by, 
his  previous  efforts." 

Appellant  contends  that  he  had  the  right  to  revoke  the 
agency  of  appellee  at  any  time  before  the  sale.  This  is 
true,  if  done  in  good  faith.  But  he  could  not  do  so  for 
the  purpose  of  depriving  him  of  his  reward  and  appropri- 
ating his  services  without  compensation.  He  could  not 
make  the  revocation  a  pretext  for  defrauding  appellee: 
Blumenthal  v.  Goodall,  89  Cal.  251,  26  Pac.  906. 

The  court  properly  refused  to  instruct  the  jury  as  asked 
4G0  -^jy  appellant  in  his  ninth  request.  He  asked  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jurj''  "that  if  the  plaintiff,  by  his  word  or 
acts,  induced  the  defendant.  Branch,  to  act  with  reference 
to  the  sale  of  the  land  otherwise  than  he  would  have  done 
but  for  such  acts  or  w^ords  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
thereby  make  a  sale  of  the  land  direct  and  without  regard 
to  the  intervention  of  the  plaintiff,  ]\Ioore;  that  is,  if  the 
plaintiff  induced  the  defendant  to  believe  that  the  relations 
between  himself  and  Moore  were  terminated,  and  Branch 
acted  upon  such  belief  in  making  the  sale  direct,  the  plain- 
tiff would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  anytiiing. "  He  asked 
the  court  to  so  instruct  the  jury,  regardless  of  the  acts, 
words,  and  conduct  of  himself  that  induced  the  words  or 
acts  of  appellee  mentioned  in  the  ninth  request.  There 
was  evidence  to  show  that  such  was  the  case.  If  so,  they 
did  not  excuse,  justify,  or  extenuate  his  own  acts  and 
words.  He  could  not  take  advantage  of  his  own  fraud  in 
misleading  appellee. 

Appellee  contends  that  the  land  constituted  his  home- 
stead, and  he  could  not  lawfully  authorize  the  appellee  to 
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sell  it  without  his  wife  joining  him  in  executing  an  instru- 
ment for  that  purpose,  but  this  contention  is  not  tenable. 
Appellee  is  not  seeking  to  enforce  any  contract  to  sell  or 
convey  the  land,  or  any  lien  thereon.  The  land  has  been 
sold.  No  party  is  seeking  to  avoid  the  sale.  Appellee  is 
asking  only  for  compensation  for  services  rendered. 

The  instructions  given  by  the  court,  construed  as  a  whole 
and  read  in  the  light  of  the  evidence,  contained  no  preju- 
dicial error. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


If  the  Owner  of  Land  Agrees  to  Fay  a  Broker  a  percontnge  of  the 
price  for  which  the  property  shall  bo  sold  to  any  purchaser  produced 
by  him,  the  broker  earns  his  commission  in  case  he  produces  a  cus- 
tomer to  whom  the  principal  in  fact  sells:  Bowe  v.  Gage,  127  Wis. 
245,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  1010,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note 
thereto. 


FLOWERS  V.  FLOWERS. 

[84  Ark.  557,  106  S.  W.  949.] 

DOWER,  Assignment  of  Right  to. — A  widow's  right  of  dower 
in  property  of  her  deceased  husband  cannot,  before  its  as-ii;nmcnt  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  be  conveyed  by  her  to  a  strangi  r.  so 
as  to  confer  on  him  rights  enforceable  in  an  action  at  law,  but  such 
a  conveyance  is  valid  and  enforceable  in  equity,     (p.  85.) 

ADMINISTRATOR,  Trust  Relation  of. — An  administrator  of  an 
estate  stands  in  a  trust  relation  toward  those  intertsttd  in  the  estate, 
including   the   widow   and   heirs,     (p.   85.) 

TRUSTEE,  Purchase  of  Trust  Estate  by. — The  administrator 
of  a  decedent  may  purchase  and  take  a  conveyance  of  the  dower  in- 
terest of  his  wife,  when  there  was  no  threat,  fraudulent  mi^reprosentn- 
tion,  or  concealment  of  facts,  and  the  price  paid  was  fairly  adequate 
at  the  time,  though  the  interest  subsequently  became  worth  much  more, 
(pp.    85,    86.) 

DOWER,  Conveyance  of  does  not  Include  Right  to  Rents  and 
Profits  Prior  to  the  Assignment  of. — The  quarantine  riglits  of  the 
widow  until  dower  shall  be  assigned  cannot  be  transferred  to  another. 
Hence,  one  to  whom  she  assigns  her  rights  is  not  entitled  to  an  ac- 
counting of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  dwelling-house  and  tlie  lands 
thereto  attached  prior  to  the  assignment  of  dower,     (pp.  86,  87.) 

R.  G.  Davies,  for  the  appellants. 

George  G.  Latta,  for  the  appellee. 

^'^^  :\IcCULLOCH,  J.     Appellee,    Henry    Flowers,    insti- 
tuted this  suit  in  equity  against  Josephine  Mowers,  the  only 
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child,  Linnie  Simons,  the  widow,  and  John  H.  Reece,  the 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  King  B.  Flowers,  deceased, 
to  recover  and  have  assigned  to  him  the  dower  interest  of 
«aid  widow  in  said  estate  which  he  alleged  had  been  con- 
veyed to  him  by  her.  He  set  forth  in  and  exhibited  with 
his  complaint  deeds  executed  to  him  by  said  widow  pur- 
porting to  convey  her  dower  interest  in  the  real  estate  and 
personal  property  of  said  decedent  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  twelve  hundred  dollars. 

The  defendants  answered,  denying  the  execution  of  said 
conveyances  and  also  alleging  that  the  consideration  for 
said  deed  was  grossly  inadequate,  and  that  the  execution 
of  said  conveyance  was  procured  by  fraud,  threats,  misrep- 
resentation and  concealment  of  material  facts  concerning 
the  value  of  decedent's  estate  and  the  interest  therein  of 
the  widow. 

The  chancellor  granted  the  prayer  of  the  complaint  for 
an  allotment  of  dower,  and  the  defendants  appealed. 

It  has  been  settled  by  a  decision  of  this  court  that  a 
widow's  right  of  dower  in  the  property  of  her  deceased 
husband  cannot,  before  assignment  in  the  manner  provided 
by  law,  be  the  subject  of  a  conveyance  by  her  to  a  stranger 
so  as  to  confer  on  him  any  rights  capable  of  assertion  in  a 
court  of  law,  but  that  such  conveyance  is  valid  and  enforce- 
able in  equity :  Weaver  v.  Rush,  62  Ark.  51,  34  S.  W.  256. 
See,  also,  2  Scribner  on  Dower,  sec.  33  et  seq. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  in  ques- 
tion by  the  widow  appellee  was  administrator  of  the  de- 
ceased husband's  estate.  He  therefore  stood  in  a  trust  re- 
lation toward  those  interested  in  the  estate,  including  the 
widow  and  heirs :  Reeder  v.  Meredith,  78  Ark.  Ill,  93  S.  W. 
558,  and  cases  cited. 

'''^^  This  court  in  the  case  just  cited  quoted  with  approval 
the  following  rule  laid  down  in  Perry  on  Trusts  (section 
195)  with  reference  to  transactions  between  such  trustees 
and  the  cestui  que  trust:  "A  trustee  may  buy  from  the 
cestui  que  trust,  provided  there  is  a  distinct  and  clear  con- 
tract, ascertained  after  a  jealous  and  scrupulous  examina- 
tion of  all  the  circumstances;  that  the  cestui  que  trust  in- 
tended the  trustee  to  buy,  and  there  is  fair  consideration 
and  no  fraud,  no  concealment,  no  advantage  taken  by  the 
trustee  of  information  acquired  hy  him  in  the  character 
of   trustee.     The    trustee    must    clear   the    action    of    every 
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shadow  of  suspicion Any  withholding  of  informa- 
tion or  ignorance  of  the  facts  or  of  his  rights  on  the 
part  of  the  cestui  qne  trust,  or  any  inadequacy  of  price, 
will  make  such  purchaser  a  constructive  trustee." 

Boariniz  in  mind  this  stringent  rule  imposed  upon  a  trus- 
tee who  purchases  from  his  cestui  que  trust,  we  do  not  find 
in  this  case  any  of  the  elements  which  would  require  that 
the  conveyance  be  set  aside.  The  evidence  does  not  sus- 
tain the  cliarge  of  threats,  fraudulent  misrepresentation  or 
concealment  of  facts.  The  consideration  for  tlie  conveyance 
was  twelve  hundred  dollars,  of  which  the  sum  of  six  hun- 
dred dollars  was  paid  in  cash  and  a  note  for  the  balance 
was  executed  to  the  widow,  and  she  afterward  transferred 
the  note  to  another  person,  and  appellee  paid  it.  The  price 
paid  appears  to  have  been  fairly  adefiuate  at  the  time, 
though  the  interest  in  the  property  was  worth  much  more 
at  the  time  of  the  decree. 

The  plaintiff  asked  in  his  complaint  that  he  be  also  de- 
creed the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  since  the  death  of 
King  B.  Flowers,  and  that  an  accounting  thereof  be  had ; 
and  the  court  in  the  final  decree  awarded  to  plaintiff  all  of 
the  right  and  interest  of  the  widow  "in  all  the  rents  and 
profits  of  said  real  estate  that  have  accrued  since  the  death 
of  King  B.  Flowers,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law." 
The  court  made  no  finding  as  to  amount  of  such  rents  and 
profits,  nor  did  it  order  an  accounting  to  ascertain  the 
amount  tliereof.  We  are  left  to  conjecture,  to  some  extent, 
as  to  what  the  chancellor  meant  by  the  expression  "to  the 
extent  authorized  by  law,"  but  we  assume  that  he  meant  to 
hold  that  the  plaintiff  succeeded,  by  virtue  of  said  convey- 
ances, to  the  quarantine  rights  of  the  widow  until  dower 
should  be  assigned,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  recover 
fjoo  ^i^Q  amount  of  rents  and  profits  of  the  dwelling-house 
and  lands  thereto  attached.  In  this  view  the  learned  c'laii- 
cellor  erred.  We  held  in  Griffin  v.  Dunn,  79  Ark.  408.  !i(j 
S.  W.  190,  that  the  widow's  right  to  hold  the  dwelling- 
house  and  farm  attached  until  assignment  of  do\ver  is  a 
]>('r.si)nal  privilege,  and  not  an  estate  in  the  land,  and  can- 
not  be  transferred  to   another. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  a  court  rendered  no  decree  for 
any  siu'eitic  amount  of  rents,  there  is  no  prejudice  in  the 
erroneous  ruling;  but  the  decree,  in  so  far  as  it  ndjndizfs 
in  general  terms  the  right  of  the  plaintitl"  to  recover  rents 
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and  profits  before  the  assignment  of  dower,  is  disapproved, 
and  the  decree  to  that  extent  is  modified. 

In  all  other  respects  the  decree  will  be  affirmed,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 


The  Aasif/nohility  of  a  Widoiv's  Bight  of  Doiver  is  discussed  in  tho 
note  to  Sanders  v.  McMillan,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  25. 


PINDALL  V.  WATERIMAN. 

[84  Ark.  575,  106  S.  W.  964.] 

CONTRACTS  OF  ATTORNEYS,  Rescinding  Because  of  Un- 
conscientious Advantage  Taken. — If  a  man  who  has  killed  another  and 
is  charged  with  murder  in  the  first  degree  and  threatened  with  mob 
violence,  and  is  under  groat  excitement,  enters  into  a  contract  with  a 
firm  of  attorneys,  whereby  they  agree  to  defend  him,  receiving  of 
him  property  in  excess  of  seven  thou='and  dollars  in  value,  leaving  him 
an  estate  of  a  little  more  than  one  thoiisand  dollars,  and  a  few  days 
thereafter  he  commits  suicide,  such  contrnct  may,  in  a  suit  brought 
by  his  administrator,  be  adjiid.cjjed  to  be  unlawful  and  oppressive,  and 
relief  granted  therefrom,      (p.  94.) 

H.  ]\r.  Armistead,  for  the  appellants. 
P.  M.  Rogers,  for  the  appellees. 

^''  BATTLE,  J.  The  above  suits  grew  out  of  the  same 
facts,  and  involved  the  same  principles  of  law  and  equity, 
and  have  been  submitted  for  our  consideration  upon  the 
same  briefs. 

The  facts,  as  shown  by  the  evidence  adduced  in  these 
causes,  are  substantially  as  follows:  J.  J.  Schmidt  resided 
in  Desha  county,  in  this  state.  He  was  about  sixty  years 
old;  Avas  industrious  and  penurious;  and  acquired  an  estate 
of  about  the  value  of  $8,089.60.  He  killed  R.  H.  \A^illis. 
another  citizen  of  Desha.  He  was  arrested,  charged  with 
murder  in  the  first  degree.  "Excitement  was  very  hig-i 
immediately  after  the  killing.  IMob  violence  was  threat- 
ened and  feared."  He  was  hurried  away  to  Arkansas  City 
to  avoid  the  mob.  He  underwent  a  great  change  on  ac- 
count of  the  trouble  and  excitement  following  the  killing. 
"Witnesses  say  he  seemed  to  be  dazed  and  stunned,  and  not 
tho  s.nno  man  ho  bad  been.  He  lor^ked  haggard  and  broken. 
His  voice   did   not  sound  natural.     He   appeared  to   be  in 
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great  trouble.  He  was  nervous  and  excited.  One  witness 
says  he  impressed  him  as  a  man  who  did  not  know  exactly 
what  he  was  doin^.  He  says:  "After  havins?  been  carried 
to  dinner  and  tlien  back  to  the  courthouse  for  supper,  he 
turned  and  went  in  the  wrong  direction.  He  didn't  seem 
to  know  the  way  to  the  hotel."  Witnesses  differed  as  to 
liis  sanity,  but  the  majority  thought  he  was  sane.  He  was 
imprisoned  in  jail.  "While  incarcerated,  E.  S.  Pindall  and 
X.  0.  Pindall,  two  attorneys,  presumably  at  his  request, 
had  an  interview  with  him,  while  in  the  condition  before 
stated.  The  result  was  he  executed  a  note  to  E.  S.  Pindall 
for  $5,000  for  a  fee  for  services  to  be  rendered  in  defending 
Schmidt  against  the  charge  of  killing  Willis,  and  a  mort- 
gage on  lot  6  in  block  7  in  Evans'  addition  to  the  town  of 
Dumas,  and  the  southwest  quarter  of  section  34  in  town- 
ship 9  south,  and  range  four  west,  of  the  value  of  $5,000, 
which  constituted  all  the  real  estate  owned  by  Selmiidt ; 
and  X.  0.  Pindall,  associated  with  E.  S.,  received  for 
'^''^  services  to  be  rendered  in  the  same  behalf  the  promis- 
sory note  of  the  Dumas  Mercantile  Company  for  $500,  and 
forty  shares  in  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  Dumas,  of  the  par 
value  of  $25  each,  and  $500  in  money,  and  a  draft  on  the 
Dumas  IMereantile  Company  for  $500,  leaving  Schmidt,  out 
of  an  estate  of  $8,089.60,  $1,089.69  represented  by  a  small 
amount  of  cash,  some  rent  notes  not  due,  two  mares,  some 
farming  implements,  a  lot  of  household  furniture,  two  mule 
colts  and  a  saddle.  For  the  fees  so  secured  the  Pindalls, 
in  part  performance  of  their  contract,  sued  out  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  and  caused  Schmidt  to  be  admitted  to  bail 
in  the  sum  of  $5,000,  and  his  discharge  from  imprisonment. 
In  two  days  thej-cafter  Schmidt  was  found  dead,  hanging 
b.y  the  neck  in  his  bam.  He  died  intestate,  leaving  H.  J. 
Schmidt  his  only  son  and  heir  surviving.  Gus  Waterman 
was  appointed  the  administrator  of  his  estate. 

H.  J.  Schmidt,  lieir.  and  Gus  Waterman,  as  administrator 
of  J.  J.  Schmidt,  deceased,  brought  suit  in  the  De.sha  chan- 
cery court  against  E.  S.  Pindall  and  X.  0.  Pindall  to  sot 
aside  the  note  and  mortgage  executed  to  E.  S.  Pindall  and 
among  other  things,  state  as  follows: 

"Plaintiffs  sa}^  at  the  time  the  defendants  procured  said 
Schmidt's  signature  to  said  note  and  mortgage  said  Schmidt 
was  not  indebted  to  said  E.  S.  Pindall  in  any  sum. 
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"Plaintiffs  say  that  at  the  time  defendants  procured  the 
signature  of  said  Schmidt  to  said  note  and  mortgage  said 
Schmidt  was  insane,  and  by  reason  of  his  insanity  was  in- 
capable of  entering  into  a  valid  and  binding  contract, 

•'Plaintiffs  say  that  plaintiff  il.  J.  Schmidt  is  the  owner  in 
fee  simple  of  said  land,  subject  to  such  interest  as  his  co- 
plaintiff  may  have  therein  for  the  purpose  of  administra- 
tion. 

"Plaintiffs  say  that  defendant  E.  S.  Pindall  is  a  prac- 
ticing attorney  at  law;  that  at  the  time  defendant  procured 
said  note  and  mortgage  from  said  Schmidt  the  latter  w^as 
confined  in  the  jail  in  Desha  county,  upon  a  charge  of  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree;  that  defendant  claims  that  he  was 
employed  by  said  Schmidt  to  defend  him  upon  said  charge 
in  all  the  courts  to  which  same  might  be  carried,  and  that 
property  was  delivered  to  him  in  payment  for  services  to 
be  rendered.  Plaintiffs  say  that  the  only  service  which 
defendant  rendered  said  Schmidt  was  '^'^^  in  appearing  be- 
fore the  county  judge  of  Desha  county  in  habeas  corpus 
proceedings,  by  which  Schmidt  was  granted  bail  in  the  sum 
of  $5,000;  that  within  two  days  after  executing  said  bail 
and  being  released  from  jail  said  Schmidt  died,  commit- 
ting suicide  by  hanging  himself. 

"Plaintiffs  say  that  by  reason  of  the  death  of  said  Schmidt 
the  service  to  be  rendered  which  defendant  claims  is  the 
consideration  for  which  said  note  and  mortgage  were  deliv- 
ered to  him  cannot  be  performed,  that  said  consideration 
has  failed,  and  that  defendant  has  not  given  nor  can  he 
give  any  consideration  for  said  sum;  that  if  defendant's 
claim  that  said  note  and  mortgage  were  delivered  to  him 
under  contract  be  true,  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  retain 
nor  enforce  same,  because  said  contract  is  now  impossible 
of   performance. 

"Plaintiffs  further  say  that  at  the  time  at  which  defend- 
ant claims  to  have  entered  into  said  contract  with  said 
Schmidt  the  latter  was  insane  and  by  reason  of  his  insanity 
could  not  make  a  valid  and  binding  contract ;  that  said  con- 
tract is  null,  and  that  defendant  acquired  no  lien  on  said 
property  thereby." 

The  defendant  E.  S.  Pindall  answered  in  part  as  follows: 

"The  defendant  denies  that  the  note  and  mortgage  to  him 
was  v/ithout  consideration,  and  says  that  at  the  time  it 
was  made  the  defendant  Schmidt  employed  said  E.  S.  Pin- 
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dall  and  X.  O.  Pindall  to  defend  him  on  the  charge  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  state  that  this  defendant, 
and  X.  0.  Pindall,  his  eodefendant,  are  attorneys  at  law, 
praetieing  in  the  courts  of  Desha  county  and  in  other  coun- 
ties of  the  state  and  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of 
Arkansas. 

"Defendant  denies  that  the  said  Schmidt  at  the  time  of 
executing  the  note  and  mortgage  was  insane,  and  therefore 
incapable  of  entering  into  a  valid  and  binding  contract. 

"Defendant,  further  answering,  pleads  the  truth  of  this 
matter  to  be  as  follows:  Said  Schmidt,  being  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  arrested  on 
said  charge,  employed  this  defendant,  who  is  an  attorney 
at  law,  iis  stated,  as  one  of  his  attorneys  to  defend  him ; 
that  it  was  expressly  agreed  between  this  defendant  and 
the  said  Schmidt  that  this  defendant's  retainer  should  be 
$5,000,  and  said  Schmidt  executed  the  note  and  mortgage 
in  question  as  payment,  and  security  for  ^^^  payment  of 
said  sum,  the  contract  being  thereupon  consummated;  this 
defendant  entered  into  the  discharge  of  his  employment, 
and  has  performed  all  the  services  required  of  him  under 
said  employment;  that  the  note  and  mortgage  belong  to 
this  defendant." 

In  this  case  the  court  found  that  the  allegation  of  insan- 
ity was  not  sustained;  that  by  the  death  of  Schmidt  the 
consideration  of  the  note  and  mortgage  had  failed,  but 
that  E.  S.  Pindall  had  received  no  compensation  for  his 
services  in  the  habeas  corpus  proceedings,  and  that  sueh 
services  were  reasonably  worth  $500;  that  E.  S.  Pindall 
was  indebted  to  the  estate  of  Schmidt  for  the  occupation 
of  the  residence  of  the  deceased  in  the  sum  of  $72,  and  or- 
dered and  decreed  that  plaintiff  pay  to  him  (E.  S.  Pin- 
dall) the  sum  of  $428,  and  upon  payment  thereof  that  K. 
S.  Pindall  cancel  the  mortgage  on  record,  and  deliver  th(! 
same   and   the  note   to   plaintiffs. 

Gus  Waterman,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  J.  J. 
Schmidt,  deceased,  also  brought  a  suit  in  the  Desha  chan- 
cery court  against  X.  0.  Pindall  to  enjoin  him  from  as- 
signing and  disposing  of  the  property  delivered  to  liim  h\ 
Sfhniidt  and  the  Dank  of  Dumas  from  entering  upon  its 
books  any  assiLinment  of  the  stock  transfer  to  the  defend- 
ant. Jind  the  Duma.s  ^Merrantile  Company  from  paying  its 
said  noli'.  ai:(!.  ui^on  fmal  hearing,  to  require  the  defendant 
to  deliver  to   pbiintiff  said  note,  stock  certificate,   and  $500 
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delivered  to  him  by  Schmidt;  and  for  so  asking  made  sub- 
stantially the  same  allegations  as  are  contained  in  the  com- 
plaint in  the  suit  brought  by  H.  J.  Schmidt,  heir,  and  Gus 
Waterman,  administrator. 

'  The  defendant  X.  O.  Pindall,  answering,  denied  "that  he 
has  in  his  custodj''  money  and  chattels  belonging  to  the  estate 
of  J.  J.  Schmidt,  the  deceased,  as  alleged;  denies  that  the 
title  to  said  property  was  in  J.  J.  Schmidt  at  the  time  of  his 
death ;  denies  that  at  the  time  the  defendant  procured  pos- 
session of  said  property  from  the  said  Schmidt  the  said 
Schmidt  was  insane  and  therefore  incapable  of  making  a 
valid  and  legal  contract;  admits  that  defendant  is  a  practic- 
ing attorney  at  law,  and  that  at  the  time  he  procured  said 
property  from  said  Schmidt  ^^^  the  latter  was  confined  in 
the  Desha  county  jail  on  charge  of  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree. 

"This  defendant  says  that  he  is  a  lawyer  practicing  at 
the  bar  of  Desha  county  and  other  counties  in  the  state  of 
Arkansas,  and  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Arkansas; 
that  the  said  Schmidt  was  charged  with  the  commission 
of  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  arrested  on 
said  charge  and  incarcerated  in  jail;  that  he  employed  this 
defendant  as  one  of  his  attorneys  to  defend  him  upon  said 
charge  upon  an  express  consideration  expressed  in  the  con- 
tract at  the  time  it  was  made  and  paid  at  the  time,  said  con- 
sideration being  promissory  notes  for  $500,  a  certificate  for 
forty  shares  in  the  Bank  of  Dumas,  and  $500  in  money, 
and  a  draft  on  the  Dumas  Mercantile  Company  for  $500; 
that  this  defendant  has  duly  performed  said  contract  upon 
his  part,  and  holds  nothing  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the 
said  J.  J.  Schmidt  in  his  hands." 

In  this  case  the  court  found  that  J.  J.  Schmidt,  prior  to 
his  death,  paid  X.  0.  Pindall  $500  in  cash,  and  delivered  to 
him  the  promissory  notes  and  bank  stock  described  in  tlr,> 
complaint  for  services  to  be  rendered  in  defending  him 
against  charges  for  killing  Willis;  that  the  allegation  as  to 
the  insanity  was  not  sustained  by  the  evidence;  that  the 
performance  of  the  contract  of  Schmidt  and  Pindall  "had 
become  impossible  of  performance";  and  that  the  $500  paitl 
Pindall  in  cash  was  full  and  ade({uate  comj)etisation  for 
all  services  rendered  Schmidt  by  liini;  and  ordered  and  de- 
cretMl  that  defendant  Pindall  deliver  to  plaintiff  tho  notos 
of  Dumas  ^lercantile  Company  for  $500,  the  certificate  for 
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forty  shares  in  the  Bank  of  Dumas,  and  the  note  executed 
by  Schmidt  to  Pindall  for  $500;  and  ordered  and  decreed 
that  the  Dumas  Mercantile  Company  and  the  Bank  of  Dumas^ 
be  restrained  and  enjoined  as  the  plaintiff  prayed  for  in  his 
complaint. 

Professor  Page  says:  "Inadequacy  of  consideration  may 
be  found  in  connection  with  circumstances  of  oppression, 
which  do  not  amount  to  technical  duress;  and  the  combina- 
tion may  justify  a  finding  of  undue  influence.  Thus  a  trans- 
action entered  into  under  great  mental  distress,  caused  by 
domestic  calamity,  ....  will  be  relieved  against  in  equity. 
The  propriety  of  relief  is  especially  clear  if,  under  great 
mental  distress  due  to  ^^^  the  death  of  her  husband,  the 
person  seeking  relief  is  induced  by  threats  of  violence  to 
relinquish  a  legacy  given  her  by  her  husband's  will  for  an 
inadequate  and  nominal  consideration.  So  a  transaction, 
entered  into  for  an  inadequate  consideration,  by  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  financial  necessities  of  the  party  seeking  re- 
lief, will  be  relieved  against  in  equity":  1  Page  on  Con- 
tracts, sec.  228,  and  cases  cited. 

Mr.  Freeman,  in  his  notes  to  Hough's  Admrs.  v.  Hunt,  15 
Am.  Dec.  572,  says:  "There  is  a  large  class  of  cases  in  which 
courts  of  equity  will  rescind  contracts,  which  are  against 
some  public  policy,  where  an  unconscientious  advantage 
has  been  taken,  by  one  of  the  parties,  of  the  condition 
or  circumstances  of  the  other  party,  when  there  is  gross 
inadequacy  of  consideration,  or  when  there  has  been  im- 
position or  oppression  practiced  upon  a  person  who  had 
reposed  confidence  in  the  party  who  had  abused  it.  The 
ground  on  which  a  court  of  equity  affords  relief  in  such 
cases  is,  that  while  there  may  not  have  been  any  actual 
fraud  practiced  by  either  party  to  such  contract,  yet  there 
lias  been  a  constructive  fraud  perpetrated  upon  the  party 
to  the  contract,  who,  from  any  cause,  may  not  have  stood 
upon  an  equal  footing  with  the  person  with  whom  he  has 
contracted." 

In  Robinson  v.  Sharp,  201  111.  86,  66  N,  E.  299,  while  the 
relation  of  attorney  and  client  existed,  the  court  did  not 
place  its  judgment  entirely  upon  that  ground.  The  court 
said:  "That  the  appellees,  in  entering  into  the  agreement 
to  pay  one-half  of  the  insurance  money  to  the  appellant, 
were  actuated  by  serious  apprehensions  as  to  the  possibility 
or   probability   of   collecting   anything   thereon   must   be   ad- 
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mitted.  The  chancellor  believed,  from  the  proof,  that  such 
apprehensions  were  aroused  by  the  appellant.  That  there 
was  ground  for  such  fear  is  beyond  question,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  appellant  had  any  rea- 
son to  believe,  or  did  believe,  that  any  litigation  or  conten- 
tion would  arise  to  prevent,  or  even  delay,  the  collection 
of  the  policies.  The  amount  contracted  was  clearly  oppres- 
sive and  unjust,  and  the  chancellor  correctly  ruled  that 
appellees  should  be  relieved  from  the  obligation  of  the  con- 
tract, and  that  appellant  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  com 
pensation  for  the  service  performed." 

In  Kelley  v.  Caplice,  23  Kan.  474,  33  Am.  Rep.  179,  the 
syllabus  is  as  follows:  ^^^  "On  June  11,  1875,  C.  was  in- 
debted to  K.  &  M.  in  the  sum  of  $600;  at  the  time  C.  had 
in  liis  possession  an  endowment  policy  issued  by  an  insur- 
ance company,  insuring  his  life  in  favor  of  his  wife.  In 
consideration  of  the  satisfaction  of  this  indebtedness  and 
$275,  C.  and  his  wife  executed  a  written  assignment  of  the 
policy  to  M.,  and  delivered  the  policy  and  assignment  to 
him.  and  thereby  transferred  all  their  right,  title  and  inter- 
est in  the  policy.  Afterward  M.  paid  to  the  company  all 
subsequent  premiums  and  premium  notes.  The  policy  ma- 
tured May  12,  1878.  The  amount  due  thereon  was  $1.- 
477.73.  K.  &  M.  demanded  this  sum  from  the  insurance 
company,  but  it  refused  to  pay  without  Mrs.  C.'s  receipt 
on  the  back  of  the  policy.  Mrs.  C.  refused  to  sign  her  name 
unless  she  was  paid  $477.73  when  the  policy  was  collected. 
In  compliance  with  this  extortionate  demand,  K.  executed 
to  Mrs.  C.  his  written  promise  to  pay  to  her  this  sum  on 
the  payment  of  the  policy,  and  M.  guaranteed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money  within  ten  days  after  the  policy  was 
paid.  When  the  policy  was  paid,  K.  &  M.  refused  to  com- 
ply with  their  written  promise,  Mrs.  C.  brought  her  action 
thereon,  and  the  court  gave  her  judgment  for  the  full 
amount,  interest  and  costs.  Held,  that  as  Mrs.  C.  availed 
herself  of  the  situation  in  which  K.  &  M.  were  placed  to 
exact  an  unreasonable  sum  and  an  unconscionable  bar- 
gain, she  cannot  enforce  their  written  promise,  but  may 
recover  what  is  fairly  due  her  for  the  inconvenience,  or  ser- 
vice in   writing  her  signature." 

The  court  said:  "The  mind  revolts  at  the  enforcement  of 
such  a  promise,  and  as  the  courts,  as  a  rule,  under  such 
circumstances   seize   upon   the   slightest   act   of   oppression 
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or  advantage  to  set  at  naught  a  promise  thus  obtained,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  Mrs.  C.  is  only  entitled  to  what  may 
be  fairly  due  her  for  writing  her  signature,  and  that  she 
cannot   recover   on   the   agreement." 

In  this  ease  Schmidt  was  a  man  about  sixty  years  of 
age.  He  was  sober,  industrious  and  penurious,  and  accu- 
uudated  an  estate  of  the  value  of  about  $8.08i).G0.  Pie  killed 
a  man ;  was  charged  with  murder  in  the  first  degree.  The 
excitement  caused  by  it  was  very  high,  and  mob  violence 
wcis  threatened  and  feared.  lie  was  arrested  and  impris- 
oned. On  account  of  the  excitement  and  trouble  experi- 
enced by  him,  he  grew  haggard  and  worn  ^^'^  and  at  times 
looked  dazed  and  unconscious  of  what  he  was  doing.  In 
this  condition  E.  S.  and  X.  0.  Pindall,  two  lawyers,  together 
visited  him,  presumably  at  his  invitation,  and  received  from 
him  as  security  and  payment  for  fees  property  worth  about 
$7,000,  and  his  note  for  .$500,  leaving  property  Avortli  only 
$1,089.69.  In  a  few  days  thereafter,  to  relieve  himself  of 
the  troubles  and  excitement  then  torturing  hira  he  ended 
his  life  by  suicide.  Pro])erty  and  life  ceased  to  have  any 
value  with  him,  although  before  that  time  he  had  been 
penurious.  While  in  this  condition,  the  Pindals  received 
of  him  what,  in  the  absence  of  an  explanation,  seem.s  to 
be  unreasonable,  oppressive  and  exorbitant  I'ees  and  prom- 
ises to  pay  fees,  whieli  come  within  that  class  of  transac- 
tions against  which  equity  Avill  relieve.  No  elTort  to  ex- 
plain or  show  that  the  fees  were  fair  and  reasonable  was 
made.  They  alleged  that  tlicy  made  the  contracts,  and 
liave  at  all  times  been  read}^  to  perform  the  service  they 
contracted  to  render.  This  is  their  defense.  It  is  not  sulii- 
cient. 

Decrees  in  both  cases  affirmed. 


For  Authorities  upon  the  principle  involved  in  the  principal  case,  see 
h^hirk  V.  Ntible,  15U  Ind.  1)6,  83  Am.  ISt.  liep.  loO,  and  note. 
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BILLINGSLEY  v.  ST.  LOUIS,  IRON  MOUNTAIN,  AND 
SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  CO:\IPANY. 

^84  Ark.  617,  107  S.  W.  173.] 

SURVIVAL  OF  HUSBAND'S  ACTION  for  KiUin^,  of  His  Wife. 
A  cause  of  action  existing  in  favor  of  a  husbanrl  for  the  killing  of 
his  wife  through  carelessness  and  negligence  does  not  survive  to  his 
executor,  where  the  statute  purports  to  authorize  the  executors  or 
administrators  to  prosecute  actions  arising  from  wrongs  done  to  the 
])ropcrty  or  person  of  another.  The  death  of  the  wife  is  not  an  injury 
to  the  person  or  property  of  the  husband,     (p.  96.) 

Stuckey  &  Stuckey,  for  the  appellant. 

T.  M.  Meliaffy  and  J.  E.  Williams,  for  the  appellee. 

618  WOOD,  J.  This  suit  was  instituted  by  one  G.  W. 
Hurley  against  the  appellee  to  recover  damages  in  the 
sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars,  the  alleged  value  of  the 
services  and  companionship  of  Hurley's  wife,  who,  it  was 
alleged,  "was  killed  through  the  carelessness  and  negligence 
of  appellee's  servants,"  and  ''by  wrongful  act,  neglect  or 
default  of  appellee." 

While  the  suit  was  pending.  Hurley  died,  and  it  was 
sought  to  revive  the  cause  in  the  name  of  appellant  as  his 
executor.  The  court,  instead,  abated  the  action,  and  this 
appeal  is  prosecuted  from  a  judgment  dismissing  the  cause. 

The  only  question  is,  "Did  the  cause  of  action  survive 
the  death  of  Hurley?"  The  action  is  based  upon  section 
628S  of  Kirby's  Digest  as  follows:  "When  a  wife  be  killed 
in  this  state  by  the  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default  of  any 
person,  company  or  corporation,  the  husband  ^^'*  may  have  a 
cause  of  action  therefor  against  such  Avrongdoer,  and  be 
entitled  to  damages  for  the  services  and  companionship  of 
his  said  wife  in  whatever  amount  the  .jury  trying  the  cause 
may  consider  he  is  entitled  to;  provided,  suit  be  brought 
within  two  years  from  the  time  the  said  cause  of  action  oc- 
curs, Avhich  action  may  be  brought  by  and  in  the  name  of 
the  husband." 

The  statute  under  Avhich  survival  to  the  executor  of  Hur- 
ley is  sought  reads  as  follo\\"s:  See.  62S5.  "For  wrongs  done 
to  the  person  or  properly  of  another  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained against  the  Avrongdoers,  and  such  action  may  be 
1  rought  by  the  person  injured,  or,  after  his  death,  by  his 
executor  or  administrator  against  such  wrongdoer,  or  after 
his  death  against  his  executor  or  administrator,  in  the  same 
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manner  and  with  like  effect  in  all  respects  as  actions  founded 
on  contract." 

To  establish  a  survival  under  this  section,  it  must  be  held 
that  the  killing  of  the  wife  of  Hurley  was  an  injury  to  the 
person  or  property  of  Hurley  himself.  Such  is  the  con- 
tention of  appellant;  but  the  ease  of  Davis  v.  Nichols,  54 
Ark.  358,  15  S.  W.  880,  decides  directly  to  the  contrary. 
Judge  Cockrill,  rendering  the  court's  opinion,  said:-  "The 
'injury  to  the  person'  mentioned  in  the  provision  has  been 
construed  to  mean  a  bodily  injury  or  damage  of  a  physical 
character,  and  no  other;  and  the  injury  to  property,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  personal  property,  is  only  such  as  was  con- 
templated by  the  statute  of  4  Edward  III,  chapter  7,  on  the 
same  subject." 

It  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  the  death  of  the  wife 
would  be  a  physical  injury  to  the  person  of  the  husband, 
and  the  case  and  the  authorities  cited  show  that  such  rights 
as  arise  out  of  the  domestic  relation  are  not  "property,"  in 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  domestic  services  of  a  wife, 
and  her  companionship  with  the  husband,  possess  none  of 
tke  attributes  of  "property."  The  husband  has  the  right 
to  them  by  virtue  of  the  marital  relation,  but  they  are  purely 
personal  to  him.  They  cannot  be  bought  and  sold;  no  pe- 
cuniary value  can  be  placed  upon  them  for  that  purpose. 
They  are  in  him,  and  die  with  him.  They  are  not  things, 
but  acts,  sentiments  and  conditions.  They  are  not  "prop- 
erty," in  the  sense  of  this  statute.  Although,  in  the  case 
of  Davis  v.  Nichols,  54  Ark.  358,  15  S.  W.  880,  the  ques- 
tion was  as  to  the  right  of  survival  of  the  action  against 
the  administrator  of  a  wrongdoer,  ^^^  yet  the  statute  un- 
der consideration  here  was  necessarily  under  review  there, 
and  the  construction  given  the  words  "wrongs  done  to  the 
person  or  property"  concludes  the  question  here,  unless  we 
overrule  that  case.  This  we  are  unwilling  to  do,  as  we  are 
convinced  that  it  is  correct  and  supported  by  sound  reason 
and  abundant  authority.  "We  will  not  enter  upon  a  review 
here  of  the  authorities,  but,  see  Davis  v.  Nichols,  54  Ark.  358, 
15  S.  W.  880. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


The  Qvistion  TVhetlier  an  Action  for  Wrongful  Death  abates  on  the 
death  of  ilie  jk  rson  entitlerl  to  prosecute  it  is  rlisc'iis-;rrl  in  ^tnttpr  of 
Met  kin,  KU  N.  V.  145,  79  .\m.  St.  Kep.  635;  note  to  Brown  v.  Electric 
Ey.  Co.,  70  Am.  tit.  Ivep.  685. 
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LIEBHARDT  v.  WILSON. 

[38  Colo.  1,  88  Pac.  173.] 

CORPORATIONS— Acts  of  Stockholders — Liability. — Corpora- 
tions are  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  their  stockholders  not  acting 
in  a  representative  capacity,     (p.  99.) 

CORPORATIONS — ^Debts  of  Adjunct  Corporation. — ^Whether  a 
corporation  was  formed  by  another  corporation  to  be  used  as  an  ad- 
junct of  the  first  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  liability  of  the  original 
corporation  for  the  debts  of  the  other  is  involved,  if  such  debts  were 
incurred  after  the  adjunct  corporation  had  gone  out  of  business  and 
had  been  revived  and  operated  by  third  persons,     (p.  99.) 

CORPORATIONS — Liability  of  Majority  Stockholders.— A 
stockholder  in  a  corporation  is  not  liable  for  its  acts  beyond  his  stat- 
utory liability,  from  the  mere  fact  of  his  being  the  majority  stock- 
holder,    (p.    100.) 

CORPORATIONS — Liability  of  Majority  Stockholder. — ^If  a 
majority  stockholder  in  a  corporation  is  not  in  charge  of  its  business 
nor  consulted  as  to  its  transactions,  he  is  not  personally  liable  for  a 
purchase  made  by  it  from  a  third  person,  although  he  afterward 
bought  the  same  property  for  another  corporation  in  which  he  is  a 
stockholder,     (p.  100.) 

CORPORATIONS — Liability  of  Stockholders — Extent  of  In- 
terest.— The  liability  of  a  stockholder  in  a  corporation  does  not  depend 
upon  the  amount  of  stock  which  may  be  held  by  him  therein,  unless 
he  has  used  an  influence  possessed  by  reason  of  his  interest  for  fraud- 
ulent purposes,     (p.  104.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT — Factors — Sales — Purchaser's  Lia- 
bility to  Principal. — A  purchaser  of  property  from  a  commission  mer- 
chant who  credits  him  with  the  amount  of  the  purchase  and  sells  other 
goods  to  him,  and  in  settlement  of  their  accounts  pays  to  such  mer- 
chant the  balance,  is  liable  to  the  principal  in  case  such  merchant 
fails  to   pay   him.     (p.   104.) 

CUSTOMS — Factors. — A  local  custom  among  factors  to  credit 
the  buyer  with  the  amount  of  a  sale  and  charge  him  with  goods  re- 
ceived from  him  is  not  binding  on  the  principal  of  a  factor,     (p.  105.) 

Doud  &  Fowler,  for  the  appellants. 

T.  H.  Hood,  for  the  appellee. 

*  BAILEY,  J.    This  is  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  credi- 
tor's bill,  brought  by  appellee  against  appellants. 

Am.  St.  Rep.,  Vol.  120—7    (97) 
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It  appears  that  the  appellee  consigned  to  the  Denver  Prod- 
uce Company,  a  corporation,  a  carload  of  walnuts,  to  be 
sold  upon  commission.  The  produce  company  disposed  of 
the  walnuts,  but  failed  to  account  fully  to  appellee  for  the 
value  thereof.  Appellee  brought  suit  in  the  county  court 
of  Arapahoe  county,  and  recovered  judgment  against  the 
ooinpany  for  fifteen  hundred  and  eight  dollars  and  twenty- 
three  cents.  He  then  brought  this  action,  the  complaint  being 
in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill,  and  obtained  judgment 
against  defendants,  G.  G.  Liebhardt  ^  and  the  Liebhardt  com- 
pany, from  which  judgment  they  appealed. 

The  cause  of  action  supporting  the  judgment  against  Lieb- 
hardt is  entirely  different  from  that  supporting  the  judg- 
ment against  the  Liebhardt  companj%  if  any  cause  of  action 
exists  against  either.  The  defendant  Liebhardt  Avas  a  stock- 
holder in  each  concern,  holding  the  majority  of  the  stock  in 
the  produce  company  and  a  minority  of  the  stock  in  the 
Liebhardt  company.  The  Liebhardt  company  was  not  a 
stockholder  in  the  produce  company.  It  did  not  have  a  dol- 
lar invested  in  the  produce  company,  either  directly  or  in- 
directly. The  holdings  of  Liebhardt  in  the  produce  company 
was  his  individual  matter.  If  the  sale  of  the  walnuts  by 
the  produce  company  to  the  Liebhardt  company  amounted 
to  a  conversion  of  them,  it  was  a  conversion  by  the  corpo- 
ration, and  not  by  defendant  Liebhardt.  The  walnuts  were 
purchased  by  the  Liebhardt  company,  and  credit  given  by 
it,  and  it  was  applied  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  Liebhardt 
company. 

Liebhardt  was  not  interested  in  the  transaction,  except 
as  he  was  a  stockholder  of  the  Liebhardt  company.  If  Lieb- 
hardt is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  because  of  his  con- 
duct as  a  stockholder  of  the  produce  company,  or  because 
of  some  individual  and  personal  conversion  of  plaintiff' 's 
property.  The  Liebhardt  company,  not  being  a  stockholder 
in  the  produce  company,  and  not  having  any  interest  in  the 
stock  held  by  Lielhardt,  cannot  be  said  to  be  responsible  or 
liable  for  defendant  Liebhardt 's  actions  or  misconduct,  it 
any  existed.  If  there  was  a  conversion  of  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff,  or  any  of  the  property  of  the  produce  com- 
pany, by  defendant  Liebliardt  in  his  personal  capacity,  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  Liebhardt  company  would  be  re- 
sponsibh^  for  tliat,  unless  it  received  the  "*  benefit  of  the  tor- 
tious conduct  of  the  individual.     Corporations  are  not  re- 
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sponsible  for  the  actions  of  their  stockholders,  unless  the 
stockholders  are  acting  in  a  representative  capacity. 

Much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact  that  the  produce  com- 
pany was  originally  formed  by  the  Liebhardt  company  as  an 
adjunct  to  the  last-named  company,  or,  as  is  said  by  ap- 
pellee, to  be  used  as  a  dummy  corporation  for  defendant 
herein,  and  it  must  be  that  it  is  because  of  this  fact  that 
the  joint  judgment  was  rendered. 

The  object  for  which  the  produce  company  was  originally 
formed  is  not  material  in  this  action,  because  it  appears,  and 
is  undisputed,  that  the  produce  company  was  organized  by 
the  Liebhardt  company  in  1894,  to  be  used  as  an  adjunct  to 
the  Liebhardt  company,  and  was  actually  under  the  same 
management,  if  not  nominally  so.  After  a  time  the  produce 
company  purchased  the  holdings  of  the  principal  competitor 
of  the  Liebhardt  company,  and  subsequently  turned  its 
stock  of  goods  over  to  the  Liebhardt  company,  and  went  out 
of  business  in  January,  1896,  nearly  two  years  before  plain- 
tiff consigned  his  walnuts  to  the  produce  company.  Some 
lime  after  the  produce  company  went  out  of  business,  de- 
fendant Liebhardt  and  one  Nunemacher  concluded  to  en- 
gage in  the  commission  business,  and,  instead  of  forming 
a  partnership  or  a  new  corporation,  took  the  papers  of  the 
old  Denver  Produce  Company,  reduced  the  capital  stock  to 
two  thousand  dollars,  and  started  their  business  with  two 
thousand  dollars  capital.  The  defendant  company  did  not 
liave  any  money  invested  in  the  produce  company  as  thus 
resurrected.  It  was  not  a  stockholder.  The  investment  was 
an  individual  one,  made  by  defendant  Liebhardt,  and  this 
was  the  condition  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  dealt  with  the 
concern.  This  being  true,  it  is  absolutely  immaterial  in  this 
case  as  to  what  relationship  ^  existed  between  the  Liebhardt 
company  and  the  produce  company  when  the  latter  was  origi- 
nally formed.  In  determining  the  liability  of  defendant 
Liebhardt,  it  must  be  remembered  that,  in  this  transaction, 
no  liability  attaches  from  the  mere  fact  ol;  his  being  the 
majority  stockholder.  There  is  not  one  measure  of  liability 
fur  a  stockholder  holding  but  a  few  sliares,  and  another 
measure  fur  a  stockholder  holding  many  shares.  The  li  ibility 
of  stockliolders,  as  such,  is  created  by  statute,  aud  by  statute 
alone,  aud  we  have  no  riglit  to  add  to  those  liabilities;  neither 
have  we  the  power  to  take  from  them. 

Our  attention  lias  been  called  to  no  provision  of  the  law 
by  wliieli  Liebluirdt  beeoiue.s  liable.  siui{)iy,   because  he  is  a 
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stockholder.  If  he  is  liable  at  all,  it  is  because  of  his  ac- 
tions as  an  individual,  or  because  of  something  which  he  did 
that  he  should  not  have  done,  or  because  of  something  he 
did  not  do  that  he  should  have  done  as  an  individual,  the 
doing  or  not  doing  of  which  was  rendered  possible  by  reason 
of  his  being  a  stockholder.  With  this  in  mind,  let  us  de- 
termine, if  we  may,  what  conduct  of  his  renders  him  liable 
for  the  value  of  these  walnuts. 

Liebhardt  and  Nunemacher  agreed  to  go  into  the  commis- 
sion business  with  a  capital  stock  of  two  thousand  dollars. 
To  enable  them  to  do  so,  and  to  avoid  the  exi)ense  of  form- 
ing a  new  corporation,  they  reduced  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Denver  Produce  Company,  w-hich  had  theretofore  ceased 
doing  business  and  was  an  idle  corporation.  Nunemacher, 
Mrs.  Nunemacher  and  Mr.  Dowd  were  chosen  as  the  direc- 
tors of  the  company.  Mr.  Nunemacher  was  the  business 
manager  of  the  concern.  He  was  in  absolute  control,  and 
so  far  as  the  record  shows,  never  advised  with  the  other 
directors  nor  with  Liebhardt,  the  principal  stockholder. 

^  Liebhardt  knew  that  the  car  of  walnuts  w^as  coming. 
He  was  informed  of  this  as  a  representative  of  the  Lieb- 
hardt company,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  or 
not  the  Liebhardt  company  would  undertake  to  handle  a 
portion  of  the  nuts.  He  Avas  not  advised  upon  what  terms 
the  nuts  w^ere  taken,  nor  from  whom  they  came,  and  was 
not  advised  of  the  fact  that  they  were  not  paid  for  and 
plaintiff  fully  settled  with,  until  after  the  action  between 
plaintiff  and  the  produce  company  was  instituted.  Upon 
the  receipt  of  the  walnuts  and  the  attempted  delivery  of  a 
portion  of  them  to  the  Liebliardt  company  by  Nunemacher, 
Liebhardt,  acting  for  the  Liebhardt  company,  refused  to  ac- 
cept them  upon  commission,  or  to  take  them  at  all,  except 
as  a  direct  purchase,  for  six  and  one-lialf  cents  per  pound, 
and  the  nuts  were  purchased  by  the  Liebhardt  company  at 
that   price. 

These  are  all  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  liability  of  Lie1)- 
hardt  can  be  said  to  be  based,  and  they  do  not  warrant 
a  judgment  against  him. 

In  the  case  of  Salomon  v.  Salomon  &  Co.,  Ltd.,  [ISOT] 
App.  Cas.  22,  it  appears  that  a  trader  sold  a  solvent  busi- 
ness to  a  limited  company,  witli  a  nominal  capital  of  forty 
thousand  sliares  of  one  pound  each,  the  company  consist- 
ing only  of  the  vendor,  liis  wife,  a  daugliter  and  four  sons. 
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who  subscribed  for  one  share  each.  Twenty  thousand  shares 
were  issued  to  the  vendor.  No  shares  other  than  the  twenty 
thousand  and  seven  were  sold.  The  affairs  of  the  company 
were  wound  up,  and,  after  satisfying  the  debentures,  there 
was  not  enough  to  pay  the  ordinary  creditors.  The  action 
was  brought  by  the  company  against  the  majority  stock- 
holder. 

Lord  Halsbury  states,  in  his  opinion:     "I  observe  that 
the  learned  judge   (Vaughn  Williams),  held  that  the  busi- 
ness was  IMr.  Salomon's  '^  business,  and  no  one  else's,  and 
^that    he    chose    to    employ    as    agent    a    limited    company; 
and  he   proceeded  to   argue   that  he  was  employing  that 
»limited  company  as  agent,  and  that  he  was  bound  to  in- 
Memnify  that  agent.     I  confess  it  seems  to  me  that  that 
)Very  learned  judge  becomes  involved  by  this  argument  in 
ja  very  singular  contradiction.     Either  the  limited  company 
c^was  a  legal  entity  or  it  was  not.     If  it  was,  the  business 
^belonged  to  it,  and  not  to  Mr.   Salomon.     If  it  was  not, 
^^there  w^as  no  person  and  no  thing  to  be  an  agent  at  all; 
and  it  is  impossible  to  say,  at  the  same  time,  that  there 
~jis  a  company  and  there  is  not." 

The  reasoning  applies  to  the  case  at  bar.     If  there  was 

-^a  corporation,  and  the  corporation  conducted  the  business, 

^it  cannot  be  said  that  Liebhardt  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  the 

^company   beyond  his  statutory  liability  as   a  stockholder. 

The   plaintiff   dealt   wdth   the   corporation   as    such,    and 

j^not  with  the   stockholders  as  individuals.     The  fact   that 

^^Liebhardt  ow^ned  the  majority  of  the  stock  would  not  tend 

to  make  him  liable  if,  under  the  same  facts,  he  was  not 

liable  had  he  owned  but  one  share. 

Much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  proposition  that  Liebhardt 
was  the  owner  of  the  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  corpo- 
ration. It  is  said  that  he  owned  all  of  the  shares  excejit 
two  or  three.  The  undisputed  facts  appear  to  be  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  reorganization  of  the  produce  company, 
Liebhardt  and  Nunemaeher  each  agreed  that  Liebhardt 
should  have  one  thousand  and  one  shares  of  the  stock,  and 
Nunemaeher  nine  hundred  and  ninety-nine  shares.  How- 
ever, one  share  was  issued  to  Mr.  Dowd  and  one  share  to 
Mrs.  Nunemaeher,  to  enable  them  to  act  as  members  of  the 
board  of  directors. 

Mr.  Nunemaeher  did  not  have  the  means  with  which  to 
pay  for  his  stock.     He  borrowed   one  thousand  ®  dollars 
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from  Liebhardt,  giving  his  promissory  note  signed  by  his 
father  in  law,  and  further  secured  the  payment  of  it  by 
transferring  his  stock  to  Liebhardt.  This  note  was  subse- 
quently paid  and  surrendered  to  Nunemacher,  but,  for  some 
reason  wliieh  is  not  explained,  the  stock  was  not  retrans- 
ferred  to   Nunemacher. 

Plaintiff  argues  that  this  makes  Liebhardt  the  OAvner  of 
all  of  that  stock,  because  of  the  provision  of  the  statute 
re(]uiring  its  transfer  upon  the  books  of  the  company.  It 
is  unnecessary  for  us  to  pass  upon  that  question. 

Credit  was  not  extended  to  the  corporation  upon  the 
strength  of  Liebhardt 's  owning  the  majority  of  the  stock. 
On  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  complains  because  he,  with 
the  balance  of  the  public,  was  kept  in  ignorance  of  the  fact 
that  Liebhardt  was  a  stockholder  at  all.  However,  be  this 
as  it  may,  we  do  not  consider  that  it  is  important. 

"ITow  does  it  concern  the  creditor  wlu'ther  the  capital 
of  the  company  is  owned  by  many  persons  in  equal  shares, 
Avith  the  right  to  an  equal  share  of  the  profits,  or  whether 
it  is  almost  entirely  owned  by  one  person  who  practically 
takes  the  whole  of  the  profits?  The  creditor  has  notice 
that  he  is  dealing  with  a  company,  and  he  knows,  or  ought 
to  know,  the  liability  of  the  members":  Lord  Herschell  in 
Salomon  v.  Salomon  &  Co.,  Ltd.,  [1897]  App.  Cas.  22. 

The  creditor  in  the  present  case  gave  credit  to  and  con- 
tracted with  the  corporation.  The  effect  of  the  decision 
below  is  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  trading  and  contractiu'^- 
with  a  copartnersliip. 

It  is  asserted  in  the  complaint  that  Liebhardt  owned  and 
controlled  the  corporation,  and  this  statement  is  the  foun- 
dation of  much  of  the  argument  of  plaintiff.  However,  the 
allegation  does  not  appear  to  have  any  support  except 
that  contained  in  the  conplaint.  ^  The  testimony  is  to  the 
effect  that  Liebhardt  took  no  part  in  the  management  of 
the  concern,  except  that  monthly  balance  sheets  were  sub- 
mitted to  him. 

Lord  IMcNaughten,  in  Salomon  v.  Salomon  &  Co.,  Ltd.. 
[1897]  App.  Cas.  22,  at  page  53,  says:  "It  has  become  the 
fashion  to  call  companies  of  this  class  'one-man  comi)anies. ' 
That  is  a  taking  nickname,  but  it  does  not  help  one  much  in 
the  way  of  argument.  If  it  is  intended  to  convey  the  mean- 
ing that  a  company  which  is  under  the  absolute  control  of 
one  person  is  not  a  company  legally  incorporated,  although 
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the  requirements  of  the  law  may  have  been  complied  with, 
it  is  inaccurate  and  misleading;  if  it  merely  means  that 
there  is  a  predominant  partner,  possessing  an  overwhelming 
influence  and  entitled  practically  to  the  whole  of  the  profits. 
there  is  nothing  in  that  that  I  see  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  the  law  or  aj^ainst  public  policy  or  detrimental  to  the 
interests  of  creditors.  If  the  shares  are  fully  paid  up,  it 
cannot  matter  whether  they  are  in  the  hands  of  one  or 
many.  If  the  shares  are  not  fully  paid,  it  is  as  easy  to 
gauge  the  solvency  of  an  individual  as  to  estimate  the  finan- 
cial ability  of  a  crowd." 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  tending  to  show  that  Lieb- 
hardt  used  any  power,  authority  or  influence  which  he  might 
have  had  as  the  majority  stockholder,  in  directing  or  con- 
trolling the  management  of  the  produce  company,  for  fraud- 
ulent purposes  or  otherwise,  until  long  after  this  walnut 
deal  was  consummated,  and  then  only  to  the  extent  of  clos- 
ing the  business,  he  being  dissatisfied  with  Nunemacher's 
management. 

One  of  the  by-laws  of  the  corporation  provides  that  the 
board  of  directors  shall  resign  upon  request  of  the  majority 
stockholder.  If  they  fail  to  resign,  ***  the  majority  stock- 
holder may  remove  them.  It  is  said  that  this  by-law  is 
illegal,  and  was  adopted  so  that  the  majority  stocldiolder 
would  have  absolute  control  of  the  corporation,  and  could 
use  it  for  fraudulent  purposes  if  he  so  desired.  However, 
there  is  no  proof  to  show  that  the  majority  stockholder  ever 
attempted  to  exercise  this  power.  He  never  requested  the 
resignation  of  the  directors,  nor  made  any  change  in  the 
management.  It  is  one  thing  to  have  the  power  to  commit 
a  fraud,  but  quite  another  to  exercise  it. 

A  number  of  authorities  cited  by  plaintiff  are  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  board  of  directors  hold  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration in  trust  for  the  creditors,  and  that  a  majority  stock- 
holder who  wrongfully  controls  the  board  of  directors  as- 
sumes this  trust.  We  have  examined  these  authorities,  and 
find  that  they  are  not  in  point  under  the  facts  of  this  case. 
It  will  serve  no  good  purpose  to  review  them  at  length. 
We  may,  however,  refer  to  Nix  v.  Miller,  26  Colo.  203,  57 
Pac.  1084,  as  being  typical  of  the  others. 

In  the  Nix  case,  it  appears  that  Home  and  Nix,  as  co- 
partners, were  engaged  in  the  mercantile  business.  Thoir 
copartnership   was   in   debt.      They    formed   a    corporation, 
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transferred  the  firm  property  to  the  corporation,  and  the 
corporation  assumed  tlie  debts.  Nix  was  a  member  of  the 
board  of  directors.  The  corporation  used  the  property  of 
the  company  to  pay  the  individual  debts  of  one  of  the  di- 
rectors. A  creditor  brought  an  action  against  the  directors: 
Nix  defended,  upon  the  ground  that  he  paid  no  attention 
to  the  management  of  the  corporation,  and  the  court  held 
that  he  could  not  relieve  himself  of  liability  where,  by  his 
negligence  and  inattention  to  the  corporation  business,  he 
permitted  his  codirectors  to  misappropriate  the  funds  of  the 
corporation,  and  ^^  that  he  could  not  escape  liability  be- 
cause he  did  not  share  in  the  acts  of  misappropriation. 

In  the  present  action,  defendant  Liebhardt  was  not  a 
member  of  the  board  of  directors,  and  did  not  assume  to 
control  or  direct  the  affairs  of  the  company.  We  know  of 
no  provision  of  the  law  which  makes  the  liability  of  a 
stockholder  dependent  upon  the  extent  or  degree  of  inter- 
est Avhich  may  be  held  by  him  in  the  corporation,  in  the 
absence  of  a  shov/ing  that  he  used  the  influence,  which  he 
might  have  by  reason  of  his  interest,  for  fraudulent  pur- 
poses. 

In  the  case  of  Louisville  Banking  Co.  v.  Eisenman  Bros. 
&  Co.,  91  Ky.  83,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  335,  21  S.  W.  531,  19 
L.  R.  A,  684,  it  appeared  that  a  corporation  styled  "Eisen- 
man Bros.  &  Co."  was  duly  organized,  and  J.  G.  Eisenman 
subsequently  became  the  OAvner  of  all  of  the  capital  stock 
which  had  been  issued.  He  indorsed  certain  drafts  in  the 
name  of  the  corporation.  The  corporation  failed,  and  the 
court  found  that  Eisenman  was  not  personally  liable  upon 
the  drafts,  they  being  the  obligations  of  the  corporation. 
and  not  of  the  individual.  The  fact  that  the  individual  was 
the  sole  owner  of  the  corporate  stock  was  held  not  to  make 
him  personally  liable.  This  is  in  line  with  the  decision  in 
Salomon  v.  Salomon  &  Co.,  Ltd.,  [1897]  App.  Cas.  22. 

xVs  to  the  Liebhardt  company,  it  appears  from  the  testi- 
mony that  it  purchased  from  the  produce  company  nine 
thousand  six  hundred  and  forty  pounds  of  plaintiff's  wal- 
nuts at  the  agreed  price  of  six  and  one-half  cents  per  pound, 
which  would  amount  to  six  hundred  and  twenty-six  dol- 
lars and  sixty  cents.  The  manner  of  doing  business  be- 
tween tlicse  two  corporations,  according  to  witness  Lieb- 
hardt's  testimony,  is  as  follows:  "We  gave  them  credit 
Avheu  we  bought  goods  from  them,  but  when  we  sold  goods 
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to  them,  we  charged  them  with  them,  and  when  we  came  to 
settle,  if  we  owed  them,  we  would  give  them  a  check,  and, 
^^  if  they  owed  us,  they  would  give  us  a  check  for  the 
difference." 

The  business  of  factors  or  commission  merchants  may  not 
be  practiced  in  this  manner  to  the  prejudice  of  the  principal. 
A  factor  has  authority  to  sell  goods  of  his  principal,  but  he 
has  not  the  power  to  use  them  for  the  payment  of  debt,  nor 
to  barter  nor  exchange  them  for  other  goods:  Geurreiro 
V.  Peile,  3  Barn.  &  Aid.  616;  AVheeler  &  Wilson  ]\rfg.  Co.  v. 
Givan,  65  Mo.  89;  W^arner  v.  Martin,  11  How.  209,  13  L. 
ed.   667. 

It  is  contended  that  the  manner  in  which  this  business 
was  conducted  was  binding  upon  plaintiff,  because  it  was 
according  to  the  custom  of  commission  merchants  in  the  city 
of  Denver.  Under  somewhat  similar  circumstances,  in  the 
case  of  Baxter  v.  Sherman,  73  Minn.  43J:,  72  Am.  St.  Rep. 
631,  76  S.  W.  211,  the  court  said:  "This  so-called  custom 
was  an  arrangement  among  the  local  dealers  solely  for  their 
own  convenience,  which  they  acted  on  entirely  in  reliance 
upon  the  financial  responsibility  of  each  other.  If,  in  the 
absence  of  any  such  custom,  defendant  would  have  no 
right  to  apply  the  price  of  plaintiff's  fruit  on  the  indi- 
vidual debt  of  Shea,  the  custom  could  give  him  no  such 
right,  for  the  effect  of  such  a  custom  would  be  to  permit 
an  agent  to  appropriate  his  principal's  property  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  own  debt,  which  would  be  contrary  to  the  well- 
established  principles  of  law,  as  well  as  good  morals.  There- 
fore, such  custom  would  be  void." 

While  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant corporation,  this  cause  must  be  reversed,  for  the 
reason  that  the  judgment  rendered  was  excessive.  The 
value  of  the  walnuts  purchased  from  the  factor  was  six 
hundred  and  twenty-six  dollars  and  sixty  cents.  Af- 
ter the  produce  comi)ai!y  went  out  of  business,  it  was  de- 
termined that  the  Licbliardt  company  was  indebted  to  the 
produce  *''  company,  on  acount  of  their  mutual  dealings, 
in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  thirty-five  dollars  and 
eiahty-five  cents.  This  amount  was  paid  by  the  Lieb- 
hardt company  to  the  attorney  of  the  i)roduce  coTnpany, 
and  by  him  paid  into  court  to  be  applied  upon  plaintiff's 
judgment.  Plaintiff' 'received  the  money.  After  deducting 
this  from  the  price  of  the  walnuts,  six  hundred  and  twenty 
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six  dollnrs  and  sixty  cents,  it  would  leave  ninety  dollars  and 
seventy-five  cents,  for  Aviiich  amount,  with  interest  from  the 
date  of  the  former  judgment,  plaintiff  should  recover  from  the 
Liebhardt  Commission  Company.  The  action  should  be  dis- 
missed as  to  the  other  defendants. 

The  judgment  will,  therefore,  be  reversed  and  remanded 
for  further  proceedings,  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
opinion. 

Chief  Justice  Gabbert  and  Mr.  Justice  Goddard  concur. 


The  StoclcJiolders  in  a  Corporation  are  not  personnlly  liable  for  the 
acts  or  omissioTis  of  its  officers:  Atchison  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Cochran, 
43  Kan.  225,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  129.  Even  the  sole  owner  of  the  stock 
of  a  corjioration  would  sccni  not  personally  liable  on  indorseriunis 
made  by  him  in  the  name  of  the  corporation:  Louisville  Banking  Co. 
V.  Eisenman,  9i  Ky.  83,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  335. 

The  remark  made  by  the  judge,  ante,  page  104,  "We  know  of  no 
provision  of  the  law  which  makes  the  liability  of  a  stockholder  de- 
pendent upon  the  extent  or  degree  of  interest  which  may  be  held  by 
him  in  the  corporation,"  etc.,  was  doubtless  inadvertent,  and  so 
singularly  contrary  to  the  law  that  it  will  probably  mislead  no  one. 
The  liability  of  a  stockholder,  when  by  law  he  is  liable  at  all  as  such, 
is  necessarily  dependent  upon  the  extent  of  his  interest.  In  other 
words,  it  is  generally  by  statute  made  to  bear  the  same  proportion  of 
the  corporate  liability  as  the  number  of  shares  held  by  him  bears  to 
the  whole  number  of  outstanding  shares  of  the  corporate  stock.  We 
assume  that,  in  making  the  remark,  the  court  was  not  thinking  of 
the  liability  of  a  stockholder  as  such  for  his  proportion  of  the  cor- 
porate indebtedness,  but  his  liability  personally  for  the  whole  of 
such  indebtedness  attempted  to  be  asserted  simply  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  the  majority  stockholder,  and  as  such  controlled,  or  was 
entitled  to  control,  the  management  of  the  corporation. 


LAESCH  V.  MORTON. 

[38  Colo.  171,  87  Pac.  1081.] 

EASEMENTS — Oral  Agreement — Statute  of  Frauds. — An  oral 
agreement  for  a  perpetual  right  of  way  over  the  lands  of  another 
creates  an  easement  or  interest  in  land  which  is  within  the  statu^-e 
of  frauds,  and  to  be  taken  therefrom  must  be  supported  by  clear, 
definite,   and   conclusive   evidence,     (p.   107.) 

MINES  AND  MINING — Eights  of  Cotenant. — An  owner  of  an 
undivided  interest  in  a  mine  has  no  right  to  use  the  tunnel  therein  to 
convey  ore  from  an  outside  mining  claim,      (pp.   107,  108.) 

APPEAL — Reversal  of  Judgment. — A  judgment  may  be  reversed 
for  lack  of  the  character  and  degree  of  evidence  required  to  support 
it.     (p.   108.) 

]\Iargaret  Laesch  was,  at  the  time  this  action  was  brought, 
and  still  is,  owner  of  an  undivided  on<^-half  interest  in  the 
Elida  mining   claim.      IMorton   acquired   the   other  one-half 
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interest  in  August,  1890,  at  which  time  there  was  a  tnnncl 
driven  in  on  the  claim  three  hundred  and  twenty-four  feet, 
and  he  thereafter  continued  the  tunnel  through  the  Elida 
claim  and  into  another  claim  owned  by  him  and  known 
as  the  Joe  Reynolds  mine,  and  conveyed  the  output  of  the 
latter  through  the  Elida  tunnel.  This  action  was  brought 
by  IMargaret  Laesch  against  Morton  to  obtain  an  account- 
ing and  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  tunnel,  and  for 
an  injunction  against  its  further  use  in  convej'ing  the  out- 
put of  outside  claims.  The  defendant  claimed  the  right  to 
use  the  tunnel  because  of  an  oral  agreement  with  the  plain- 
tiff, who  denied  such  agreement  and  set  up  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

Judgment  dismissing  the  action,  and  plaintiff  appealed. 

^lorrison  &  De  Soto  and  A.  R.  Morrison,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  D.  Bullis,  for  the  appellee. 

i7o  CODDARD,  J.  The  law  applicable  to  this  case  is 
well  settled,  and  the  only  question  for  our  consideration  is 
whether  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  when  given  its  full 
weight  and  purport,  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judgment. 
The  perpetual  right  of  way,  which  the  defendant  claims  he 
acquired  from  plaintiff,  constitutes  an  easement  or  inter- 
est in  Innd.  The  oral  agreement  upon  which  he  relies  is 
within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  under  the  well-settled  rule, 
in  order  to  take  such  agreement  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  him  to  support  the  same  by  clear, 
definite  and  conclusive  proof:  Fetta  v.  Vandevier.  3  Colo. 
App.  419,  34  Pac.  1(38,  affirmed  in  Vandevier  v.  Fetta,  20 
Colo.  368,  38  Pac.  466;  Whitsett  v.  Kershow,  4  Colo.  419. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  does  not,  in 
our  opinion,  meet  the  requirements  of  this  rule.  It  consists 
of  a  conversation  testified  to  by  the  representative  and  agent 
of  defendant.  This  conversation  is,  in  itself,  general  and 
indefinite  as  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  is  positively 
denied  by  ^''*  the  plaintiff.  Nor  does  it  satisfactorily  ap- 
pear that  the  defendant  acted  upon  the  alleged  agreement 
in  running  the  tunnel,  but  rather  upon  his  supposed  right 
to  use  it  to  transport  the  output  from  the  Joe  Reynolds 
mine  by  virtue  of  his  undivided  interest  therein.  He  was 
so  advised  by  counsel,  and,  in  answer  to  plaintiff's  demand 
for  compensation,  defendant's  attorneys  did  not  claim  the 
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right  to  the  use  of  the  tunnel  by  virtue  of  any  agreement, 
but  gave  as  the  reason  why  she  was  not  entitled  to  compen- 
sation for  such  use  "that  the  parties  were  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  the  tunnel."  That  they  were  mistaken  in  assuming 
that  defendant's  relationship  to  the  property  gave  him  the 
right  to  use  the  common  tunnel  to  convey  ore  from  an  out- 
side claim  is  settled  in  People  v.  District  Court,  27  Colo. 
465,  62  Pac.  206.  Yet  defendant  twice  asserted  such  right, 
and  did  not  claim  the  right  to  use  the  tunnel  by  virtue  of 
an  agreement  with  plaintiff  until  it  appeared  in  his  amended 
answer. 

It  must  be  assumed  that  the  court  below,  by  rendering 
judgment  for  defendant,  found  the  issue  as  to  the  agree- 
ment in  his  favor,  and  while,  under  the  doctrine  frequentlj' 
announced  in  this  court,  we  are  precluded  from  disturbing 
such  finding  unless  clearly  against  the  weight  of  the  testi- 
mony, we  feel  compelled  to  reverse  the  judgment,  not  alone 
because  of  the  conflict  in  the  testimony,  but  because  of  tlie 
lack  of  the  character  and  degree  of  proof  required  in  such 
c-;!sos. 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 

Chief  Justice  Gabbert  and  Mr.  Justice  Bailey  concur. 

Cflfrnni'r]/  in  Mwes  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Cedar  Canyon  Con. 
Min.  Co.  V.  Yarwood,  91  Am.  St.  Ecp.  851. 

Tlie  Acquisition  of  an  Easement  in  land  is  within  the  statnte  of 
frauds:  Walker  v.  Shackelford,  49  Ark.  503,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  61; 
Ijonclli  V.  Blakcniore,  GO  ]Nriss.  13G,  14  Am.  St.  Re]i.  550.  But  see 
Zuamanacek  v.  Jeliuclc,  G9  :Xcb.  110,  111  Am.  St.  Eep.  533. 


CITY  OF  DENVER  v.  UTZLEP.. 

[38  Colo.  300,  88  Pac.  143.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Obstructions  In  Streets— Lia- 
bility.— It  is  the  duty  of  a  city  to  maintain  its  streets  in  a  reasuiiaitly 
;;nod  condition  for  ordinary  travel  by  persons  using  due  care  and 
prudence,  and  the  city  has  no  right  to  allow  its  citizens  owning  prop- 
erty bordering  upon  the  street  to  place  obstructions  upon  such  por- 
tions thereof  as  are  intended  to  be  used  as  a  travelway,  and  when 
i^urh  obstruction  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury,  and  the  ]i(  rson 
injurt  d  could  not  have  avoided  it  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  and 
ordinary  care  and  pruden;-o,  the  city  is  lialde.      (p.  110.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Use  of  Horses  in  Streets- 
Duty  to  Fasten. — A  person  has  no  right  to  leave  his  horse  in  a  public 
strret  unl(<-^  it  is  secureh^  fastened  or  in  charge  of  some  one  com- 
pet(  nt  to  t;ike  cnvo  of  it,  and  he  is  bound  to  take  care  that  the  horse 
diios  no  injii'.-y  i:i  '-i  !;i  cuUCUv^e  of  boii:^  fri^^htLUed  by  anything  that 
ii.ay  occur,      (p.  IJG.) 
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MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Excavations  In  Streets — Lia- 
Tjlllty  for  Injury  to  Horses. — If  a  horse  takes  fright  and  runs  away 
and  is  injured  because  of  the  negligence  of  a  municipal  corporation 
in  leaving  a  dangerous  excavation  in  the  street  unprotected,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  against  the  city;  provided,  that  the  driver  of  the 
horse  exercised  due  care  and  skill  in  driving  or  managing  it.  (p. 
118.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Defects  in  Streets— Liabil- 
ity for  Injury  to  Horses. — A  defect  in  a  public  street  within  a  city 
does  not  render  the  corporation  liable  for  an  injury  to  a  team  of 
horses  coming  in  contact  with  it  unless  the  defect  is  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury,  and  this  cannot  be  said  to  be  true  wliere  tlie 
carelessno'^s  or  nefjl'gencn  of  the  driver  permits  those  causes  to  be 
set  in  motion  which  produce  the  damage,     (p.  119.) 

n.  M.  Oi-aliood,  city  attorney,  and  Benedict  &  Phelps,  for 
the  appellants. 

J.  A.  Rush,  for  the  appellee. 

^^^  BATLEY,  J.  It  appears  that,  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident, the  width  allowed  for  the  sidewalk  upon  12th  ave- 
nue, in  the  city  of  Denver,  was  sixteen  feet.  At  the  place 
of  the  accident,  however,  the  curbing  was  not  placed  six- 
teen feet  from  the  edge  of  the  street,  but  at  a  distance  of 
something  less  than  that.  Between  the  curbing  and  the 
driveway  in  front  of  ]Mrs.  Myers'  premises  was  a  gutter 
made  of  cobble-stones.  A  flagstone  was  placed  across  this 
.gutter,  and,  upon  that,  a  stepping-stone,  used  for  conven- 
ience in  entering  carriages  and  the  like.  There  was  also  a 
hitching-post  outside  the  gutter  and  near  the  stepj)ing- 
stone.  The  stepping-stone  and  flagging  across  the  gutter 
extended  something  like  four  feet  beyond  the  curbing,  but 
still  w^as  within  the  sixteen  feet  allow^ed  by  ordinance  for 
sidewalks,  as  was  the  hitching-post.  The  defendant  IMyers' 
property  was  located  upon  12th  avenue  near  Ogden  street. 

It  appears  tliat  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  the  business 
of  hauling  coal,  using  one  horse  for  that  purpose.  On  the 
thirtieth  day  of  August,  1S97,  he  was  delivering  coal  at  the 
residence  oi  ]\Irs.  Bonesteel,  at  No.  1112  Ogden  street.  To 
deliver  this  coal  he  drove  into  the  alley  between  Ogden 
street  and  the  tiext  street  east,  going  from  11th  avenue  to- 
ward 12th.  After  removing  the  coal,  he  stepped  up  the 
horse,  and  got  out  of  the  wagon  to  clean  up  such  of  the 
coal  as  he  had  not  succeeded  in  throwing  into  the  lot.  lie 
left  the  horse  standing  without  tying,  fastening  or  secur- 
ing it  in  any  manner,  leaving  the  lines  attached  to  the  seat 
on  the  wagon,  so  that  he  could  not  reach  them  without  get- 
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ting  into  the  Avagon.  While  he  was  on  the  ground  behind 
the  wagon,  cleaning  up  the  coal,  the  horse  began  to  move 
away.  Plaintiff  ran  and  jumped  into  the  rear  end  of  the 
wagon.  By  the  ^^^  time  he  got  there,  the  horse  had  turned 
from  the  alley  to  11th  avenue,  going  toward  Broadway, 
which  would  be  west.  It  ran  down  the  alley  and  along  11th 
avenue  to  Ogden  street.  At  this  point  there  are  car  tracks. 
It  seems  that  the  driver  had  gotten  into  the  seat  and  se- 
cured the  lines,  but,  in  crossing  the  tracks,  he  again  lost 
them.  He  got  down  and  reached  the  lines.  B}'  this  time 
the  horse  had  come  to  12th  avenue,  turned  there,  and,  shortly 
after  turning,  ran  against  the  stepping-stone  in  front  of  the 
]\l3'ers  premises.  The  driver  was  thrown  out,  and  struck 
his  knee  on  the  cobble-stones  in  the  gutter.  It  appears 
that  he  held  to  the  lines,  the  horse  dragging  him,  until  he 
struck  the  hitching-post  with  his  side,  knocking  off  some  of 
the  skin. 

On  the  13th  of  June  of  the  next  year  plaintiff  brought 
this  action  against  Mrs.  ]\Iyers  and  the  city.  Judgment  was 
rendered  against  defendants  for  five  hundred  doUars,  on  the 
third  day  of  June,  1902. 

At  the  close  of  plaintiff's  testimony,  defendants  moved 
for  judgment  as  of  nonsuit.  This  motion  Avas  overruled. 
At  the  close  of  all  of  the  testimony,  defendants  requested 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  defend- 
ants. This  request  was  denied.  Error  is  assigned  because 
of  the  court's  action  in  that  respect.  There  are  many 
other  errors  assigned  in  the  record  which  we  do  not  deem 
necessary  to  consider. 

The  horse  has  been  a  fruitful  source  of  profit  to  laAAyers, 
and  of  laborious  study  and  anxiety  to  courts. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  city  to  maintain  its  streets  and  high- 
ways in  a  reasonably  good  condition  for  ordinary  travel 
by  persons  using  due  care  and  prudence  in  the  use  of  tho 
same.  Citizens  owning  property  bordering  upon  the  street 
have  not  the  right  to  place  obstructions  upon  such  portions 
ui'  llie  street  as  arc  intended  to  be  used  as  a  travelway.  and 
the  city  ""*  has  no  right  to  suffer  this  to  be  done.  Where 
it  is  permitted,  and  one  lawfully  upon  tlie  street  and  using 
due  care  is  injured  because  of  such  obstruction  and  with- 
out j'ault  upon  his  part,  the  city  is  lia'  le.  The  city  is  not 
liable,  however,  except  in  cases  where  an  obstruction  is 
the  iM'nxiiiiaic  muse  of  tho  injury,  and  it  is  not  liable  if 
tiic   parly    inJMi'fd    rDwid    li;:\e    avoided   the   injiii-y    by   the 
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exercise  of  reasonable  and  ordinary  care  and  prudence.  It 
is  the  difficulty  of  determining  what  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury  and  as  to  what  is  due  care  that  has 
filled  the  reports  of  the  various  courts  in  this  country  with 
much  legal  lore  on  the  question  of  the  runaway  horse  com- 
ing in  contact  with  the  defective  street. 

At  one  time  it  seemed  to  be  a  question  whether  he  who 
encumbers  the  highway  unlawfully  should  not  be  made  an- 
swerable for  any  direct  damage  which  happened  to  anyone 
who  was  injured  thereby,  whether  the  person  thus  injured 
was  in  the  use  of  proper  care  or  not;  but  this  matter  was 
finally  set  at  rest  in  England  in  the  case  of  Butterfield  v. 
Forrester,  11  East,  59,  determined  nearly  one  hundred  years 
ago,  wherein  it  is  said:  "Two  things  must  concur  to  sup- 
port this  action :  An  obstruction  in  the  road  by  the  fault 
of  the  defendant,  and  no  want  of  ordinary  care  to  avoid  it." 

It  is  said  in  the  case  of  Palmer  v.  Inhabitants  of  Andover, 
2  Cush.  600,  that  the  doctrine  announced  in  Butterfield  v. 
Forrester,  11  East,  59  has  never  been  questioned. 

In  this  state  there  are  three  cases  bearing  somewhat  upon 
the  question  involved  here:  Denver  v.  Johnson,  8  Colo. 
App.  381,  46  Pac.  621 ;  Thunborg  v.  City  of  Pueblo,  18  Colo. 
App.  80,  70  Pac.  148;  Farmers'  Highline  Canal  etc.  Co.  v. 
Westlake,  23  Colo.  26 ,  46  Pac.  134. 

In  the  Johnson  case,  it  appears  that  the  city  maintained, 
or  permitted  to  be  maintained,  a  ditch  thirteen  feet  wide 
upon  one  side  of  tlie  street.  Between  the  ^^"^  ditch  and  the 
street-car  track  was  a  driveway  nine  feet  Avide.  The  steps 
of  the  street-cars  projected  eighteen  inches  from  the  track, 
leaving  seven  and  one-half  feet  from  the  steps  to  the  ditch. 
A  car  came  upon  the  driver  of  a  wagon  unnoticed  until  it 
was  very  near.  The  team  shied,  and,  either  from  the  shying 
or  from  the  striking  of  the  rear  end  of  the  wagon  by  the 
car,  the  horses  fell  into  the  ditch.  The  court  of  appeals, 
in  passing  upon  this  matter,  said:  "The  horse  becoming 
frightened  and  participating  in  the  injury  in  no  way  modi- 
fies the  liability.  There  are  numerous  cases  wiiere  the  mu- 
nicipality has  been  held  liable  for  injuries  to  tlie  horse  by 
reason  of  defects  in  the  street  when  the  horse  had  become 
frightened  and  unmanageable." 

Higgins  V.  Boston,  148  ^lass.  484,  20  N.  E.  105,  and  Spauld- 
ing  V.  Inhabitants  of  Winslow,  74  ]Mc.  528.  are  cited  in  sup- 
port of  this  propositiou.     Tlie  jMatisaeliu.setts  case  does  not 
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support  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  court  of  appeals.  It 
appears  in  this  case  that  a  horse,  while  being  driven  alouy  a 
private  way  toward  a  city  street  sixty -six  feet  wide,  from 
which  it  led  at  right  angles,  became  uncontrollable  at  a  dis- 
tance of  about  one  hundred  feet  from  such  street.  When 
the  street  was  reached,  the  driver  had  not  regained  control 
sufficiently  to  enable  him  to  safely  turn  and  drive  along 
it,  aiid  he  drove  directly  across  it  and  down  a  bank  on  the 
other  side  which  was  unprotected  by  a  railing  upon  the 
adjoming  land,  and  the  person  with  him  was  injured.  Held, 
that  the  want  of  a  railing,  even  if  it  would  have  been 
useful,  is  not  the  sole  cause  of  the  injury,  and  that  the 
city  was  not  responsible  therefor.  The  uncontrollable  con- 
dition of  the  horse  contributed  directly  to  it,  and  that  con- 
dition arose  outside  of  the  limits  of  the  highway. 

The  Maine  case  is  in  point,  and  supports  the  doctrine  of 
the  court  of  appeals  case,  because  the  horses  merely  shied, 
and  the  driver  only  lost  control  of  them  ^^^  momentarily, 
and  this  seems  to  have  been  the  fact  in  the  Johnson  case. 
The  cause  of  the  accident  in  the  last-named  case  was  so- 
different  from  the  cause  of  the  accident  in  this  case,  as  to 
render  it  of  but  little  value  as  an  authority.  The  applica- 
tion of  entirely  different  legal  principles  is  involved. 

In  the  case  of  Thunborg  v.  City  of  Pueblo,  18  Colo.  App. 
80,  70  Pac.  148,  it  appears  that  the  fire-plug  against  which 
the  cart  collided  was  concealed  by  weeds  so  that  it  could 
not  be  observed  by  one  using  ordinary  care.  There  was 
some  proof  in  that  case  that  the  horse  was  running  away 
and  the  driver  was  unable  to  control  him  completely.  The 
runaway,  however,  was  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of 
the  driver.  Under  these  facts,  the  court  of  appeals  said 
that,  if  the  horse  was  going  excessively  fast,  it  w'as  quite 
immaterial  whether  the  plaintiff  was  able  to  restrain  him  or 
not,  for,  unless  the  plaintiff  himself  be  responsible  for  tlio 
immoderate  speed,  it  constitutes  no  defense  to  the  city. 

In  the  present  case,  if  the  driver  had  taken  the  precaution 
of  fastening  his  horse  or  of  having  the  lines  in  such  a  po- 
sition that  he  could  readil}^  secure  possession  of  them,  the 
hoi-se  would  not  have  escaped  and  the  accident  would  not 
have  ocMMu-red,  and  it  seems  that  these  are  precautions  which 
should  occur  to  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence. 
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The  Farmers'  Ilighline  Canal  etc.  Co.  v.  Westlake,  23 
Colo.  26,  46  Pac.  134,  was  an  action  instituted  by  the  widow 
to  recover  for  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  death  having 
been  occasioned  by  a  horse,  attached  to  a  carriage  driven 
by  deceased,  running  away  and  overturning  the  carriage 
into  the  canal  of  defendant.  This  court  said:  "The  road- 
way was  reasonably  safe  for  the  passage  of  ordinary  teams. 
In  the  frenzied  condition  of  the  horse  that  was  being  driven 
by  the  deceased,  it  is  doubtful  if  any  reasonable  precaution 
that  the  public  officers  or  the  defendant  company  could  have 
taken  ^^''  would  have  insured  safety.  The  injury  sued  for 
was  primarily  caused  by  the  fright  of  the  horse,  and  that 
fright  was  not  caused  by  any  defect  in  the  roadway  or  in 
the  construction  or  operation  of  defendant's  ditch." 

The  duty  of  cities  in  relation  to  the  maintenance  of  streets 
is  stated  as  follows  by  Mr.  Dillon:  "The  corporate  authori- 
ties are  only  bound  to  use  reasonable  skill  and  diligence  in 
making  the  streets  and  sidewalks  safe  and  convenient  for 
travel.  They  are  under  no  obligation  to  provide  for  every- 
thing that  may  happen  upon  them,  but  only  for  such  things 
as  ordinarily  exist  or  such  as  may  reasonably  be  expected  to 
occ-ur.  They  are  not  bound  to  keep  the  streets  in  such  con- 
dition that  a  traveler  thereon  may,  Avith  safety,  run  his  hoi-ses 
at  a  furious  rate  of  speed  or  drive  thereon  unmanageable 
horses,  nor  are  they  bound  to  keep  the  streets  in  such  condi- 
tion that  damage  may  not  be  caused  thennni  by  horses  which 
have  escaped  from  the  control  of  their  driver  and  are  run- 
ning away":  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  1015. 

There  are  two  lines  of  decisions  in  this  country  relating  to 
accidents  occasioned  by  runaway  horses  coming  in  contact 
with  defective  streets,  one  supporting  the  next  announced 
by  Dillon  and  the  doctrine  as  laid  down  by  this  court  in 
Farmei-s'  Ilighline  Canal  etc.  Co.  v.  Westlake,  23  Colo.  26, 
46  Pac.  134,  the  others  announcing  a  doctrine  somewhat  at 
variance  with  these  cases,  but,  as  we  view  the  matter,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  nnder  either  do.'tri no. 

Moulton  V.  Inhabitants  of  Sanford,  51  ^le.  127,  was  a  case 
wherein  the  plaintiff  was  crossing  a  bridge  over  a  narrow 
stream  in  the  town  of  Sanford.  The  horse  became  frightened, 
and  ran  so  near  the  edge  that  the  body  of  the  wagon  was  de- 
tached from  the  forward  wheels  and  thrown  into  the  stream. 
The  court  determined  ^^^  that  the  frightened  horse  was  the 
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primary  cause  of  the  accident,  saying:  "When  a  horse  be- 
comes unmanageable,  unless  his  condition  is  caused  by  a  de- 
fect in  the  highway,  such  defect  is  not  the  primary  cause 
of  an  accident  to  which  it  contributes.  A  witness,  on  being 
asked  to  state  the  cause  of  such  an  accident,  would  give  that 
which  caused  the  condition  of  the  horse.  So  long  as  the 
primary  cause  continues  in  operation,  it  may  occasion  the 
damage;  and,  if  it  happened  upon  a  defective  road,  it  is  by 
no  means  thereby  rendered  certain  that  it  would  not  other- 
wise have  occurred  upon  one  not  defective,  for  it  is  clearly 
true  ....  that  no  proof  can  establish  the  fact  that  the  dam- 
age w^ould  not  have  been  siistained  but  for  the  defect,  so 
long  as  it  appears  that  some  other  cause  contributed  to  the 
result." 

In  Jackson  v.  Town  of  Bellevieu,  30  Wis.  250,  it  appeared 
that  one  of  the  highways  of  the  town  of  Bellevieu  was  out 
of  repair,  numerous  gulleys  and  dangerous  holes  having  been 
washed  out  and  left  unprotected.  Plaintiff's  horse  having 
become  frightened  by  some  cause  other  than  the  defects  in 
the  highway,  ran  away,  fell  into  one  of  these  holes,  and 
was  killed.  Plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against  the  town. 
Dixon,  C.  J.,  in  a  remarkably  clear  opinion,  says:  "The  es- 
cape and  flight  of  the  horse  in  this  case  was  in  no  way  con- 
nected with  or  attributable  to  any  defect  or  insufficiency  in 
the  highway,  and,  conceding  the  same  to  have  been  defective 
at  the  point  of  injury,  still  the  town  is  not  liable,  because 
the  owner  or  driver  was  in  no  situation  to  exercise  ordinar}^ 
care  or  prudence  to  prevent  the  injury  at  the  time  it  hap- 
pened, which  proof  is  in  all  cases  necessary  in  order  to  i-harge 
the  town,  unless  the  situation  or  disability  of  the  driver  in 
this  respect  is  caused  by  the  same  or  ^**'^  some  other  defect 
in  the  highway It  is  not  the  duty  of  towns  to  pro- 
vide roads  which  shall  be  safe  for  runaway  or  unmanageable 
hoi"ses,  or  such  as  have  escaped  from  control  of  their  drivers 
without  the  fault  of  the  towns,  and,  where  injuries  are  sus- 
tained under  such  circumstances,  it  appearing  that  otherwise 
tlicy  might  not  have  been  sustained,  the  loss  must  fall  upon 
the  owners  whose  misfortune,  if  not  whose  fault,  it  is  that 
they  so  happened." 

Fogg  V.  Town  of  Nahant,  and  May  v.  Town  of  Naliant,  98 
iMass.  578,  is  a  case  wherein  the  horse  threw  his  tail  over 
the  line  and,  for  a  considerable  distance,  was  couseciuently 
not  under  control.    The  driver  could  not  prevent  coming  upon 
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a  defect  in  the  highway.  He  could  have  prevented  this  had 
he  regained  control  of  the  horse,  and  the  court  held:  "The 
liability  of  the  town  for  an  injury  to  a  traveler,  occasioned 
by  a  defect  or  want  of  repair  in  a  highway,  depends  upon 
proof  that  the  defect  caused  the  injury.  If  a  want  of  due 
care  on  the  part  of  the  person  injured  contribute  to  cause  the 
injury,  he  cannot  recover.  And  if,  without  fault  or  negli- 
gence on  his  part,  his  horses  have  escaped  from  his  control, 
and  have  run  away  or  become  wholly  unmanageable,  so  that 
no  care  can  be  exercised  by  him  in  respect  to  them,  and  this 
condition  of  things  is  not  produced  by  a  defect  in  the  way, 
the  town  is  not  responsible  for  what  may  happen  in  conse- 
quence, even  if  the  carriage  upsets  at  a  place  where  the  way 
is  defective." 

This  case  went  back  for  retrial  and  was  again  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  Massachusetts  supreme  court  in  106  Mass. 
278,  and  it  appears  that,  at  the  second  trial,  the  trial  judge 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  which  was  approved  by 
the  supreme  court. 

^^^  In  Davis  v.  Inhabitants  of  Dudley,  4  Allen,  557,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  was  riding  in  a  sleigh,  that  he  was 
using  due  care,  that,  in  consequence  of  a  secret  defect,  the 
bolt  connecting  the  cross-bar  and  thills  with  the  sleigh  broke, 
let  them  fall  upon  the  heels  of  the  horse ;  the  horse  ran  away, 
and  struck  a  pile  of  wood  lying  within  the  street,  and  broke 
his  leg.  It  was  said  by  the  court  that:  "It  is  now  perfectly 
well  settled  that,  to  maintain  an  action  of  this  kind,  it  is  in- 
cumbent upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  he  sustained  an  in- 
jury in  his  person  or  property  by  means  of  a  defect  in  the 
highway  while  he  was  himself  using  due  care." 

While  there  was  no  question  about  the  defect  in  the  road, 
the  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  reversed,  for  the  sole 
reason  that  the  plaintiff  had  lost  control  of  the  horse,  and 
was  therefore  unable  to  exercise  due  care. 

In  Titus  V.  Inhabitants  of  Northbridge,  97  Mass.  ^58,  93 
Am.  Dec.  91,  it  is  said:  "When  a  horse,  by  reason  of  fright, 
disease  or  viciousness,  becomes  actually  uncontrollable,  so 
that  his  driver  cannot  stop  him,  or  direct  his  course,  or  re- 
gain control  over  his  movements,  and  in  this  condition  comes 
upon  a  defect  in  the  highway  ....  by  which  an  injury  is 
occasioned,  the  town  is  not  liable  for  the  injury,  unless  it 
appears  that  it  would  have  occurred  if  the  horse  had  not  been 
so  uncontrollable." 
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Before  considering  the  cases  relied  upon  by  appellee,  it 
will,  perhaps,  be  well  to  call  attention  to  the  duty  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  management  of  his  horse.  The  rule  is  well 
settled  that  a  person  has  no  right  to  leave  his  horse  in  a  pub- 
lie  highway  unless  it  is  securely  fastened  or  is  in  charge  of 
some  one  competent  to  take  care  of  it.  He  is  bound  to  take 
care  that  the  horse  shall  do  no  injury  in  consequence  of  being 
friuhtcned  by  anything  tliat  may  occur:  Bigelow  ^^^  v.  Reed, 
51  Me.  325 ;  Norris  v.  Kohler,  41  N.  Y.  42 ;  Doherty  v.  Sweet- 
ser,  82  Hun,  556,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  649. 

In  the  case  last  cited,  it  is  said:  "It  has  become  almost 
proverbial  that  no  horse  is  safe  to  leave  untied  on  the  street. ' ' 

Some  of  the  cases  relied  upon  by  appellee  are  the  follow- 
ing, which,  if  rightly  considered,  bar  the  plaintiff  from  re- 
covering because  he  failed  to  exercise  ordinary  care  and 
prudence. 

Hunt  v.  Town  of  Pownal,  9  Vt.  411,  appears  to  be  the  lead- 
ing case  upon  which  the  authorities  cited  by  appellee  are 
based.  The  facts  of  that  case  were,  that  the  highway  was 
about  eleven  feet  wide;  it  ran  along  the  base  of  a  mountain 
on  one  side,  and  had  a  rapid  stream  on  the  other.  While 
traveling  in  a  wagon  and  using  due  care,  the  nut,  which  had 
been  secured  on  the  inner  end  of  the  bolt  connecting  the  lef  1: 
arm  of  the  tongue  to  the  forward  axletree,  came  off.  The 
wlieols  thereupon  turned  out  at  right  angles  with  the  road, 
toward  the  river,  and  the  wagon,  with  all  its  contents,  was 
precipitated  down  the  bank.  Under  these  facts,  the  coui-t 
held:  "If  the  road  be  out  of  repair,  and  the  injury  happened 
by  reason  of  such  want  of  repair,  and  the  plaintiff  or  his 
agents  are  guilty  of  no  want  of  care  or  prudence,  the  defend- 
ants are  liable If  there  be  no  fault  on  the  part  of  the 

plaintiff,  which  common  sagacity  and  forecast  could  have 
anticipated  and  provided  against,  and  the  loss  be  the  com- 
bined result  of  accident  and  the  insufficiency  of  the  road,  th»; 
plaintiff  may  recover." 

In  Connecticut,  the  rule  seems  to  be  as  follows:  "If  the 
plaintiff  is  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence, 
and  the  injury  is  attributable  to  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ants, combined  with  some  accidental  cause,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff has  not  negligently  contributed,  the  defendants  are  liable. 
Nor  '^^^  will  the  fact  that  the  hoi-se  of  the  plaintiff  was  un- 
controllable for  some  distance  before  the  injury  change  or 
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in  any  way  affect  the  liability  of  the  defendants":  Baldwin 
V.  Greenwood's  Turnpike  Co.,  40  Conn.  238,  16  Am.  Rep.  33. 

In  Winship  v.  Enfield,  42  N.  H.  197,  it  appeared  that  the 
horse  became  frightened  by  some  parties  throwing  some  wood 
from  an  adjoining  lot  over  the  fence  into  the  highway.  The 
horse  ran  away  and,  in  passing  over  a  water-bar  which  was 
laid  across  the  road  near  by,  the  plaintiff's  wagon  was  over- 
turned and  she  was  thrown  out  and  injured.  She  recovered 
judgment  against  the  town.  While  the  judgment  was  re- 
versed, it  was  held  that,  where  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  fault 
and  the  injury  was  the  combined  result  of  accident  and  the 
defendant's  neglect  to  repair  the  road,  the  town  must  be 
lield  liable,  even  though  the  vices  of  the  horse  or  defects  in 
the  wagon  may  have  contributed  to  the  injury,  if  there  was 
also  fault  on  the  part  of  the  town  that  contributed  to  the 
same  result;  provided,  always,  that  the  plaintiff  was  without 
fault. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  against  the  city  for  an  in- 
jury to  plaintiff's  horse  by  reason  of  a  defective  bridge,  the 
petition  alleged  that  plaintiff  was  driving  his  horses  and 
sleigh  through  the  streets,  and  the  horses,  without  fault  of 
plaintiff,  became  frightened  and  ran  away  and,  being  un- 
manageable, ran  toward  the  bridge,  throwing  plaintiff  out  of 
the  sleigh.  In  crossing  the  bridge  one  of  the  horses  stepped 
through  a  hole,  negligently  permitted  therein  by  defendant, 
whereby  the  horse's  leg  was  broken.  Due  care  and  diligence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  driving  his  team  were  averred. 
Held,  that  the  petition  averred  a  cause  of  action ;  that  a  de- 
murrer thereon  on  the  ground  that  it  showed  that  the  hoi'ses 
were  beyond  the  control  of  plaintiff,  and  that  he  was  not 
exercising  due  care  at  the  time  of  the  injur}',  was  ^^^  im- 
properly sustained:  Manderschid  v.  City  of  Dubuque,  25 
Iowa,  108. 

In  that  case,  the  driver  was  exercising  due  care  and  skill 
at  the  time  the  horse  became  frightened,  but,  notwithstand- 
ing the  exercise  of  such  duties,  the  team  became  frightened 
and  unmanageable,  and  passed  beyond  his  control. 

Hull  V.  City  of  Kansas,  54  Mo.  598,  14  Am.  Rep.  487,  was 
a  c;ise  where  the  horse  threw  his  tail  over  the  rein  and  com- 
lueiu'i'd  backing,  and  backed  into  a  hole  in  the  street,  injur- 
ing the  horse  and  buggy.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  because  the  driver  used  due  care  and  be- 
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cause  he  had  only  lost  control  of  the  horse  temporarily,  and 
that  the  accident  would  not  have  occurred  except  for  the  de- 
fect in  the  street. 

In  the  cfise  of  Spaulding  v.  Inhabitants  of  Winslow,  74  Me. 
528,  cited  by  plaintiff,  the  court  says:  ''If  the  horse  became 
by  fright  unmanageable,  substantially  freeing  himself  from 
the  control  of  the  driver,  and  the  upset  ensued  from  such 
unmanageableness,  the  fright  of  the  horse  should  be  regarded 
as  a  proximate  cause  ....  of  the  accident If,  how- 
ever, the  horse,  while  being  properly  driven,  upon  sight  of 
the  hole  suddenly  started  or  shied,  and  swerved  or  sheered 
a  few  feet  from  the  direct  line  of  travel,  and,  through  only 
a  momentary  loss  of  control  by  the  driver,  threw  the  wagon 
into  the  ditch  on  account  of  the  want  of  a  railing,  and  the 
road  was  defective  for  want  of  a  railing,  in  such  case  the 
misadventure  of  the  horse  should  not  be  considered  as  caus- 
ing the  accident." 

Where  a  horse  takes  fright  and  runs  away  and  is  injur;(l 
because  of  the  negligence  of  the  municipal  coi-poration  in  leav- 
ing a  dangerous  excavation  in  the  street  unprotected,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  against  the  corporation;  provided,  of 
course,  that  the  driver  of  the  horse  exercised  due  care  and 
skill  in  ^^'*  driving  and  managing  it:  Crawfordsville  v. 
Smith,  79  Ind.  308,  41  Am.  Rep.  612. 

In  Ring  v.  Cohoes,  77  N.  Y.  83,  33  Am.  Rep.  574,  it  is  said : 
*'A  municipal  corporation,  bound  to  keep  its  streets  in  repair, 
is  only  bound  to  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  in  keep- 
ing said  streets  safe  and  convenient  for  such  use  of  them  as  is 
ordinarily,  and  as  could  reasonably  be,  expected.  It  is  not 
bound  to  keep  them  in  such  a  condition  that  damage  may  not 
be  caused  thereon  by  horses  which  have  escaped  from  the  con- 
trol of  their  drivers,  and  are  running  away.  Where,  how- 
ever, without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  a  driver,  his  horse  be- 
comes frightened  and  unmanageable,  and  this  with  a  culpa- 
ble defect  in  the  highway  produces  an  injury,  the  municijial- 
ity  is  liable,  provided  the  injury  would  not  have  been  sustained 
bnt  for  such  defect;  the  fact  that  the  horse  was  at  the  time 
beyond  the  control  of  the  driver  is  no  defense." 

Hey  V.  Philadelphia,  81  Pa.  44,  22  Am.  Rep.  733,  is  cited 
by  plaintiff.  In  that  case  the  city  was  found  liable  for  in- 
juries to  a  horse  which  became  friglitened  and  fell  with  the 
carriage  over  a  precipice  into  the  river.     It  was  determined, 
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under  the  peculiar  circumstatices  of  the  ease,  that  the  extreme 
danger  at  that  place  in  the  highway  made  it  necessary  to 
erect  barriers  to  prevent  such  accidents.  The  court,  however, 
said:  "It  is  true  that  ordinarily  provision  is  not  to  be  made 
against  contingencies  so  rare  as  runaway  horses.  Roads  and 
bridges  are  constructed  for  the  purpose  of  ordinary'  travel, 
and  if  they  fill  such  purpose,  they  are  sufficient,  and  those  who 
have  them  in  care  are  not  chargeable  with  the  results  of  ex- 
traordinary accidents  that  may  occur  upon  them." 

Tlicse,  of  course,  are  not  all  of  the  cases  cited  by  appellee, 
but  they  are  sufficient  to  show  the  doctrine  which  he  contends 
for.  The  difficulty  in  attempting  ^^^  to  make  these  authori- 
ties sustain  appellee's  position  is  that,  in  most,. if  not  in  all,  of 
them,  the  fright  of  the  horse  was  occasioned  by  accident  or 
something  entirely  beyond  the  control  of  the  driver;  while,  in 
this  case,  plaintiff  left  his  horse  standing  in  the  alley,  not  fas- 
tened or  secured  in  any  way,  and  with  the  lines  in  such  a  posi- 
tion that  he  could  not  reach  them.  The  horse  started  to  run 
away,  and  the  accident  was  the  result.  Ordinary  foresight 
and  prudence  should  have  suggested  to  the  plaintiff  that  his 
horse  was  liable  to  run.  He  neglected  the  dictates  of  experi- 
ence because,  as  he  says,  "the  horse  was  gentle  and  kind,  and 
not  in  the  habit  of  running  away,"  forgetting  that  it  is  the 
unloaded  gun  and  the  gentle  horse  that  usually  go  off  unex- 
pectedly. 

The  effect  of  affirming  this  decision  would  be  to  make  an 
accident  insurance  compjmy  of  every  city  and  town  in  the 
state.  A  driver  would  have  carte  blanche  to  leave  his  team 
standing,  knowing  that,  if  it  ran  away  and  injured  itself  by 
coming  in  contact  with  some  defect  in  the  street,  the  city 
would  be  made  to  pay  for  the  damage. 

A  defect  in  a  public  street  within  a  city  or  town  does  not 
render  the  corporation  lia])]e  for  ap  injury  occasioned  by  a 
team  coming  in  contact  with  it,  unless  the  defect  is  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury,  and  this  cannot  be  said  to  be  true 
where  the  carelessness  or  negligence  of  the  driver  permits 
those  causes  to  be  set  in  motion  which  produce  the  damage. 
Under  the  facts  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover.  The  judgment  of  nonsuit  should  have  been  ren- 
dered; failing  in  that,  the  court  should  have  directed  a  ver- 
dict.    Consequently,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed. 

Chief  Justice  Gabbcrt  and  JNIr.  Justice  Goddard  concur. 
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The  LinhUity  of  Municipal  Corporations  to  persons  injured  by  rea- 
son of  defective  or  dangerous  streets  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Dud- 
ley V.  Flemingsburg,   103   Am.  St.  Eep.   257. 

To  Leave  a  Horse  Standing  Loose  in  a  public  street  is  negligence: 
Dauionte  v,  Patton,  118  La.  530,  118  Am.  St.  liep.  384,  and  see  the 
cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 


MOORE  V.  FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK. 

[38  Colo.  336.  88  Pac.  385.] 

SILLS  AND  NOTES — Indorsement  and  Reindorsement — Lia- 
bility— Estoppel. — If  a  bank,  after  iiulorsing  a  note  to  its  president 
for  collection,  and  receiving  from  him  a  reindorsement  to  its  own 
order,  transfers  the  note  for  value  to  a  third  person  without  striking 
out  its  indorsement,  and  the  failure  to  strike  out  the  indorsement  is 
not  caused  by  mistake,  accident,  or  oversight,  the  bank  is  estopped 
to  deny  its  liability  to  such  third  person  as  an  indorser  in  lilank, 
regardless  as  to  whether  the  reissue  was  before  or  after  maturity. 
(p.   125.) 

BILLS  AND  NOTES— Contract  to  Pay  Debts.— If  a  person,  in 
conFiderntion  of  an  assignment  to  him  of  all  of  a  bank's  assets  agrees 
to  pay  all  of  its  liabilities,  he  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  a  note  on 
which  the  bank  is  liable  as  an  indorser.     (p.  125.) 

CONTRACT  TO  PAY  DEBTS— Extent  of  Liability.— If  one 
assumes  the  debts  of  a  bank  in  consideration  of  a  transfer  to  him  of 
its  assets,  his  obligation  is  not  limited  to  the  amount  of  its  estimated 
liabilities,     (p.  126.) 

T.  Y.  Bradshaw  and  T.  W.  Emerson,  for  the  appellant. 

Story  &  Story,  for  the  appellees. 

^^"^  CA1\IPBELL,  J.  Action  by  an  indorsee  against  an  in- 
dorser of  a  promissory  note. 

The  Mihvaukee  Mining  Company  executed  its  promissor}^ 
note  for  five  thousand  dollars,  payable  to  the  order  of  J.  A. 
Hiijsey,  which  Avas  aftei*\vard  indoi^sed  and  delivered  by  the 
payee  to  The  First  National  Bank  of  Ouray.  Thereafter  tlie 
bank  indoi^ed  and  delivered  it  to  L.  L.  Bailey,  its  president, 
presumabl}^  for  the  purpose  of  collection.  Bailey  brought  suit 
on  the  note  against  the  malccr,  and  caused  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment to  be  issued  and  levied  upon  its  property. 

Tliere  was  no  defense  to  the  action,  but  before  judgment 
was  taken,  negotiations  were  begun  between  Bailey,  represent- 
inir  the  bank,  nnd  the  offir-ers  of  tlie  cily  of  Ouray,  for  a  trade 
or  exchange  of  the  note  by  the  bank  for  certain  of  its  certih- 


Sept.  1906.]        Moore  v.  First  Nat.  Bank.  121 

cates  of  deposit  which  the  city  held  aggregating  about  five 
thousand  dollars,  these  certificates  representing  funds  which 
the  city  had  on  deposit  with  the  bank.  The  exchange  was 
consummated,  the  city  giving  up  its  certificates  to  the  bank 
in  exchange  for  the  note  with  the  bank's  indorsement  remain- 
ing thereon;  the  complaint  alleging  ^^*  that  the  bank,  as  a 
part  of  the  consideration,  agreed  with  the  city  that  the  bank's 
indorsement  theretofore  placed  upon  the  note  should  consti- 
tute, and  be  in  lieu  of,  a  new  and  present  indorsement,  and 
that  the  bank  \yould  be  liable  to  the  city  as  an  indorser  with- 
out other  or  further  indorsement  being  made  by  it;  and  the 
city,  relying  and  acting  upon  the  strength  of  such  agreement 
of  indorsement,  parted  with  its  securities. 

Bailey  took  judgment  upon  the  note  against  the  maker  and 
assigned  this  judgment  to  the  city.  Execution  was  issued  and 
returned  unsatisfied  owing  to  the  fact  that  a  prior  attachment 
in  another  suit  in  another  court  was  issued  and  levied  upon 
the  property  of  the  maker,  and  all  of  its  property  was  there- 
after levied  upon  thereunder  and  sold  to  satisfy  the  prior  lien. 
The  judgment  secured  by  Bailey  was  worthless,  and  the  min- 
ing company,  the  maker,  insolvent. 

The  indorsements  upon  the  note  at  the  time  it  came  into 
possession  of  the  city  and  when  this  action  was  begun,  thus 
appear  in  the  order  as  made : 

"Pay  to  the  order  of  The  First  National  Bank  of  Ouray, 
Colorado ;  demand,  notice  and  protest  waived. 

"J.  A.  HINSEY. 
**Pay  to  the  order  of  L.  L.  Bailey. 

"FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  OURAY. 
"By  A.  G.  SIDDONS, 

"Cashier. 

"Pny  to  the  order  of  The  First  National  Bank  of  Onray 
without  recourse  on  me.  L.  L.  BAILEY." 

After  the  transfer  of  the  note  to  the  city,  the  bank  becnmo 
insolvent  and  ceased  to  be  a  going  concern,  whereupon  the  de- 
fendants McClure,  Hurlburt  and  Stevens  submitted  to  it  a 
[) reposition  in  writing,  which  was  accepted,  whereby  they 
ji.iirecd  to  assume  and  pay  all  its  liabilities  as  a  consideration 
for  the  transfer  to  them  of  all  its  assets. 

330  rpj^jg  action  was  brous^lit  by  ]\Ioore.  as  treasurer  of  the 
city  of  Ouray,  the  successor  of  Charles  F.  Jordan,  to  whom,  in 
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his  official  capacity,  the  note  in  controversy  and  judgment  had 
previously  been  assigned,  against  The  First  National  Bank  oi' 
Ouray  and  against  jNIcClure,  Ilurlburt  and  Stevens  upon  their 
assiiniption  of  its  liabilities.  To  an  amended  complaint  set- 
ting up  substantially  the  foregoing  facts,  the  defendants  sev- 
erally filed  demurrers  upon  two  grounds :  1.  That  the  amended 
complaint  was  a  departure  from  the  original;  and  2.  It  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against 
any  of  the  defendants.  As  Stevens,  one  of  the  defendants, 
was  the  judge  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  was  brought. 
Judge  Stimson,  judge  of  another  district,  was  called  in  to 
hear  the  denuirrer,  and  he  overruled  it  as  to  both  grouuds. 

The  defendants  then  filed  their  answer  to  the  amended  com- 
plaint, putting  in  issue  some  of  its  averments,  to  which  a 
replication  was  filed.  The  answer  and  replication  become  im- 
material upon  this  review,  as  do  the  rulings  on  the  demurrer, 
because,  after  the  issues  were  made  up  and  Judge  Shumate, 
judge  of  another  district,  had  been  called  in  to  try  the  cause 
upon  the  merits,  he  sustained  the  objections  of  defendants  to 
the  introduction  of  any  evidence  by  plaintiff  in  support  of 
the  amended  complaint  upon  the  ground  that  therein  no  cause 
of  action  was  stated  as  against  any  of  the  defendants  in  the 
action.  Afterward  the  plaintiff  made  specific  and  detailed 
offers  of  proof  in  its  support,  which  were  likewise  refused. 

The  question  upon  this  appeal  is  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
amended  complaint.  It  would  seem,  from  the  foregoing  state- 
ment of  its  averments,  confessed  by  the  demurrer,  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  recover.  The  maker  of  the  note  was  insol- 
vent, and,  after  maturity,  and  while  it  was  in  possession  of  the 
^'^^  First  National  Bank,  or  of  its  president,  legal  attempt  to 
enforce  payment  resulted  in  failure.  As  a  consideration  for  the 
note,  the  city  delivered  up  certificates  of  deposit  aggregatint: 
about  five  thousand  dollars.  If  it  fails  to  recover  in  this  ac- 
tion, that  amount  of  public  monc}'  is  lost.  A  consideration  of 
the  specific  objections  which  defendants  make  to  the  amended 
complaint  is  probably  the  best  way  to  dispose  of  the  appeal. 

There  are  two  branches  to  the  case :  1.  The  question  as  to 
the  liability  of  the  bank;  2.  As  to  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ants jNIcClure,  Stevens  and  Hurlburt.  All  the  transactions 
Occurred  wliile  the  statute  enacted  in  1S65,  entitled  "Bonds. 
Bills  and  Promissory  Notes,"  was  in  force:  Mills'  Ann.  Stats., 
sec.  244  el  seq.  The  defendants'  contentions  in  support  of  the 
ruling  of  the  court  reftising  the  offer  of  proof  and  entering 
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judgment  for  defendants  are  thus  stated  by  them :  1.  That  the 
legal  effect  of  the  indorsement  as  made  by  Bailey,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  retransferring  the  note  to  the  bank,  was  to  cancel  both 
the  bank's  and  Bailey's  indorsements  thereon;  and,  if  this  be 
not  true,  it  limited  the  payment  of  the  note  to  an  order  made 
by  the  bank;  2.  That,  under  our  statute,  the  note  could  be 
assigned  so  as  to  transfer  the  legal  title  from  the  bank  to  the 
city  only  by  a  written  indorsement  thereon,  and,  conceding 
that  deliver}^  of  the  note  would  constitute  an  equitable  assign- 
ment of  the  bank's  interest  therein,  it  gave  to  the  city,  or  the 
plaintiff's  predeeassor  in  office,  the  city  treasurer,  only  those 
rights  which  the  First  National  Bank  had,  viz.,  the  right  to 
collect  the  note  as  against  the  maker  and  Hinsey,  the  payee, 
who  was  the  first  indorser;  that,  under  the  common-law  rule, 
suit  upon  this  bank  could  be  brought  only  in  the  name  of  the 
First  National  Bank,  and  the  bank  could  not  sue  itself;  that, 
while  the  code  authorizes  the  real  ^^^  party  in  interest  (the 
equitable  owner  of  a  note)  to  sue  thereon  in  his  own  name, 
that  provision  creates  no  liability  against  the  holder  of  the 
legal  title,  as  the  mere  delivery  of  the  note  by  the  bank  to  the 
city  treasurer  created  no  liability  against  him,  as  holder  of 
the  legal  title. 

To  the  first  proposition  defendants  cite  Adrian  v.  McCaskill, 
103  N.  C.  182,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  788,  9  S.  E.  284,  3  L.  R.  A. 
759.  That  case  lays  down  no  such  doctrine  as  they  assert.  It  was 
there  ruled  that,  when  a  note  had  been  assigned  and  goes  out 
on  a  certain  line  which  subsequently  proves  to  be  a  collateral 
line,  and  thereafter  comes  back  to  the  party  who  thus  sent  it 
out  with  the  names  of  some  of  the  collateral  indorsers  remain- 
ing thereon  and  is  then  reissued  after  maturity,  neither  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  reissued,  nor  that  party's  assignees,  can 
proceed  against  any  of  the  indorsers  in  the  collateral  line,  be- 
cause such  indorsers  are  not  in  the  line  tlirough  which  such 
party  or  his  assignees  trace  title;  in  short,  that  a  prior  indorser 
cannot  recover  from  a  subsequent  one.  If  the  reasoning  of 
that  case  be  applied  to  this,  instead  of  supporting  the  conten- 
tions of  defendants,  it  is  authority  for  the  claim  of  the  plain- 
tiff that,  when  Bailey  indorsed  the  note  and  retransferred  it 
to  the  bank,  the  Bailey  transaction  was  wiped  out.  and  title 
was  left  in  the  banlc;  and  when  it  subsequently  delivered  tlie 
note  to  the  city  treasurer  with  its  indorsement  thereon,  even 
tliouali  this  indorsement  wiis  put  upon  the  note  at  the  time 
of  the  Iran-frr  by  tlie  l)ank  to  its  president  for  a  special  pur- 
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pose,  the  bank  is  liable  to  its  transferee  precisely  as  it  would 
be  if  the  indorsement  was  in  blank,  general  and  unrestricted, 
and  made  at  the  time  of  the  transfer. 

Defendants  say  that,  under  our  statute,  as  previoisly  con- 
strued by  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  from  which  state  it 
was  tiiken,  the  legal  title  to  a  ^"*^  promissory  note  can  only  be 
transferred  to  an  assignee  bj'  an  indorsement  on  the  note  it- 
self by  the  person  having  the  legal  title.  Delivery  passes  the 
equitable,  but  not  the  legal,  title.  The  defendants,  therefore, 
assuming  that  the  bank  transferred  the  note  to  the  city  treas- 
urer only  by  delivery,  argue  that  thereby  the  equitable,  and 
not  the  legal,  title  passed;  hence,  even  if  this  suit  had  been 
brought,  as  required  by  the  common  law,  in  the  name  of  the 
bank  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  no  judgment  could  have 
been  taken  by  the  bank  against  itself;  and  as,  by  delivery,  the 
city  acquired  only  an  equitable  tit^e,  being  only  such  as  the 
bank  itself  had,  the  bank,  by  mere  delivery,  did  not  assume 
the  liability  of  an  indorser,  and  no  action  upon  the  note  by 
the  city  against  it  would  lie. 

Whatever  may  be  said  of  this  contention,  if  the  assumed  fact 
of  transfer  by  delivery  only  was  true,  it  is  entirely  for^eigu  to 
this  case  if  the  assumption  of  fact  upon  whieh  it  is  based 
is  not  borne  out  by  the  record.  First,  it  is  observed  that  plain- 
tiff does  not  rely  on  a  transfer  by  delivery.  She  asserts  what, 
in  a  legal  sense,  is  an  indorsement  in  blank.  In  the  amended 
complaint  there  is  an  allegation  that,  at  the  time  the  city  sur- 
rendered to  the  bank  its  certificates  of  deposit  and  received 
therefor  this  note,  the  bank  agreed  with  the  city  treasurer  thiit 
its  former  indorsement  still  remaining  upon  the  note  should 
stand  in  lieu  of  a  present  indorsement.  But  it  is  apparent 
that  plaintiff  claims  nothing  by  virtue  of  the  contemporaneous 
agreement  which  defendi'.nts  say  was  oral,  though  the  com- 
})laiut  does  not  say  it  was  of  that  character,  and,  while  tliere 
is  not  an  averment  in  the  com[)laint,  in  those  words,  tliat  at 
the  time  this  transaction  took  place  the  bank  indorsed  the 
note,  yet  there  are  alh^gations  of  the  various  indoi-seiuents 
upon  the  '•'^'•^  note  which  are  stated  to  have  been  there  at  the 
time  the  note  was  delivered  by  the  bank  to  the  city. 

These  allegations  sliow  that  the  bank  indorsed  this  note  to 
Bailey,  its  i)residcnt.  for  a  special  purpose,  which  purpose  was 
ac(  oiiiplislied.  AltiTward  the  I)ank,  indoi-ser,  received  back 
tile  ita[)ir  ivum  ]h\\'iry.  mid  tlicreafter  reissued  it  for  value 
withi.ut  striking  out   its  iornu'r  indor.^cincnt.     This   iud^a-.^e- 
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mont  was  not  left  by  mistake,  accident  or  oversight.  Plain- 
tiff's contention,  which  we  think  is  correet,  is  that  under  the 
facts,  the  bank  is  estopped  to  deny  its  liability  thereon  as  in- 
dorser.  and  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  reissue  was  be- 
for  or  after  maturity.  Brook  v.  Vannest,  58  N.  J.  L.  162,  33 
Atl.  382,  supports  this  proposition,  and  St.  John  v.  Roberts, 
31  X.  Y.  441,  88  Am.  Dec.  287,  seems  to  us  conelnsive  upon  the 
sub.je(t.  The  indorser  is  held  liable  upon  the  doctrine  of  es- 
toppel. The  city  was  certainly  a  purchaser  for  a  large  con- 
sideration and  in  good  faith,  and  the  bank,  in  reissuing  and 
delivering  to  it  the  note  without  erasing  its  former  special 
indorsement,  in  legal  effect  then  indorsed  the  note  in  blank. 
That  such  indorsement  passes  the  legal  title,  fixes  the  in- 
dorser's  liability  and  authorizes  this  action  by  the  city  as  in- 
doi-soe  directly  against  the  bank  as  indorser,  is  too  plain  for 
argument. 

In  thus  disposing  of  the  case,  we  do  not  invoke  the  doctrine 
announced  in  Doom  v.  Sherwin,  20  Colo.  234,  38  Pac.  56,  that, 
though  indorsement  by  the  payee  of  a  note  is  necessary  to 
transfer  title,  indorsement  by  his  transferee  is  not  necessary, 
as  he  can  pass  title  by  delivery,  since  plaintiff  does  not  rely 
upon  this  rule,  and  counsel  have  not  cited  the  case  to  this 
effef't. 

Defendants'  objection  to  the  cause  of  action  alleged  against 
the  individual  defendants  IMcClure  and  others  are:  (1)  that 
no  liability  against  the  bank  has  been  stated,  consequently 
none  against  these  defendants;  ^'*'*  and  (2)  if  a  liability  as 
against  the  bank  is  pleaded,  the  complaint  fails  to  allege  that 
the  contract  whereby  McClure  and  others  assumed  all  the  lia- 
bilities of  the  bank  was  made,  or  intended  by  the  parties  to 
be.  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff.  These  objections  are  not 
well  taken.  We  have  held  that  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  bank. 

It  further  charges  that,  in  consideration  for  a  transfer  to 
them  by  the  bank  of  all  its  assets,  IMcClure  and  others  assumed 
and  agreed  to  pay  all  its  liabilities,  aggregating  about  the 
sum  of  forty-one  thousand  dollars.  Facts  are  alleged  in  the 
pleading  from  which  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  note  sued 
(>n  is  one  of  the  liabilities  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  individual 
defendants  agreed  to  pay  all  its  liabilities.  The  complaint 
clearly  brings  the  plaintiff  within  the  class  for  whose  use  and 
benefit  the  contract  was  directly  made :  State  v.  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  125  Mo.  596,  28  S.  W.  1074;  Rohmau  v.  Gaiser, 
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53  Neb.  474,  73  N.  W.  923;  Lehow  v.  Simonton,  3  Colo.  346; 
Green  v.  Richardson,  4  Colo.  584;  Green  v.  Morrison,  5  Colo. 
18. 

The  estimate  of  the  sum  of  the  liabilities  at  forty-one  thou- 
sand dollars  does  not  limit  to  that  sum  the  liabilities  which  the 
individual  defendants  assumed.  At  all  events,  if  the  pleading 
is  vulnerable  at  all,  it  is  on  the  ground  of  uncertainty,  and  no 
such  objection  Avas  taken  below.  As  against  a  general  demur- 
rer, the  amended  complaint  is  good. 

In  thus  disposing  of  the  case,  we  assume,  as  we  must,  the 
truthfulness  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint.  What  facts 
the  trial  may  disclose,  we  do  not  know. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Reversed. 

Chief  Justice  Gabbert  and  Mr.  Justice  Steele  concur. 


One  Who  Obtains  Possession  of  a  Bill  or  note,  after  indorsing  it, 
is  restored  to  his  original  position,  and  cannot,  nor  can  a  purchaser 
from  him  with  notice,  hold  intermediate  indorsers  liable  wlio  could 
look  to  him  again;  and  when  such  indorsements  are  in  blank,  parol 
evidence  is  adiitissible  to  show  the  relation  in  which  they  stand: 
Adrian  v.  McCaskill,  103  N.  C.  181,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  788.  See,  too, 
Garden  City  Nat.  Biuik  v.  Fitlcr,  155  Pa.  210,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  874; 
Berney  v.  Steiner,  108  Ala.  Ill,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  144. 


COLORADO    LTII\rBER,    LAND    AND    IMPROVEMENT 
COMPANY  v.  DUSTIN. 

[38  Colo.  398,  87  Pac.  1142.] 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS— Right  to  Invoke.— If  one  performs 
services  for  another  in  consideration  of  an  oral  contract  under  which 
he  is  to  be  paid  in  land,  he  cannot,  by  invoking  the  statute  of  frauds, 
rescind  such  contract  and  recover  in  money  for  such  services,  unless 
the  other  party  also  insists  upon  the  statute  and  refuses  to  perform 
the  contract  on  his  part.      (p.  127.) 

Action  in  assumpsit  to  recover  for  certain  services  performed. 
On  the  trial  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  an  oral  agreement 
with  the  plaintiff  whereby  the  latter  was  to  receive  land  in 
Xtayment  for  his  services,  and  that  the  former  was  ready  and 
willing  to  perfoi-m  his  part  of  the  contract.  This  offer  was 
rejected  by  the  court  and  a  money  judgment  rendered  in  favor 
of  plaintitf.     Defendant  appealed. 
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Sheafor  &  Dolman,  for  the  appellant. 

400  GODDARD,  J.  The  question  for  our  determination  is 
whether  the  court  erred  in  excluding. testimony  tending  to 
prove  the  oral  agreement  relied  on  by  defendant  to  defeat  a 
recovery  of  the  money  judgment  for  services  rendered  in  pur- 
suance of  such  agreement ;  in  other  words,  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  revoke  the  statute  of  frauds  to  avoid  the 
obligations  of  the  oral  agreement  under  which  the  labor  was 
performed,  and  recover  therefor  upon  an  implied  assumpsit, 
notwithstanding  the  defendant  is  willing  to  carry  out  the 
agreement  on  its  part. 

We  think  it  is  clear  that  this  may  not  be  done.  The  party 
to  be  charged  may  avail  himself,  if  he  so  elect,  of  the  protec- 
tion of  the  statute,  if  its  requirements  have  not  been  complied 
with,  as  a  defense  to  an  action  upon  an  executory  oral  con- 
tract, or  he  may  waive  the  protection  of  the  statute,  in  which 
event  the  contract  would  be  perfectly  good  against  him.  But 
a  third  party  cannot  escape  his  obligations  growing  out  of 
such  a  contract  by  denying  the  obligation  of  the  contract  on 
the  party  to  be  charged  thereby:  Browne  on  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  5th  ed.,  sec.  135. 

It  has  been  uniformly  held  that  where  a  party  has  rendered 
services,  or  paid  money,  in  consideration  of  an  oral  contract, 
for  purchase  of  land,  he  cannot  rescind  such  contract  and  re- 
cover for  such  services,  or  the  money  paid,  unless  the  other 
party  insists  upon  the  statute,  and  refuses  to  perform  it  on 
his  part.  Among  the  numerous  authorities  to  this  effect,  see 
the  following:  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  6  Vt.  69;  Philbrook  v.  Belknap, 
6  Vt.  383;  Abbott  v.  Draper,  ^oi  4  Denio,  51;  Crabtree  v. 
Welles,  19  111.  55 ;  Cob  v.  Hall,  29  Vt.  510,  70  Am.  Dec.  432 ; 
Day  V.  Wilson,  83  Ind.  463,  43  Am.  Rep.  76;  Coughlin  v. 
Knowles,  7  IMet.  57,  39  Am.  Dec.  759 ;  Gammon  v.  Butler,  48 
Me.  344. 

In  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  6  Vt.  69,  it  is  said:  "The  statute  applies 
only  to  executory  contracts,  not  to  those  in  whole  or  m  mate- 
rial part  executed.  Therefore,  when  one  party  has  partly 
performed  under  such  a  contract,  he  cannot  recover  for  what 
he  has  done,  unless  the  other  party  insist  upon  the  statute,  and 
refuse  to  perform.  This  is  too  obviously  just  to  require  com- 
ment, and  to  disregard  it  would  be  to  do  violence  to  every 
leading  principle.     The  contract  cannot  be  considered  void 
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so  lonfj  as  he,  for  the  protection  of  whose  rights  the  statute  is 
made,  is  willing  to  treat  and  consider  the  contract  good." 

Under  this  obviousl}'  just  rule,  the  defendant  should  have 
been  permitted  to  introduce  the  evidence  offered  and  to  show, 
if  it  could,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  a 
money  jud^nuent  for  the  services  rendered. 

The  error  of  the  court  in  excluding  the  evidence  offered  by 
the  defendant  necessitates  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

Keversed. 

Chief  Justice  Gabbert  and  Mr.  Justice  Bailey  concur. 


For  Authorities   in   support   of   the   principal  case,   see   the   note   to 
Durham  v.  Wick,  105  Am.  St.  Eep.  793. 


UNITED  STATES  FIDELITY  AND   GUARANTY   COM- 
PANY V.  DOWNEY. 

[38  Colo.  414,  88  Pac.  451.] 

INSURANCE — Fidelity  Bond — Breach  of  Warranty  to  Ex- 
amine Account. — If  an  ap])lication  for  an  officer's  fidelity  bond  con- 
tains a  statement  that  his  accounts  shall  be  examined  and  veriritd 
by  his  employer  quarterly,  and  that  such  statement  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  a  warranty,  and  the  bond  provides  that  the  guarantor  shall 
be  notified  imnu'dintely  upon  discovering  any  fraud  or  dishonesty  on 
the  part  of  such  ollicer,  the  verification  of  such  oflicer's  accounts  as 
required  by  his  bond  is  not  satisfied  by  accijitiug  as  true,  the 
amount  wlT'ch  he  has  in  bank,  as  sliown  by  his  deposit  book,  without 
any  investigation  to  ascertain  from  the  bank  whether  such  book 
rcjirfsmts  the  true  state  of  his  account,  and  in  case  of  the  officer's 
defalcation  the  guarantor  is  not  liable  on  the  bond.     (pp.  130,  131.) 

Story  &  Story  and  T.  Y.  Bradshaw,  for  the  appellant. 

T.  J.  Barnett,  J.  F.  Wood  and  J.  H.  Murphy,  for  the  ap- 
pellee. 

^^"  BAILEY,  J.  This  was  an  action  originally  begun  in 
the  county  court  of  Ouray  county,  and  from  there  appealed  to 
the  district  court,  and  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
was  ai)pcaled  from  the  district  court  to  this  court.  It  was 
brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  one  tliousaud  dollai-s  and  inter- 
est all("_red  to  be  due  under  the  terms  of  a  certain  indemnifying 
bond  executed  by  the  apj)ellaut  in  favor  of  the  Ouray  Miners' 
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Union  No.  15  of  the  Western  Federal  ion  of  ^.lineis.  anf]  priven 
to  secure  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duty  by  one  John  M. 
Ilogue.  the  secretary-treasurer  of  the  union. 

■  In  the  application  made  by  the  appellee    for    the    bond, 
among  other  representations,  the  following  appears: 

"Q.  How  often  will  his  books  and  accounts  be  examined 
and  verified  with  funds  and  property  on  hand  and  in  book? 
A.     Every  three  months. 

-**«  "Q.  By  whom  will  this  be  done?  A.  By  the  board 
of  trustees,  three  persons. 

"The  foregoing  answers,  statements  and  representations 
are  hereby  warranted  to  be  true  and  correct,  and  it  is  hereby 
agreed  on  behalf  of  this  body  or  association,  in  consideration 
of  the  execution  of  said  bond,  that  throughout  the  continu- 
ance thereof  the  checks  and  supervisions  above  described  shall 
be  faithfully  observed,  and  that  the  business  of  said  body  or 
association  shall  continue  to  be  managed  and  conducted  as 
above  set  forth.  The  above  answers,  statements  and  represen- 
tations are  to  be  considered  warranties,  and  they  shall  form 
the  basis  of  the  guaranty  hereby  applied  for." 

In  introducing  its  testimony,  the  plaintiff  produced  C.  C. 
Burge  as  a  witness  upon  its  behalf  He  testified  that  he  was 
a  trustee  of  the  Ouray  Sliners'  Union  during  all  of  the  pei'iod 
of  Ilogue 's  incumbency  in  office;  that  his  cotrustees  were  Eu- 
gene Eiley  and  James  Cox.  He  first  learned  that  Hogue  was 
short  in  liis  accounts  on  the  evening  of  February  16,  1901. 
Tlie  wilncvs  and  another  member  of  the  board  made  a  quar- 
terly examination  of  Ilogue 's  accounts  in  December,  1900. 
On  the  OL-casion  of  the  examination,  Ilogue  gave  the  trustee 
his  books  and  accounts  that  he  had  in  his  possession.  The 
trustees  went  over  them,  and  ascertained  the  amount  of  the 
money  he  had  received  and  disbursed,  and,  taking  a  balance, 
found  that  Ilogue  should  have  on  hand  and  in  bank  seven 
hundred  and  forty  dollars  and  some  odd  cents.  As  the  wit- 
ness remembered,  there  was  aliout  four  hundred  and  forty 
dollars  in  the  bank,  the  balance  Ilogue  had  in  cash.  Ilogue 
laid  the  money  on  the  table,  and  witness  counted  three  hun- 
dred and  three  dollars  and  some  cents,  which,  together  with 
the  amount  in  the  bank,  made  a  true  balance  at  that  time. 
***'  The  witness  stated  :  "I  made  an  examination  of  the  books. 
He  submitted  a  little  statenient-liook,  I  should  call  it  a  bank- 
book, shf.Vving  the  anio'int  he  had  iu  liie  bank,  and  1  checked 
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that  book  as  true — it  was  an  ordinary  deposit-l)ook."  The 
witness  did  nothing  to  verify  the  amount  that  was  in  the  bank, 
lie  did  not  know  whetlier  or  not  checks  lind  been  drawn 
against  the  account  that  were  not  shown  in  the  book.  He  did 
not  know  whether  the  three  hundred  and  three  dollnrs,  which 
IToguo  had  in  his  possession  was  obtained  by  giving  a  check 
upon  the  amount  shown  by  the  deposit-book  to  be  in  the  bank, 
and  he  made  no  effort  to  determine  the  exact  amount  that  was 
upon  deposit  in  the  bank  at  the  time  he  audited  the  account. 

Eugene  Riley,  another  of  the  trustees  who  assisted  in  the 
examination  of  the  accounts,  and  who  was  called  by  the  de- 
fendant as  its  witness,  said  that,  in  determining  the  amount 
of  money  he  (Ilogue)  had  on  hand,  they  took  the  bank-book, 
which  was  not  verified  by  witness  as  one  of  the  trustees  be- 
cause the  bank  was  closed.  He  did  not  count  the  money  that 
Hogue  produced,  but  thought  that  the  other  trustee  did.  This 
testimony  in  relation  to  the  manner  in  which  the  books  and  ac- 
counts were  examined  and  verified,  and  the  funds  and  prop- 
erty on  hand  and  in  the  bank,  was  not  disputed,  explained  or 
in  any  way  contradicted.  The  defendant  requested  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
This  request  was  denied.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  grant  a  new  trial.  This  request  was  denied.  In  refusing 
these  two  requests,  the  court  erred,  and  because  these  errors 
will  necessarily  require  the  reversal  of  the  case,  we  will  not 
consider  the  other  errors  assigned. 

4is  -^Yg  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  court  erred  in 
these  particulars,  for  the  following  reasons:  The  bond  pro- 
vides, among  other  things,  that  the  miners'  union  should  no- 
tify defendant  immediately  upon  discovering  any  fraud  or 
dislionesty  on  the  part  of  an  employe.  The  stateni'-nt  made 
in  the  application,  to  the  efTect  that  the  accounts  of  the  em- 
employe  should  be  examined  and  verified  quarterly,  was  made 
for  the  evident  purpose  of  enabling  the  guarantor  to  know 
what  means  were  to  be  adopted  by  the  employer  to  discover 
fraud  or  deraleaiidii  in  the  event  of  its  occurrence.  It  is  al- 
leged in  the  eomplaiut  that  the  shortacre  of  Ilogue  was  not 
discovered  until  February  IGth,  more  tlum  two  montlis  after 
the  quarterly  examination  of  December  10th.  For  au^rht  that 
appears  in  the  testimony,  much  of  this  shortage  may  have  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  attempted  examination  of  the  accounts. 
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This  examination  was  made  by  two  of  the  trustees.  Accord- 
ing to  their  own  testimony,  they  made  no  investigation  what- 
ever to  ascertain  the  amount  of  money  Hogue  actually  had  in 
tlie  bank,  and  in  checking  up  the  funds  on  hand,  merely  took 
the  balance  shown  by  Hogue 's  bank-book.  It  needs  no  argu- 
ment to  show  that,  without  such  an  investigation  at  the  bank, 
there  could  be  no  checking  up  of  the  funds  on  hand.  For 
anything  which  the  trustees  might  have  known,  the  cash  which 
they  claimed  Hogue  had  on  hand  might  have  been  drawn  from 
the  bank  subsequent  to  the  balancing  of  the  bank-book,  and, 
therefore,  there  was  not  a  compliance  with  the  safeguard 
which  the  union  had  agreed  to  give  to  the  defendant. 

To  verify  means  to  prove  to  be  true  or  correct,  to  establish 
the  tnith  of,  to  confirm.  Nothing  of  this  nature  was  done  or 
attempted  to  be  done  by  the  trustees,  so  that  there  was  an  ab- 
solute breach  of  the  contract  '*^^  made  by  the  union  which  was 
the  inducement  offered  defendant  for  making  the  bond.  The 
union,  having  failed  to  do  that  which  it  was  compelled  to  do 
under  its  agreement,  released  appellant  from  all  liability 
under  the  bond.  The  trial  court  should  have  directed  the  jury 
to  find  for  the  defendant.  Since  the  representations  of  the 
obligee  were  in  response  to  the  obligor's  specific  inquiries,  they 
were  material  to  the  risk,  and  when  the  obligee  failed  to  per- 
form that  part  of  the  contract,  it  became,  either  knowingly  or 
otherwise,  a  party  to  the  fraud  which  the  bond  was  given  to 
indemnify  them  against,  and,  being  a  party  to  the  fraud,  it 
cannot  call  upon  the  obligor  for  remuneration.  In  the  bond, 
it  is  expressly  a.sserted  by  the  obligor  that  the  answers  to  these 
qnestions  were  deemed  material.  As  we  have  seen,  they  were 
material  to  the  risk  as  a  matter  of  fact,  and,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  the  obligor  relied  upon  them  and  had  the  right  to  rely 
upon  them,  and  presumably  the  company  would  not  have 
is^sued  tlie  policy  had  the  obligee  not  made  answers  as  it  did. 
In  any  event,  whether  the  bond  would  have  been  entered  into 
under  otlier  or  diiTerent  circumstances  or  not,  is  immaterial. 
The  plaintiff  accepted  this  bond  under  these  conditions  and 
under  the  agreement  to  do  that  which  it  failed  to  do,  and,  as 
a  consequence,  could  not  recover.  The  forou'oing  reasoning 
is  based  upon  the  following  authorities:  Aincrifan  Bonding  & 
T.  Co.  V.  Burke,  36  Colo.  49,  85  Pac.  692;  Carpenter  v.  Ameri- 
can Ins.  Co.,  1  Story,  57,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2428;  Carrollton  Furni- 
ture Co.  V.  American  Cr.  Co.,  124  Fed.  25,  59  C.  C.  A.  545; 
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Hoover  v.  Royal  Neighbors,  65  Kan.  616,  70  Pae.  595,  and 
other  cases  and  authorities  cited  in  the  foregoing.     The  judg- 
ment of  the  district  court  will  be  reversed. 
Ixevei-sed. 

Chief  Justice  Gabbert  and  Mr.  Justice  Goddard  concur. 


For  Authorities  on  the  question  dooidod  in  tlie  principal  case,  see 
tlic  uute  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fidelity  etc.  Co.,  100  Am.  St.  Rci). 
7S2,  on  fidtlity  insurance.  The  bond  oi  a  surety  company,  like  asiy 
otlicr  insurance  iiolicy,  must,  when  doubtful  or  anibif,nious,  be  givtn 
thf  strongest  interpretation  ajj^ainst  the  insurer  tiuit  it  reasoinldy 
will  liear:  Amuricau  iionding  Co.  V.  Morrow,  80  Ark.  i9,  117  Aui. 
St.  Kcp.  72. 


MORTGAGE    TRUST   CO^MPANY   v.    REDD. 

[38  Colo.  458,   88   Pac.   473.] 

JUDGMENTS — Collateral  Attack. — A  judgment  may  be  col- 
laterally attacked  for  error  in  assuming  jurisdiction,  but  it  cannot  be 
thus  attacked  for  an  error  committed  in  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction 
legally  obtained,      (p.   13G.) 

JUDGMENTS — Collateral  Attack — Guardian's  Sales — Failure 
to  Give  Notice. — Tlie  gi\ing  by  a  guardian  of  tiie  required  statutory 
notice  by  publication  of  his  petition  to  sell  his  ward's  estate  is  nut 
essential  to  tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  its  omission  is  not  fatal 
to  the  jutlgment,  nor  does  it  render  it  open  to  coHateral  attack,  (pp. 
13G,   137.) 

JUDGMENTS — Collateral  Attack — Guardian's  Sales. — Tn  a 
proceeding  by  a  guardian  to  obtain  jiermission  to  sell  his  ward's  real 
estate,  the  constitution  and  statute  cXjirLSsly  gives  the  tlistrict  court 
jurisdiction  of  tlie  subject  matter,  and  by  filing  the  [lelitiou  for  leave 
to  sell,  tlte  court  acquires  jurisdi'-tion  of  the  jiorson  of  the  ward, 
and  is  then  called  up(jn  to  determine  wlietlier  the  facts  entitle  th;^ 
jKtitioner  to  tlie  relit  f  asked,  and  also  whether  the  petitioner  has 
given  the  notice  reejuired  by  statute,  and,  if  error  is  conuni', ;([  in 
j'assing  u|ion  either  of  these  questions,  it  is  not  in  accp.iiriiig,  l)ut  in 
the  e;.t  i,  i-e  of.  jurisdietiuu,  and  the  judgment  rendered  therein  is 
nut  subject   to  collateral   attack,      (pp.    139,    140.) 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD— Sales— Publication  of  Notice  — 
Sufficiency. — If  tlie  statute  provides  that  notice  of  a  gunnlian's  ap- 
jiliiatioii  to  sell  his  ward's  real  est;ite  sludl  be  publisned  for  tl.ne 
siicc(_?^sive  v.etks,  such  requinnicnt  is  satisfied  by  the  pulilicatini!  in 
Tliiee  c(Ui-ei-utive  Weekly  issues  of  a  uewsjiaiier  before  the  due 
iioticid  lor  the  filing  of  the  petition,  or  making  the  apjilication  for 
the   order  of   sale.      (]).   14G.) 

JUDGMENTS — Presumption  as  to  Jurisdiction. — If  a  judgui  nt 
of  a  Ciiiii't  of  general  jurisdiction  is  renderiul  in  a  special  staij^n-v 
j>roc(('diiig,  the  same  ])resumj)tions  of  jurisdiction  atiacli  tio-i'i  i  ;,s 
\o  a  jud_;iiieiir  of  the  same  court  when  proceeding  accurding  to  the 
cuuise   ul    the   coiumou   law.      (p.    147.) 
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GUARDIAN     AND     WARD— Sales     of     Real     Estate.— If     a 

guardian,  under  order  of  court,  soils  real  estate  belonging  to  his 
wards,  and  one  of  them,  after  becoming  of  age,  transfers  lier  interest 
therein  to  a  subsequent  purcliaser,  a  nonsuit  cannot  be  granted  in  an 
action  to  foreclose  a  trust  deed  thereon,  on  tiie  ground  of  invalidity 
of  the  guardian's  sale.     (p.  147.) 

R.  11.  Gilmore,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

C.  E.  Ilerrington  and  F.  Herrington,  for  the  defendant 
in  error. 

^^^  GUXTER,  J.  This  was  an  action  to  foreclose  a  trust 
deed.  At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  plaintiff- — plaintiff  in 
error — upon  motion  of  defendant,  Etta  L.  Redd,  the  court 
entered  a  judgment  of  nonsuit.  It  will  be  seen,  as  our  opinion 
proceeds,  that  the  vital  question  upon  this  review  of  that  rul- 
ing is  the  validity  of  a  judgment  of  the  district  court  of  said 
Arapahoe  county,  rendered  IMay  27,  1889,  permitting  a  guard- 
ian to  sell  the  real  estate  of  his  wards,  which  realty  later  and 
at  the  date  of  the  institution  of  this  action  was  covered  by 
the  above  trust  deed.  The  procedure  in  securing  the  last- 
mentioned  judgment,  that  is,  the  order  permitting  the  sale, 
was  under  section  2083  of  1  Mills'  Annotated  Statutes,  read- 
ing, so  far  as  pertinent  to  this  ruling,  as  follows: 

"To  obtain  such  order,  the  guardian  shall  present  to  the 
district  court  ....  a  petition  setting  *^^  forth  the  condi- 
tion of  the  estate,  and  the  facts  and  circumstances  on  which 
the  petition  is  founded.  Notice  of  such  intended  applica- 
tion shall  first  be  given  by  publication  in  some  public  news- 
paper, published  in  the  county  where  such  proceeding  is  to 
be  had,  for  three  successive  weeks ;  or,  if  no  such  newspaper 
is  published,  then  by  posting  written  notices,  in  three  of  the 
most  public  places  in  said  county,  at  least  three  weeks  before 
the  time  of  the  hearing  by  the  court." 

The  facts  material  to  this  review  are:  Etta  L.  and  Lillie 
B.  Redd,  minors,  owned  certain  real  estate.  Their  guardian 
filed  in  the  district  court  of  said  county  his  petition  for  leave 
to  sell  said  realty,  and,  on  ]\Iay  27,  1889,  the.  court  made  an 
order  of  sale  containing,  inter  alia,  this  recital : 

"Now,  on  this  day,  came  the  said  petitioner,  Alexander 
W.  Redd,  guardian  of  the  persons  and  property  of  the  above- 
named  Lillie  B.  Redd  and  Etta  L.  Redd,  infant  wards,  and 
presented  to  the  court  here  his  verified  petition  as  guardian 
aforesaid,  praying  leave  and  authority  to  sell  at  private  sale 
and  dispose  of  certain  real  estate  of  which  said  wards  are 
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jointly  possessed  in  fee,  ....  and  it  appearing  to  the  court 
that  said  wards  aforesaid  had  been  duly  and  personally  no- 
tified in  the  premises,  and  that  three  weeks'  publication  of 
notice  had  boon  made  and  had  according]:  to  law." 

July  16,  1889,  the  guardian  filed  a  second  petition  in  tho 
same  case,  asking  therein  permission  to  encumlier  said  prop- 
ert}^  to  secure  funds  for  the  use  of  said  wards.  Leave  was 
i:raiited  to  encumber  until  a  sale  at  a  reasonable  price  could 
be  made,  and,  acting  thereunder,  on  July  16,  1880,  the  guard- 
ian, as  such,  borrowed  of  plaintiff  two  thousand  dollars,  giving 
his  promissory  note  as  guardian  therefor,  of  date  July  2:1 
1889,  payable  August  1,  1892,  and  to  secure  the  same,  gave 
the  trust  deed  involved.  May,  1890,  pursuant  to  the  '^^'^  or- 
der of  sale  of  May  27,  1889,  the  gviardian,  for  the  considera- 
tion of  six  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  sold  and  conveyed 
the  real  estate  to  one  Braun,  subject  to  the  trust  deed.  June 
26,  1890,  Braun  sold  and  conveyed  to  defendant,  Kline,  said 
realty  by  warranty  deed,  sulj.ject  to  said  trust  deed.  Octo- 
ber 17,  1891,  Lillie  B.  Redd,  then  of  full  age,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  conveyed  all  of  her  interest  in  said  property 
to  Braun.  August  1,  1892,  the  note  for  two  thousand  dol- 
lars, secured  by  the  trust  deed,  fell  due,  and  Kline,  who 
claimed  ownership  of  said  real  estate  through  the  warranty 
deed  from  Braun,  and  through  the  operation  of  the  above 
deed  of  1891  of  Lillie  B.  Redd,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
an  extension  of  the  note,  entered  into  a  written  agreement 
with  plaintiff  whereby  he  promised  to  pay  the  note  at  its 
maturity  as  fixed  by  the  extension,  and  further  agreed  that. 
in  case  of  default  in  payment  of  the  note,  said  premises 
might  be  sold  "according  to  the  provisions  of  said  deed  of 
trust."  September  15,  1892,  the  guardian's  sale  made  to 
Braun  wa-s  reported  to  and  approved  by  the  court.  June  5. 
1893.  Kline  conve^'ed  the  premises  to  one  Findlay,  who,  July 
21,  1894,  reconveyed  to  Kline.  Such  is  the  history  of  tlir 
title  to  the  date  (April,  1896)  of  the  institution  of  this  suit 
to  forerlose.  The  proceeding  is  against  the  land,  there  lur- 
ing no  effort  to  hold  Etta  L.  Redd  personally.  Alexander  AV. 
Redd,  Lillie  B.  Redd,  Etta  L.  Redd,  Findlay,  Kline,  the 
heirs  of  Braun,  and  others  unnecessary  to  mention,  were  made 
parties  defendant.  All  of  defendants  defaulted  except  Etta 
L.  Redd,  who  appeared  by  answer  and  cross-complaint  and 
by  counsel  at  the  trial.  At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for 
plaintiff,  defendant,  Etta  L.  Redd,  moved  a  nonsuit,  which. 
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as  stated,  was  granted.  To  review  the  judgment  entered  in 
pursuance  of  this  motion,  the  case  is  here. 

'*^  As  Kline,  by  his  above-mentioned  agreement  of  August 
1,  1892,  in  consideration  of  an  extension  in  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, assumed  the  note  and  agreed  that  the  trust  deed  should 
be  a  lien  on  the  realty  in  question,  he  cannot  question  the 
validity  of  the  note  or  trust  deed,  nor  is  he  doing  so.  Fur- 
ther, if  Kline  is  the  owner  of  said  realty,  then  Etta  L.  Redd 
has  no  interest  in  this  proceeding  to  foreclose,  which  is  di- 
rected solely  against  the  realty,  and  no  right  to  object  to  it. 
There  is  no  question  about  Kline's  ownership  of  the  realty, 
if  the  judgment  permitting  the  sale  by  the  guardian  of  ]\Iay 
27,  1889,  is  valid. 

In  this  proceeding  to  foreclose  the  trust  deed,  defendant, 
Etta  L.  Redd,  by  her  answer,  assails  the  validity  of  that 
judgment,  on  the  ground  of  an  alleged  jurisdictional  infirmity. 

Although  this  ground  of  assault — lack  of  jurisdiction — is 
urged  in  this  proceeding  to  foreclose,  which  proceeding  is 
collateral  to  that  in  which  the  judgment  so  assaulted  was 
rendered,  yet  it  is  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  so  attack 
the  judgment,  and,  if  jurisdictional  infirmity  be  shown,  it 
will  be  fatal  here  to  that  judgment.  In  "Wilson  v.  Haw- 
thorne, 14  Colo.  530,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  209,  24  Pac.  548,  the 
court  said:  "Though  the  authorities  are  somewhat  conflict- 
ing upon  questions  of  this  kind,  we  think  that  the  better  doc- 
trine is,  that  a  judgment  rendered  without  obtaining  juris- 
diction of  the  person  may  be  impeached  and  set  aside  by  a 
proceeding  in  equity  for  that  purpose;  that  in  such  pro- 
ceeding the  recitals  of  the  record  will  not  be  taken  to  im- 
port absolute  verity;  and  also  that  an  action  broucrht  upon 
a  judgment  pronounced  without  obtaining  jurisdiction  oi 
the  person  of  the  defendant  may  be  defeated  by  a  proper  an- 
swer, under  a  system  of  procedure  allowing  equitable  de- 
fenses to  be  interposed  in  all  civil  actions.  To  warrant  such 
relief,  the  contradiction  of  the  record  ^^^  must  be  clearly 
established;  but  we  need  not  discuss  the  kind  or  quantum 
of  evidence  required,  since,  in  this  case,  no  issue  was  taken 
on  the  cross-complaint":  Colo.  Civ.  Code,  sees.  59,  60;  Bliss 
on  Code  Pleading,  sec.  347 ;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  see.  495 ; 
Marr  v.  Wetzel,  3  Colo.  2 ;  Great  West  ^Min.  Co.  v.  Woodmas 
of  Alston  I\Iin.  Co.,  12  Colo.  46,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  204,  20  Pac. 
771;  Thompson  v.  Whitman.  18  Wall.  457.  21  L.  ed.  897; 
Ridgeway  v.  Bank  of  Tennessee,  11  Humph.  523. 
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In  TTiillack  v.  Loft,  19  Colo.  74,  34  Pan.  5G8,  it  is  said:  "The 
ri<4ht  to  attack  a  jiuli?ment  for  jurisdictional  infirmity,  or  for 
fraud,  is  not  confinod  to  the  conii)laint;  it  extends  as  well  to 
the  answer  and  I'eplieation" :  See.  also,  Smith  v.  Morrill.  12 
Colo.  App.  2:33,  55  Pae.  824;  Symes  v.  People.  17  Colo.  App. 
4(;(;,  09  I'ae.  312;  Symes  v.  Charpiot,  17  Colo.  App.  4G3 , 
(;9  Pae.  311;  Tabor  v.  Bank  of  Leadville,  35  Colo.  1,  83  Pae. 

lono. 

While  the  rit,dit  to  attack  a  judprment  in  a  collateral  pro- 
cerdini:  for  a  jurisdictional  infirmity — that  is,  error  in  assum- 
iiii::  jurisdiction — is  well  settled  in  this  jurisdiction,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  a  jud'juient  can- 
not be  (luestioncd  collaterally  for  an  error  committed  in  the 
cxci'cise  of  jurisdiction. 

The  opinion  in  .Medina  v.  ]\re(lina,  22  Colo.  14fi.  43  Pae. 
10')1,  su])ports  the  syllabus,  which  reads  thus:  "Dcci-crs  and 
or>.!ers  of  court  ente:-ed  in  the  exer-ise  of  jurisiliction,  even 
Ihou^di  erroneous,  are  not  open  to  collateral  attack." 

In  Brown  v.  Tuclcer,  7  Colo.  30,  1  Pae.  221.  the  court  said: 
"The  decided  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  effect  that,  whether 
jurisdiction  has  been  obtained  by  the  service  of  process,  actual 
or  constructive,  all  subscpuMit  proceediiig's  are  exereise  of 
jurisdiction,  and,  however  errriieons.  they  are  not  void,  but 
voidalile  only,  and  not  subject  to  collateral  attack"':  "'•"'  See 
also,  Powell  v.  National  Bank  of  Commerce,  19  Colo.  App.  57, 
74  Pae.  536. 

The  difficulty  lies  not  in  the  existeiu^e  or  reco^-niti-in  of 
the  ireneral  principle  so  announced,  but  in  applying  it  to  the 
facts  here  presented. 

The  statute  (section  2083,  supra)  provides:  "Notice  of 
such  intended  applieation  shall  fii'st  be  given  by  publication 
in  some  public  ne\vsi)aper.  published  in  the  county  where 
sii'-h   pi-oceeding  is  to  be  had,  for  three  successive  weeks." 

'i'lie  defen(hint  says  that  the  petition  for  leave  to  sell  was 
filed,  and  the  judgment  authorizing  the  guardian  to  sell  was 
i-eiulei'ed.  witlidut  giving  the  notice  so  provided;  that  gi\ing 
Mich  notice  is  a  jui-isdictional  requirement,  and  its  omission 
fatal  to  the  judgment  authorizing  the  sale.  If  gi\-ing  sueh 
noiice  was  not  essential  to  jurisdiction. '  its  o]ui.s.si()n,  bein'4 
.^imply  an  error  in  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  is  iinmaterial 
in  this  collateral  proceeding,  and  the  proof  of  a  failure  to 
give  the  notice  would  not,  in  this  proceeding,  affect  the  valid- 
ity of  the  judgment  authorizing  the  sale.     If  the  omission  of 
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the  notice,  in  the  procedure  leading  up  to  the  order  of  sale, 
was  but  an  error  in  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  it  can  he 
reviewed  only  in  a  direct  proceedino:  such  as  a  writ  of  error 
to,  or  an  appeal  from,  that  judgment.  It  has  been,  and  is, 
the  consistent  policy  of  the  appellate  courts  of  this  jurisdic- 
tion, and  is,  we  think,  a  most  wholesome  one,  to  upliold 
against  collateral  attack  judgments  of  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction when  the  parties  have  once  had  their  day  in  court. 
In  fact,  the  rule  permitting,  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  at- 
tacks on  judgments  on  jurisdictional  grounds  and  permit- 
ting the  absence  of  jurisdiction  to  be  shown  even  in  contra- 
diction to  jurisdictional  recitals  in  the  record,  is  founded 
largely  on  the  reason  that  a  party  should  not  be,  and  can- 
not be,  deprived  of  his  constitutional  right,  his  day  ■*^"*  in 
court,  by  a  false  juri.sdictional  recital  in  the  record,  as  that 
he  had  been  personally  served  with  summons,  when,  in  truth, 
there  had  been  no  such  service:  1  Freeman  on  Judgments,  4th 
ed.,  sec.  133. 

As  this  opinion  proceeds,  it  will  appear  that  the  complain- 
ing defendant,  Etta  L.  Kedcl,  had  her  day  in  court,  and  that 
the  giving  of  the  statutor}^  notice  in  (lucstion  was  not  essen- 
tial to  the  court  acquiring  personal  jurisdiction  as  to  her. 

The  general  policy  of  the  courts  of  this  commonwealth  to 
surround  judgments  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  even 
when  not  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law,  with  every  presumption  of  jurisdiction  and  thereby  to 
uphold  such  judgments,  is  seen  in  their  holdings  in  cases  of 
collateral  attacks  upon  judgments  in  attachment  suits  and 
decrees   rendered   under  the   irrigation   statutes. 

Van  Wagenen  v.  Carpenter,  27  Colo.  444,  61  Pac.  698,  Avas 
an  action  to  recover  a  money  judgiiuMit  in  Avhieh  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  defeudnnt — a  nonresident — was  obtained  by  at- 
ta(  hing  real  estate  standing  in  the  name  of  a  third  party.  It 
did  not  affirmatively  api)ear  from  the  record  tliat  tlie  atlacli- 
ment  w;vs  served  as  reciuired  by  our  code.  AVliile  it  \\as  ad- 
mitted that  jurisdit-tion  depended  upon  service  of  the  writ 
of  attachment,  as  reiiuired  by  the  code,  yet  it  was  contended 
that  it  was  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  judgment  that 
the  record  should  affirmatively  sliow  this  fact.  It  was  con- 
tended that,  allhou^h  the  proceeding  by  attachment  was  a 
special  statutory  proceeding,  yet,  as  the  judgment  in  such 
proceeding  was  that  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  the 
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same  prosuniptious  were  in  favor  of  jurisdiction  in  such  ac- 
tion as  in  other  cases. 

The  court,  in  that  case,  inter  alia,  said:  "There  exists  an 
irroconcilable  conflict  in  the  authorities  upon  this  question. 
This  conflict  arises  from  the  view  the  difTercnt  courts  enter- 
tain as  to  the  nature  ^^''  of  the  jurisdiction  that  the  courts 
exercise  in  enforcinj?  remedies  provided  by  the  attachment 
acts;  some  holding  that  the  power  to  take  cognizance  of  at- 
taclimcnt  proeor^dings  is  a  special  jurisdiction  conferred  by 
the  statute,  which  was  not  within  the  general  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts;  and  that  everything  necessary  to  show  that  such 
jurisdiction  has  been  rightfully  exercised  must  appear  upon 
the  face  of  the  record ;  while,  by  others,  it  is  held  that  at- 
tachment proceedings  are  within  the  general  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred by  the  constitution,  and  tliat  the  statute  has  only  pre- 
scribed a  new  mode  or  pro;^ess  for  bringing  the  persons  or 
property  within  their  control;  and  that  the  same  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  jurisdiction  of  such  actions  will  be  indulged 
as  in  other  cases." 

The  court  then  cites  a  number  of  cases  in  support  of  the 
latter  view,  and  proceeds:  "We  think  the  rule  announced  in 
these  cases  is  supp(;rted  by  the  better  refi.son ;  and  that,  when 
action  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  is  involved  in  attach- 
ment proceedings,  although  its  power  to  so  act  is  conferred 
by  a  special  statute,  it,  nevertheless,  in  exercising  such  spe- 
cial powers,  acts  judicially  and  is  none  the  less  a  court  of 
general  jurisdiction  because  it  proreeds  according  to  rules 
and  practice  prescribed  by  the  statute.  The  same  considera- 
tions of  public  policy  and  reasons  exist  why  the  record,  if 
silent,  should  be  aided  by  the  same  presumptions  which  ob- 
tain in  cases  of  pei'sonal  service." 

The  same  declaration  of  the  law  is  made  by  this  court  in 
the  recent  cases  of  Burns  v.  Craig,  34  Colo.  383,  82  Pac.  914. 
and  Fai-mers'  Union  Ditch  Co.  v.  Rio  Grande  Canal  Co.,  37 
Colo.  512.  S6  Pac.  1042. 

I\Ir.  Freeman  is  in  full  accord  with  the  law  as  so  announced 
by  our  court^s.  At  section  123,  volume  1,  fourth  edition,  of 
Freeman  on  Judgments,  he  says:  '^^^  "The  doctrine  that  the 
judgments  of  courts  of  record  are  of  less  force,  or  are  to  ])e 
sulijccted  to  any  closer  scrutiny,  or  tliat  they  are  attended 
with  any  less  lilieral  presumptions,  wlien  created  by  virtue 
of  a  s])ocial  or  statutory  authority,  than  when  rendered  in 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  jurisdiction,  has  been  repudiated  in 
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some  of  the  states;  and  the  rea-sons  sustaining  this  repudia- 
tion have  been  stated  with  such  clearness  and  force  as  to 
produce  the  conviction  that  the  doctrine  repudiated  has  no 
foundation  in  principle,  however  strongly  it  may  be  sustained 
by  precedent.  ....  And,  finally,  it  is  suggested  that,  as 
no  reason  has  been  given  for  regarding  the  same  tribunal 
with  different  degrees  of  consideration,  according  to  circum- 
stances which  seem  not  to  affect  its  claims  to  our  confidence, 
therefore,  all  its  adjudications,  though  arising  out  of  the 
exercise  of  lawful  jurisdiction  conferred  at  different  times 
or  from  different  but  equally  competent  sources,  should  be 
subjected  to  similar  rules  and  indulged  with  equal  presump- 
tions." 

The  policy  of  the  law  to  uphold  judgments  in  cases  of  col- 
latornl  attack  is  seen  in  the  following  citations: 

"In  doubtful  cases,  as  the  safer  course,  the  courts  are  in- 
clined to  treat  defects  as  errors  or  irregularities  rather  than 
jurisdictional  defects":  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d 
ed.,  p.  1066. 

"Notwithstanding  general  definitions,  the  courts  have  found 
it  difficult  to  determine,  in  many  cases,  whether  errors  and 
omissions  in  the  course  of  legal  proceedings  rendered  the 
proceedings  void,  or  were  mere  irregularities.  In  doubtful 
cases,  however,  as  the  safer  course,  the  courts  incline  to  treat 
the  defects  as  irregularities  rather  than  as  nullities":  Salter 
V.  Ililgrcn,  40  Wis^  363. 

469  «<]s^Q  order  which  a  court  is  empowered,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances in  the  course  of  a  proceeding  over  which  it  has 
jurisdiction,  to  make,  can  be  treated  as  a  nullity  merely  be- 
cause it  was  made  improvidentlj^  or  in  a  manner  not  war- 
ranted by  law  or  the  previous  state  of  the  case.  The  only 
qu(?stion  in  such  a  case  is.  Had  the  court  or  tribunal  the 
power,  under  any  circumstances,  to  malce  the  order  or  per- 
form the  act?  If  this  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  then 
its  decision  upon  those  circumstances  becomes  final  and  con- 
clusive, until  reversed  by  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  pur- 
pose. In  the  case  before  us,  it  was  for  the  circuit  court  to 
determine,  in  the  first  instance,  when  and  how  the  authority 
with  which  it  was  invested  to  direct  a  sale,  should  be  exer- 
cised ;  and  if,  in  so  doing,  it  committed  an  error,  no  matter 
how  egregious,  whether  in  the  construction  of  the  statute  or 
otherwise,  still  the  order  was  valid  until  reversed  on  appeal. 
It  was  a  mere  error  or  irregularity,  v.hich  could  only  be  taken 
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advantage  of  by  appeal,  but  cannot  be  inquired  into  in  this 
proceeding":  Tallman  v.  jMcCarty,  11  Wis.  401;  Salter  v. 
Ililgren,  40  Wis.  363. 

"The  district  courts  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all 
causes,  botli  at  law  and  in  eiiuity.  and  such  ajipcllate  juris- 
diction ;!s  may  be  conferred  by  law":  Colo.  Const.,  art.  6, 
sec.  11. 

l>y  section  2083,  supra,  that  court  was  expressly  given 
jurisdiction  or  the  power  to  autliorize  guardians  to  sell  real 
estate  of  their  wards,  and  the  procedure  for  the  exercise  of 
such  power  was  thereby  provided.  By  tlie  constitution  and 
tlie  statutes,  it  was  given  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter, 
and.  by  tlie  filing  of  the  petition,  the  court  acrpiircd  juris- 
diction of  the  pcisons  of  the  minors.  By  the  tiling  of  the 
guardiim's  jx-tition  for  leave  to  sell,  the  court  acquired  juris- 
diction. It  was  then  called  upon  to  dctcrniine  wlicther  the 
facts  entitled  the  petitioner  to  the  '^'^  relief  asked.  It  was 
also  caMed  upon  to  determine  whether  the  petitioner  had 
given  the  notice  reijuircd  by  the  statute.  If  error  was  com- 
iiwltcd  by  the  court  in  passing  upon  either  of  these  (juestions, 
it  was  error,  not  in  actpiiring  jur.sdiction,  but  in  the  exercise 
of  jurisdiction.  If  the  error,  committed  in  determining 
whether  the  rt>fjuired  notice  had  been  given,  was  (^'Tor  in  the 
exercise  of  jurisdiction,  then,  ur.der  all  the  aulii  irities,  such 
error  could  be  availed  of  only  by  a  review  of  that  judgment 
in  a  direct  proceeding,  as  on  appeal  thercfroiu  or  error 
thereto.  The  statute  under  which  this  pro'-ecdiiig  was  con- 
ducted was  taken  from  the  s1.,tutcs  of  the  state  of  Illinois, 
iiud  had  received  a  constntclion  tiiere  before  its  adoption 
by  us. 

''l'n(h'r  a  f;n^iili;'r  rule,  by  adoiiting  this  statute,  we  ac- 
cepte.l  this  c(  ii^truction":  Ormr.n  v.  Bowles,  18  Colo.  463,  33 

pi'c.  ion. 

In  -Mnson  v.  AVait.  4  Scim.  127,  the  action  was  u[)on  a 
pr(ii)]is>(iry  n(»tc;  a  defense  tliereto  was  want  of  considera- 
liuii.  in  tliat  no  title  had  been  conve.x'cd  to  the  land,  con- 
stituting the  consideration  for  the  note.  The  contention  was 
that  a  sale,  by  a  guardian,  of  the  land,  under  a  statute  similar 
to  that  before  us.  was  void  be--ause  the  court,  in  the  action 
authoi-iziiig  ilio  sale,  was  witliout  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
of  the  minor.  The  court  overruled  this  contention,  saying: 
"It  was  not  necessary  that  the  ward  should  have  a  day  hi 
Court.     The  priHceding  was  not  adverse  to  her  interest,  nor 
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against  her.  It  is  her  own  application,  by  her  legally  con- 
stituted guardian.  She  is  in  the  court  by  her  guardian.  No 
summons  to  her  was  necessary ;  nor  could  she  have  any  other 
day  or  guardian  ad  litem  in  court,  unless  upon  suggestion, 
as  amicus  curiae,  it  would  appear  that  the  guardian  was  about 
to  abuse  the  trust,  or  was  seeking  power  to  injure  and  mis- 
apply the  estate.  I  think  it  altogether  '*''^  an  erroneous  view 
of  such  cases  to  regard  them  as  proceedings  against  the  heir, 
to  devest  her  of  her  interest  or  property.  It  is  an  applica- 
tion by  her,  or  on  her  behalf,  for  power  and  authority  to  do 
acts  for  her  benefit  and  interest." 

This  declaration  of  the  law  is  expressly  approved  in  Or- 
man  v.  Bowles,  18  Colo.  463,  33  Pac.  109.  Young  v.  Lorain, 
11  111.  624,  52  Am.  Dec.  463,  was  an  action  in  ejectment.  To 
sustain  the  general  issue,  the  defendants  relied  upon  title 
deraigned  through  a  sale  by  the  guardian  under  a  statute  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  the  one  herq  involved.  Defendants  in- 
troduced the  record  of  the  circuit  court  in  support  of  the 
validity  of  their  title  deraigned  through  the  sale  by  the  guard- 
ian. Plaintiff  objected  to  the  admission  of  the  notice  of  in- 
tention to  petition  the  circuit  court  for  the  order  of  sale, 
also  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  petition  and  the  notice  of  sale 
under  which  the  property  was  sold,  and  other  steps  in  the 
procedure.  The  court,  in  overruling  these  objections  and  in 
commenting  upon  their  insufficiency,  said : 

"They  all  (the  decisions)  agree  that  enough  must  appear, 
either  in  the  application  or  the  order,  or,  at  least,  some- 
where upon  the  face  of  the  proceeding,  to  call  upon  the  court 
to  pr(!ceed  to  act;  and  all  agree  that,  when  that  does  appear, 
then  the  court  has  ac(juired  jurisdiction,  or,  in  other  words, 
is  properly  set  to  work.  When  the  jurisdiction  is  tlins  es- 
tablished and  the  court  is  authorized  to  hear,  it  follows,  as 
a  necessary  consequence,  that  it  is  authorized  to  adjudge,  and 
that  judgmcuit  thus  being  entered  by  authority  of  law.  no 
matter  how  erroneous  it  may  be.  or  even  absurd — thougli  it 
be  made  in  palpable  violation  of  the  law  itself,  and  mani- 
festly against  the  evidence — is,  nevertheless,  binding  upon  all 
whom  the  law  says  shall  be  bound  by  it — that  is,  upon  all 
parties  and  privies  to  it — until  it  is  revcn'sed  in  a  '*~'^  regular 
])roceeding  for  that  purpose.  While  it  remains  a  judgment, 
it  cannot  be  inquired  into,  nor  its  regularity  questioned,  in 
any  collatei-al  proceeding.  In  another  action,  the  inquiry  is 
not  whether  the  court  acted  proper)}',  but,  had  it  a  right  to 
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act  at  all?  "Was  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  exercise  of 
an  usurped  power,  or  of  a  conferred  authority?  If  the 
former,  the  whole  proceeding  is  utterly  void,  everywhere.  If 
the  latter,  it  is  always  obligatory,  till  reversed.  The  rule 
then  is  a  very  simple  one,  and,  ordinarily,  of  easy  applica- 
tion. The  inquiry  is  not  whether  the  proof  was  sufficient, 
but,  was  such  a  case  presented  to  the  court  as  called  upon 
it,  under  the  statute,  to  act,  to  deliberate,  and  to  decide? 
Was  its  aid  properly  invoked?  If  so,  then  the  court  acted 
within  its  jurisdiction,  and  every  presumption  is  in  favor  of 
its  judgment.    Indeed,  nothing  can  be  alleged  against  it  now." 

In  speaking  of  the  notice  of  intention  to  apply  for  the 
order  permitting  the  sale,  the  court  said:  "Several  objec- 
tions were  taken  to  the  notices  of  the  sale  and  other  matters 
involved  in  the  adjudication  of  the  circuit  court,  either  in 
granting  the  original  sale,  or  in  the  final  order,  confirming 
the  report  of  the  guardian;. but  they  can  avail  nothing.  That 
court  having  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine,  it  can- 
not be  permitted  now  to  deny  that  it  proceeded  properly  and 
determined  correctly." 

In  Orman  v.  Bowles,  18  Colo.  463,  33  Pac.  109,  Young  v. 
Lorain.  11  111.  624,  52  Am.  Dec.  463,  is  cited  with  approval 
in  passing  upon  a  question  arising  oiit  of  the  statute  before 
us,  and  the  court  considered  it  a  sufficient  reason  for  such  ap- 
proval that  the  statute  had  been  borrowed  from  Illinois  and 
had  been  construed  upon  the  point  there  in  question  in  Young 
V.  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52  Am.  Dec.  463,  by  the  supreme  court 
of  that  state,  before  its  adoption  here.  The  same  reason  goes 
in  support  of  the  binding  force  of  ^'"^  Young  v.  Lorain,  upon 
the  question  before  us.  In  Re  Harvey,  16  111.  127,  which  was 
a  review  by  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  circuit  court  de- 
clining to  approve  a  report  of  sale  of  a  guardian,  who  had 
prot-eoded  under  and  by  authority  of  the  statute  under  con- 
sideration, the  court  quotes  with  approval  the  following,  from 
Young  V.  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52  Am.  Dec.  463: 

"They  all  [the  dei'isions]  agree  that  enough  must  appear, 
either  in  the  application  or  the  order,  or,  at  least,  somewhere 
upon  the  face  of  the  proceeding,  to  call  upon  the  court  to 
proceed  to  act;  and  all  agree  that  when  that  does  appear, 
then  the  court  acquired  jurisdiction,  or,  in  other  words,  is 
properly  set  to  work." 

Ivei-son  V.  I>o1)(M-ir.  26  111.  179.  79  Am.  Dec.  364,  was  an 
ait  ion  of  ejeetiiRMit.     Ihe  ckfLnihints  relied  upon  a  sale  by 
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an  administrator  of  the  real  estate  in  question  nnder  an 
order  of  the  county  court.  The  validity  of  the  judgment  of 
the  county  court  authorizing  the  sale  was  attaclced  upon  cer- 
tain alleged  infirmities  in  the  petition  for  the  order  of  sale, 
and  certain  defects  in  procedure  dehors  the  petition;  the 
court  said: 

"We  are  obliged  to  affirm  this  judgment  much  against  our 
inclination.  This  sale  was,  no  doubt,  a  great  outrage,  and 
we  should,  as  at  present  advised,  not  hesitate  to  reverse  the 
proceeding,  were  it  directly  before  us.  But  here  it  comes  up 
collaterally,  and  we  cannot  disregard  that  proceeding  unless 
it  was  void  for  the  want  of  jurisdiction.  We  cannot  hold 
that  such  was  the  case.  The  petition  stated  enough  to  re- 
quire the  court  to  act  in  the  premises — to  set  it  in  motion — 
and  that  was  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction,  and 
whatever  was  done  under  it  was  not  in  the  exercise  of  an 
usurped  power,  but  of  one  conferred  by  law,  and,  although 
the  court  may  have  exercised  that  power  erroneously,  its 
orders  and  ^''^  decisions  were  binding  till  reversed.  If  we 
are  to  look  into  any  errors  in  that  proceeding,  it  must  be 
brought  before  us  by  writ  of  error." 

Mulford  V.  Stalzenback,  46  111.  303,  was  a  bill  in  chancery 
to  set  aside  deeds  made  under  order  of  court  by  the  guard- 
ian of  lands  belonging  to  the  complainants,  minors,  upon  the 
ground,  among  others,  that  the  circuit  court  making  the  order 
of  sale  had  no  jurisdiction.  Young  v.  Lorain,  11  111.  624,  52 
Am.  Dec.  463,  was  approved,  and  the  court  said:  "The  rule 
is  that  enough  must  appear,  either  in  the  application  or  the 
order,  or,  at  least,  somewhere  upon  the  face  of  the  proceed- 
ings, to  call  upon  the  court  to  proceed  to  act,  and  when  that 
does  appear,  then  the  court  has  properly  acquired  jurisdic- 
tion." 

Harris  v.  Lester,  80  111.  307,  reaffirms  the  well-settled  prin- 
ciple of  law  that :  "  Where  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject matter  and  the  pereons  of  the  parties,  its  judgment  or 
decree,  when  questioned  collaterally,  will  be  held  valid." 

In  Gibson  v.  Roll,  27  111.  88,  81  Am.  Dec.  219,  Uason  v. 
Waite,  4  Scam.  127,  is  approved  in  its  holding  that  an  ap- 
plication to  sell  real  estate  by  the  guardian  of  a  minor  under 
the  section  of  statute  before  us,  "is  not  a  proceeding  adverse 
to  the  heir,  but  is  a  proceeding  by  his  guardian  for  his  bene- 
fit, and  it  should  be  treated  as  if  the  proceeding  were  by  the 
heir  himself." 
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In  r.oudy  V.  Hall,  36  111.  313,  87  Am.  Dct.  217,  the  gen- 
eral j>rineiple  is  reiterated  in  this  languaj^e:  "When  the  val'ul- 
ily  of  ael.s  done  under  a  judicial  proceeding  is  collaterally 
called  in  ([uestion.  we  have  to  look  only  to  the  jurisdiction, 
and,  if  that  is  found  to  have  existed,  then  it  matters  not 
how  erroneous  the  proceedings  of  the  court  may  have  been, 
the  I'iglits  of  tliird  per.sons,  acquired  while  such  proceedings 
■47r>  ^\,.,.p  unreversed,  and  by  virtue  of  them,  must  be  pro- 
tected." 

There  is  notliing  in  Orman  v.  Bowles,  18  Colo.  463,  33  Pac 
109,  contra  the  decisions  we  have  just  cited.  There  the 
guardian,  acting  under  the  statute  before  us,  had  obtaiuf^d 
an  order  of  sale  and  sold  certain  real  estate,  and  the  sale 
had  been  coniirnied  by  the  court.  On  writ  of  error  to  the 
judtinicnt  of  confii-ination,  it  was  sought  to  reverse  that  judg- 
ment. The  proceeding  was  a  direi  t  one.  It  was  contended 
tliat  there  was  fatal  error  in  the  petition  invoking  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court.  The  appellate  court  held  otherwi.se.  It 
was  contended  that  fatal  error  was  committed  in  not  appoint- 
ing a  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  infant  wards.  Upon  this 
point,   the  (ourt   said: 

"  L'pon  examination  of  the  authorities  cited  by  counsel  for 
app("llants.  we  find  them  to  be  cases  wlicrein  the  proceedings 
to  sell  tlie  infant's  estate  were  either  adverse  to  this  interest, 
or  were  had  under  statutes  making  the  appointment  of  a 
guardian  ad  litem  a  requisite  to  the  validity  of  the  sale.  Our 
statute  does  not  require  such  appointment." 

Tile  rcasim  assigned  by  the  court  was,  that  the  minois  were 
in  court  by  thrir  guardians,  and  that  the  proiceding  was  not 
adverse  to  their  interests  nor  against  them.  The  next  point 
made  was  that  the  petition  for  the  order  of  sale  was  based 
u|»oii  ;in  insuHii-icnt  ntjtice.  The  court  held  it  unnecessary 
to  decide  this  (juestion.  or  its  effei-t  upon  the  proceeding,  be- 
cause the  sni'liciency  of. the  notice  was  not  questioned  as  to 
the  lands  actually  sold  under  the  decree.  Other  points  arc 
ruled  in  the  decision,  l)ut  the  question  before  us  was  not  dc- 
ciilcd.  Furtlier,  that  proceeding  was  direct,  while  tlie  pres- 
ent proceeding  is  collateral. 

l\iiii!:cr1iocker  v.  Knickerbocker.  58  111.  399,  was  a  writ  of 
error  to  a  judLiuicnt  authoi'izing  a  guardian  "•'*'  to  sell  cer- 
'niii  real  estate  belonging  to  the  ward.  It  tlierefore  dilfered 
from  the  prevent  proceeding  in  that  there  the  attack-  was  di- 
rei-l;  here  it  is  collateral.     The  court  there,  in  eti'ect,  declared 
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that  the  judgment,  or  order  of  court,  was  entered  without  giv- 
ing the  preliminary  notice  of  intention  to  apply  for  the  order, 
and  that  absence  of  such  notice  was  fatal  to  the  decree.  The 
court  does  not  decide  that,  if  the  judgment  had  been  called 
in  question  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  it  would  have  declared 
the  judgment  a  nullity  because  of  the  failure  to  give  the 
statutory  notice  here  in  question. 

To  sum  up,  the  order  of  sale  was  made  in  1889,  the  sale 
thereunder  in  1890,  and  the  sale  approved  by  the  court  in 
1892.  Seven  years  after  the  date  of  the  order  permitting 
the  sale — that  is,  in  1896 — in  the  present  action  brought  to 
foreclose  the  trust  deed  in  a  collateral  action,  the  effort  is 
made,  because  of  the  alleged  insufficiency  in  the  length  of 
publication  of  the  notice  of  the  guardian  to  apply  for  the 
order  of  sale,  to  have  such  order  or  judgment  declared  a  nul- 
lity. In  the  mean  time,  the  property,  for  money  considera- 
tions substantial  in  amount,  and  by  warranty  deeds,  has  sev- 
eral times  changed  hands.  The  authorities  agree  that  the 
judgment  should  not  be  disturbed  in  this  character  of  pro- 
ceeding— -collateral — except  for  a  jurisdictional  infirmity; 
they  are  further  to  the  effect  that,  where  it  appears  that  the 
<'0urt  had  jurisdiction  of  the  person,  and,  therefore,  the  party 
had  his  day  in  court,  in  doubtful  cases  defects  in  procedure 
should  be  treated  as  errors  subject  to  review  only  in  direct 
proceedings,  and  not  as  jurisdictional  defects.  Further,  the 
infirmity  complained  of  has  been  held,  in  the  state  from  which 
we  have  adopted  the  statute,  as  not  jurisdictional  when  pre- 
senfed,  as  here,  collaterally. 

'*'"''  We  conclude  that  it  cannot  be  shown  in  this  proceed- 
ing, for  the  purpose  of  invalidating  the  judgment  of  1889, 
that  there  was  a  failure  to  give  the  notice  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  If  there  was  a  failure  to  give  such  notice,  it  con- 
stituted an  error  in  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  and  not  in 
its  assumption.  The  judgment  could  be  questioned  for  such 
alleged  error  only  by  such  direct  proceeding  as  writ  of  error 
to,  or  appeal  from,  the  judgment  authorizing  the  sale  or  the 
judgment  confirming  the  sale.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to 
hold,  and  we  express  no  opinion  as  to  whether,  the  absence 
of  such  notice  would  constitute  reversible  error  if  the  ques- 
tion were  here  by  such  direct  proceeding. 

If,  however,  it  be  conceded,  for  the  purposes  of  this  rul- 
ing, that  giving  the  notice  in  question  is  a  jurisdictional  re- 
Am.  St.  Rep.,  Vol.  120 — 10 
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(juirement,  and,  therefore,  that  its  omission  ean  be  shown  for 
the  purpose  of  nullifying  the  judgment  in  this  collateral  pro- 
ceeding, has  it  been  shown  that  such  notice  was  not  given? 

The  notice  was  published  in  the  weekly  issue  of  a  news- 
paper for  the  period  of  two  weeks,  and  for  three  consecu- 
tive insertions,  the  first  publication  being  in  the  issue  of  April 
24,  1889,  and  the  last  publication  in  the  issue  of  >\Iay  8,  1889, 
the  date  noticed  being  May  9th.  Defendant,  Etta  L.  Redd, 
says  that  such  publication  w^as  fatally  defective  in  that  it 
was  not  made  for  a  sufficient  length  of  time;  that  the  first 
pu])lieation  should  have  been  made  in  an  issue  of  the  news- 
paper published  at  least  three  weeks  before  the  day  noticed 
for  the  filing  of  the  petition  requesting  permission  to  sell. 

Section  2083,  supra,  provides:  "To  obtain  such  order,  the 
guardian  shall  present  to  the  district  court  a  petition,  setting 
forth  the  condition  of  the  estate,  and  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances on  which  the  petition  is  founded.  Notice  of  ^''^  such 
intended  application  shall  first  be  given,  by  publication  in 
some  public  newspaper,  published  in  the  county  where  such 
proceeding  is  to  be  had,  for  three  successive  weeks." 

The  remainder  of  the  section,  pertinent  to  notice,  applies 
to  posting  written  notices  in  counties  where  no  newspaper 
publication  can  be  made. 

As  has  been  seen,  the  statute  provides  that  notice  of  the 
intended  application  shall  firet  be  given  by  publication  in 
some  public  newspaper,  published  in  the  county  where  such 
proceeding  is  to  be  had,  "for  three  successive  weeks."  The 
notice  here  was  published  in  three  consecutive  weekly  issues 
of  a  newspaper  before  the  date  noticed  for  filing  the  petition 
or  making  the  application  for  the  order  of  sale.  Such  pub- 
lication was  for  three  successive  weelcs,  and  satisfied  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute :  Decker  v,  IMyles,  4  Colo.  558 ;  Cal- 
vert V.  Calvert.  15  Colo.  390,  24  Pac,  1043 ;  Orman  v.  Bowles, 
18  Colo.  463,  33  Pac.  109. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  notice  in  evidence  ran  for 
May  0th,  and,  even  if  sufficient  to  sustain  an  order  of  sale 
bjLsed  on  a  petition  filed  on  that  date,  it  will  not  support 
an  order  of  sale  resting  upon  a  petition  filed  on  a  later  date. 

In  discussing  this  contention,  we  assume  again,  only  for 
the  purpose  of  the  ruling,  that  the  question  of  the  efficiency 
of  tlie  publication  of  the  notice  of  application  for  the  order 
can  be  considered  here. 
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While  the  certificate  of  the  trial  judge  does  not  state  that 
the  bill  of  exceptions  contains  all  the  evidence,  we  are  able 
tp  see,  from  an  inspection  of  the  bill,  that  it  does  present 
all  of  the  evidence  submitted  to  the  trial  judge  and  upon 
Avhich  he  acted. 

Therefrom  it  appears  that  a  notice  for  leave  to  sell  ran 
for  May  9th.  A  petition  for  leave  to  sell  was  filed.  It  does 
not  appear,  from  the  evidence,  upon  what  date  it  was  filed. 
May  27th,  the  order  permitting  *'^  the  sale  was  made.  This 
order  was  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction, 
and,  although  rendered  in  a  special  statutory  proceeding,  the 
same  presumptions  of  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  and 
of  the  parties  attach  thereto  as  to  judgments  of  the  same 
court  when  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law:  Van  Wagenen  v.  Carpenter,  27  Colo.  444,  61  Pac. 
698;  Burris  v.  Craig,  34  Colo.  383,  82  Pac.  944;  Farmers' 
Union  Ditch  Co.  v.  Rio  Grande  Canal  Co.,  37  Colo.  512,  86 
Pac.  1042. 

Applying  this  presumption  to  the  facts,  it  will  be  presumed, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  petition 
was  filed  May  9th,  and  that  the  court  retained  jurisdiction 
when  it  entered  the  judgment  of  May  27th. 

Therefore,  we  conclude  that  it  did  not  affirmatively  appear 
from  the  evidence  before  the  trial  judge  that  the  notice  by 
publication  provided  by  the  statute  had  not  been  given. 

If  we  were  wrong  in  the  reasons  heretofore  assigned  for  a 
reversal,  still  the  case  should  be  reversed. 

In  1892,  Lillie  B.  Redd,  then  of  full  age,  conveyed  her  un- 
divided one-half  interest  in  the  property  covered  by  the  trust 
deed  to  Braun.  This  interest,  perforce  a  previously  made 
warranty  deed  running  from  Braun  to  Kline,  passed  to  Kline, 
and  was  owned  by  him  at  the  time  he  agreed  that  the  trust 
deed  should  constitute  a  lien  on  the  realty  involved.  He  can- 
not question,  and  does  not  question,  the  validity  of  the  trust 
deed  as  a  lien  or  otherwise.  This  rendered  the  trust  deed 
manifestly  good  as  to  the  undivided  one-half  interest  of  Lillie 
B.  Redd.  For  this  additional  reason,  the  court  erred  in  grant- 
ing the  nonsuit  and  dismissing  the  case. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Chief  Justice  Gabbert  and  Mr.  Justice  Maxwell  concurring. 
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NOTICE     OF     APPLICATION     AS     AFFECTINQ     VALIDITY     OF 
GUARDIAN'S   SALES. 
I.     In  the  Absence  of  Statute,  148. 
II.    Under  Statutes,  148. 

I,  In  the  Absence  of  Statute. 
An  application  by  a  guardian  for  a  license  to  soil  the  real  estate  of 
his  ward  is  generally  conceded  to  be  a  proceeding  in  rem  on  behalf  of 
tlie  ward,  and  not  adversely  to  him.  Hence,  in  the  absence  of  statute 
requiring  it,  notice  to  the  ward  of  such  application  is  not  essential 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  grant  the  license,  and  want  of  such 
notice  is  immaterial  as  affecting  the  validity  of  the  sale:  Rice  v. 
Parknian,  16  Mass.  32(3.  "In  this  form  of  proceeding  the  guardian 
sutVioiently  and  fully  represented  the  infants,  and  no  notice  to  thoin 
was  required  by  the  statute  of  Maryland  or  by  any  general  rule  of 
law.  The  want  of  proof  of  such  notice,  or  of  any  record  of  evidence 
on  which  the  orphan's  court  proceeded  in  making  the  order,  or  the 
chancery  lourt  in  approving  it,  or  of  any  subsequent  accounting  by 
the  guardian  fur  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  is  immaterial.  The  orders 
of  these  courts  within  their  jurisdiction  were  conclusive  proof  in 
favor  of  the  purchaser  and  grantee  at  the  sale,  and  cannot  be  collat- 
erally attacked'":  Thaw  v.  Falls,  136  U.  S.  519,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  U);i7, 
;U  L.  ed.  531.  See,  also.  Mitchell  v.  People's  S.  B.,  20  R.  I.  507. 
40  Atl.  504.  Proceedings  by  a  guardian  for  the  sale  of  the  estate  of 
his  ward  are  not  adverse,  but  are,  in  effect,  proceedings  by  him  and 
for  his  benefit,  and  the  minor  is  in  court  by  the  filing  of  his  petition, 
and  thereby  submits  his  property  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
The  order  of  sale  is  not  against  nor  adverse  to  him.  but  is  the  grant 
ing  of  his  request,  and  the  fact  that  an  order  to  show  cause  why  a 
guardian  should  not  be  granted  authority  to  sell  tiic  real  projurrv 
of  his  ward  was  set  for  hearing  at  a  time  less  than  four  weeks  :\iuv 
the  making  of  such  order,  when  the  statute  requires  that  such  htar- 
ing  shall  not  be  less  than  four  nor  more  than  eight  weeks  from  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  order,  does  not  render  void  the  order  oi 
sale  based  upon  the  order  to  show  cause,  when  the  statute  does  not 
require  any  notice  of  the  order  nor  of  the  application  to  sell  his 
property  to  be  served  upon  the  ward.  These  principles,  as  we  shiiil 
heroiuatier  show,  are  in  many  of  the  states  not  deemed  inapplicable 
lH\:!use  their  statutes  have  required  notice  to  be  given  of  application 
for  oriiors  authorizing  guardian's  sales:  Scarf  v.  Aldrich,  97  Cal.  ZvO. 
;>3  Am.  St.  Evp.  190,  32  Pac.  324. 

n.    Under  Statutes. 

While  we  think  the  rulings  in  the  principal  case  are  amplv  de- 
fensible on  reason,  it  must  be  admitted  that  they  are  sustaintd  In- 
on'.y  the  «iiL:ht  woight  of  authority,  a  very  res}x^ctable  minornv  sooni- 
ing  to  niaii.taiu  that  where  the  statute  requires  notice  to  be  given  of 
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an  application  by  a  guardian  for  leave  to  sell  his  ward's  real  estate, 
the  giving  of  such  notice   is  jurisdictional. 

The  reasoning  of  what  we  regard  as  the  better  considered,  and 
slifjhtlj  more  numerous,  decisions  on  the  subject  is  that  a  proceeding 
on  the  part  of  the  guardian  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  for  the  benefit 
of  his  ward  is  one  in  rem,  and,  being  on  behalf  of  the  ward,  and  not 
adversely  to  him,  notice  of  such  proceeding  is  not  essential  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  grant  a  license  for  the  sale:  Scarf  v. 
Aldrich,  97  Cal.  360,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  190,  37  Pac.  324;  Myers  v.  Mc- 
Gavoch,  39  Neb.  843,  142  Am.  St.  Rep.  G27,  58  N.  W.  522.  Thus  in 
Beidler  v  Fricdell,  44  Ark.  411,  it  was  said  that  "courts  of  probate, 
controlling  directly,  and  acting  through  the  agency  of  guardians,  have 
jurisdiction  in  rem  of  the  property  of  wards.  Want  of  notice  of  the 
sale  was  irregular  and  erroneous.  This  fact  was  admitted  by  de- 
murrer to  the  answer.  But  it  was  not  jurisdictional  and  would  not 
have  affected  title  on  confirmation  without  appeal."  And  in  Daugh- 
try  V.  Thweatt,  105  Ala.  615,  53  Am.  St,  Rep.  146,  16  South.  920,  it 
was  maintained  that  a  proceeding  in  the  probate  court  for  the  sale 
of  a  ward's  property  is  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  attaclics  when  the  afiplication  for  an  order  of  sale,  made 
by  the  proper  party,  and  disclosing  a  statutory  ground  for  the  sale,  is 
presented  to,  and  recognized  by,  the  court.  That  whatever  of  error 
or  irregularity  may  thereafter  intervene  mu.it  be  corrceted  by  an  ap- 
propriate revisory  remedy,  and  is  not  a  ground  for  collateral  attack 
on  either  tlie  decree  or  the  sale  made  thereunder.  Ilenrc  a  probate 
sale  of  a  ward's  property  for  the  pur[M)se  of  reinvestment,  made  on 
a  proper  ajjplication  and  showing  by  his  guardian,  cannot  be  collater- 
ally attacked,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made  without  the  statutory 
notice  to  the  ward,  and  without  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad 
litem  for  him.  It  has  also  been  decided  that  an  api)li('atioii  by  a 
guardian  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  his  wards  is  a  proereding  in  rem, 
and  on  belinif  of  the  wards,  and  is  not  adversary  to  them.  Hence, 
notice  of  such  a[>i>Iieation,  under  a  statute  recjuiring  notice  to  be 
piven  to  "all  persons  interested  in  the  estiite,"  is  not  essential  to  the 
jiirisdiit  ion  of  the  cfiurt  to  grant  tlit;  license,  nor  to  the  validity  of 
the  sail  :  .Myers  v.  McGavock,  39  Neb.  843,  li;  Am.  St.  Pup.  G27,  58 
N.  W.  r,Jlj. 

In  lianieF^  v.' nardeinrin,  15  Tex.  306,  it  was  said  that  "it  is  further 
olijfcti'i  that,  tiie  •■rd'r  of  sale  and  the  i)rocecilinifs  thepfon  were 
voirl,  iiccause  citation  was  not  issued  and  served  on  the  heirs  as  the 
statute  iiresciibos.  Hut  in  tiiis  case  tliere  was  no  one  on  whom  to 
serve  citation.  The  heirs  were  themselves  jietiti'.nin;^'  hy  tlieir  j^niard- 
i:in,    ami,    of    course,    there    was    no    0C(aHii)ii    to    cite    tliem    tn    answer 

to    their   own    p(-tition The   jietition    in    this   c;i^i-   gave    jiiris(iii'- 

tion  to  tlie  probate  court  to  onier  the  sale,  and  there  is  nrjthing  in 
the  objection  that  the  order  was  made  without  the  i-suaiiee  <;f  cil:i,- 
tion."  In  a  statutory  ['rorrciiii^  by  a  guardian  for  the  sab'  of  real 
estate  of  his  ward,  he   repri  sintsi   the  ward,  and   wIm  re  a  pro|»<  r  pcti- 
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tion  has  been  presented  hj  the  guardian  to  the  proper  court,  that  court 
has  jurisdiction  to  order  such  a  sale,  and  its  determination  is  binding 
upon  the  guardian  and  ward,  although  no  notice  of  the  hearing  is 
given:  Mohr  v.  Porter,  51  Wis.  487,  8  N.  W.  364;  overruling  on  this 
point,  Mohr  v.  Tulip,  40  Wis.  66.  As  against  a  lunatic  ward,  a  license 
to  his  guardian  to  sell  his  real  estate  is  not  inv?Ud  for  insufficient 
publication  of  the  notice  of  the  hearing,  the  same  being  required 
ouly  for  the  protection  of  other  parties  interested  in  the  estate,  and 
in  Wisconsin,  the  publication  of  notice  of  the  hearing  is  not  essential 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  proper  court  to  grant  the  license  to  sell: 
Mohr  V.  Manicrre,  101  U.  S.  417,  25  L.  ed.  1052.  The  cases  from 
Illinois  cited,  quoted  from,  and  relied  upon,  in  the  principal  case 
as  stating  the  law  of  that  state,  can  no  longer  be  considered  as 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  want  of  notice  of  the  application 
to  sell  the  ward's  real  estate  is  not  jurisdictional  and  does  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  sale,  because  it  has  been  squarely  and  flatly  de- 
cided in  that  state  that  if  the  record  of  a  proceeding  by  a  guardian 
for  the  sale  of  his  ward's  lands  fails  to  show  any  notice  of  the  ap- 
plication to  the  wards,  the  decree  purporting  to  authorize  the  sale 
will  be  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  and  may  be  attacked  collater- 
ally: !Musgrave  v.  Conover,  85  111.  374.  It  is  true  that  it  was  decided  in 
Mason  v.  Wait,  4  Scam,  127,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  the  validity 
of  the  sale  that  the  ward  should  have  any  other  day  in  court,  upon  an 
application  by  his  guardian  for  leave  to  sell  the  ward's  real  estate  than 
such  as  the  former  has  by  his  guardian's  presence,  as  such  a  proceeding 
is  not  adverse  to  the  ward's  interests,  nor  against  him.  And  in  Young  v. 
liorain,  11  111.  G2-1,  52  Am.  Dec.  463,  it  was  decided  that  to  give  the 
court  jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  the  ward,  on 
the  application  of  his  guardian,  enough  must  apjiear,  either  in  the 
application  or  in  the  order,  or  somewhere  upon  the  face  of  the  recoid 
or  proceeding,  that  the  contingency  existed,  or  at  least  was  alleged, 
wliich  authorized  it  to  proceed  under  the  statute,  and  make  the 
order.  When  that  does  appear,  the  court  has  properly  acquired  jur- 
isdiction, and  is  then  authorized  to  adjudge,  and  its  judgment,  how- 
ever erroneous,  is,  until  reversed,  binding  upon  all  parties  and  privies 
to  it,  and  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked.  But  it  was  also  decided 
as  early  as  Gibson  v.  Eoll,  27  111.  88,  81  Am.  Dec.  219,  that  proceed- 
ings by  a  guardian  to  sell  his  ward's  real  estate  are  not  adverse  to 
the  latter,  and  will,  if  regular  and  in  conformity  to  law,  bind  tlie 
ward,  but  if  not,  he  must  have  an  opportunity  to  correct  the 
errurs.  But  later  still,  though  not  referring  to  the  decision  in  85  111. 
374,  the  same  court,  almost  at  the  same  time,  said:  "A  proceeding  by 
a  guarilian  to  sell  real  estate  for  the  maintenance  of  his  ward  is  a 
proceeding  in  rem,  being  made  on  behalf  of  the  owner  of  the  estate, 
and  hence  it  is  ouly  necessary  the  court  should  have  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter":  Spring  v.  Kane,  86  111.  582;  but  the  court  ap- 
parently, nevertheless,  assumed  tliat  tiie  giving  of  notice  was  a  part 
of  the  mcaua  of  oblaiuiug  jurisdictiou  of  the  subject  matter,  whereas 
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we  had  supposed  this  class  of  jurisdiction  to  be  acquired  solely 
from  the  constitution  or  other  valid  law.  If  due  application,  b  ya  guard- 
ian, for  the  sale  of  his  ward's  real  estate  has  been  made,  and  juris- 
diction has  been  acquired  by  due  publication  of  notice,  an  amended 
order  of  sale  may  be  validly  made  at  a  subsequent  term  of  the  court 
without  furth'cr  notice,  as  the  case  is  still  within  the  power  of  the 
court:   Reid  v.  Morton,  119  111.  118,  6  N.  E.  414. 

Consideration  must  now  be  given  to  thos^e  cases  which  are  opposed 
to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  principal  case,  and  maintain  that  the 
failure  of  the  guardian  to  give  the  notice  required  by  statute,  that 
he  will  make  application  to  the  proper  court  for  an  order  of  sale  of 
his  ward's  real  estate,  is  jurisdictional  and  renders  the  sale  void. 
In  Coy  v.  Downie,  14  Fla.  544,  it  was  decided  that  a  guardian's  deed 
was  void  where  the  record  failed  to  show  that  in  the  proceedings  for 
the  sale  of  the  interest  of  the  ward  in  real  property,  the  statute  re- 
quiring an  advertisement  prior  to  obtaining  an  order  to  sell,  had  been 
complied  with.  As  before  shown  in  Illinois,  where  the  record  of  a 
proceeding  by  a  guardian  for  the  sale  of  his  ward's  real  property 
fails  to  show  any  notice  of  the  application  to  the  ward,  the  decree 
purporting  to  authorize  the  sale  will  be  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction, 
and  may  be  attacked  collaterally:  Musgrave  v.  Conover,  85  111.  374; 
and  this,  though  the  court  still  assent  in  general  terms  that  the  pro- 
ceeding is  in  rem,  and,  therefore,  that  nothing  but  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject  matter  need  exist,  the  court  very  strangely  assuming  that 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  ia  acquired  by  the  service  or  pub- 
lication of  notice:   Spring  v,  Kane,  86  111.  582. 

In  Iowa,  the  rule  is  established  that  a  guardian's  sale  of  the  real 
estate  of  his  ward  is  not  a  proceeding  in  rem,  but  one  adversary  in 
its  nature,  and,  when  made  without  the  notice  required  by  statute,  is 
void,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  ordering  the  sale:  Lyon  v. 
Vanatta,  35  Iowa,  521;  Eankin  v.  Miller,  43  Iowa,  11.  If  the  notice 
is  defective  merely,  the  jurisdiction  is  saved,  and  the  proceeding  can- 
not be  collaterally  attacked,  but  it  is  otherwise  where  there  has  been 
no  notice,  or  where  the  paper  relied  upon  as  such  is  without  the  es- 
sential requirements  of  a  notice:  Lyon  v.  Vanatta,  35  Iowa,  521; 
Buuce  V.  Bunce,  59  Iowa,  533,  13  N.  W.  705.  The  sufficiency  of  a 
notice  of  a  petition  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  a  ward  by  a 
guardian,  cannot  usually  be  called  into  question  collaterally,  but  tliis 
rule  does  not  apply  to  a  ca~«e  where  the  paper  offered  is  so  deficient 
as  not  to  answer  the  requirements  of  the  statute  in  any  degree,  as, 
where  that  oflfered  as  a  notice  is  not  a  notice  in  any  sense,  or  is  not 
a  notice  of  that  which  is  required  to  be  notified:  Frazier  v.  Steenrod, 
7  Iowa,  339,  71  Am.  Dec.  447. 

Again,  in  Kansas,  it  has  been  determined  that  the  notice  required 
by  the  statute  to  be  given  to  the  ward  of  the  hearing  of  his  guardian's 
application  for  leave  to  sell  his  real  estate  is  jurisdictional,  and  that 
a  deed  made  without  such  notice  is  void:  Boachy  v.  Shoiuber,  73 
Kan.  62,  84  i'ac.  547.     In  a  case  in  Maine,  it  was  said  that  "where 
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there  is  neither  petition  nor  license,  as  well  as  no  bond  or  notice  of 
Bale,  and  no  oath,  all  of  which  are  required  by  statute,  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter":  Tracy  v.  Roberts,  88  Me. 
310,  51   Am.   St.  Rep.   394,  34   Atl.  08. 

In  Mississippi,  the  rule  prevails  that  in  a  proceeding  for  the  sale 
of  the  real  estate  of  minors  upon  petition  of  their  guardian,  it  is 
indispensable  to  the  jurisdiction  that  a  guardian  ad  litem  be  ap- 
pointed to  represent  their  interests,  and  that  the  court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  appoint  such  guardian,  until  after  service  of  notice  on  them, 
either  by  citation  or  publication:  M'Allister  v.  Moye,  30  Miss.  258. 
It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  guardian's  sale  of  the  real  estate 
of  his  ward  that  citation  be  served  upon  the  ward  and  three  of  his 
nearest  relatives  residing  in  the  state,  and  the  record  must  show 
the  fact,  otherwise  the  sale  is  void:  Stampley  v.  King,  51  Miss.  728; 
Temple  v.  Hammock,  52  Miss.  360.  If  the  statute  requires  "that  all 
persons  interested  residing  within  the  state"  be  cited  upon  an  ap- 
plication by  a  guardian  for  the  sale  of  land  for  a  decedent,  a  decree 
for  the  sale  of  land  for  division,  upon  the  petition  of  a  guardian  of 
some  of  the  heirs,  without  his  ward's  being  eiud  or  a  guai'iiau  ad 
litem  appointed  for  them  is  void:  Rule  v.  Broach,  58  Miss,  552.  If  a 
guardian  joins  in  the  petition  with  others  for  the  sale  of  his  ward's 
real  estate,  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  sale  that  the  minors 
should  be  made  parties  and  brought  into  court  by  citation  duly  served 
upon  them,  and  the  appearance  of  the  guardian  in  court  will  not  give 
it  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  minor:  Kennedy  v.  Gains,  51  Miss. 
625.  In  Mississippi,  as  elsewhere,  if  the  service  of  the  notice  or 
citation  is  defective  merely,  the  decree  and  sale  cannot  be  impeached 
collaterally,  but  are  good  so  long  as  the  decree  remains  unrcvrrrfed  by 
direct  proceeding:  Stampley  v.  King,  51  Miss.  728.  Altiiough  the 
petition  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  guardian's  sale  to  pay  the  li^  I'ts  of 
his  ward,  and  such  sale  is  ordered  and  made,  it  is  void  if  thi  court 
failed  to  cause  the  issue  and  service  of  the  statutory  notice  of  the 
hearing  upon  the  petition,  as  the  latter  act  was  requisite  to  give  the 
court  jurisdicfion:  Bcezley  v.  Phillips,  117  Fed,  105,  54  C.  C.  A.  491. 
Contrary  to  the  law  of  Mississijipi,  the  rule  in  Georgia  is  static]  to  be 
that  a  statute  wliich  preiviues  tliat  a  guardian,  before  he  can  sill  the 
j.mi  erty  of  his  ward,  must  apply  to  the  ordinary  for  leave  to  sell, 
iK.ticc  of  which  apjilication  must  be  duly  published,  eontains  nothing 
I'Mjuiriii;;  the  api  oiiit  n;(  i:t  of  a  guiirilian  ad  jitom  to  iMii^r 'r-.f  c  a 
\alid  sale  of  such  property  against  the  ward:  i'riue  v.  M;!pp,  au  Ga. 
137,  5  S,  E.  G6. 
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CLEARWATER  MERCANTILE  COMPANY  v.  ROBERTS. 

■    [51  Fla.  176,  40  South.  436.] 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Due  Process  of  Law. — Service  by 
Publication  upon  a  domestic  corporation  whicli  has  failed  to  put  forth 
officers  or  agents  upon  whom  service  may  be  had  constitutes  due  pro 
cess  of  law.     (p.  154.) 

JUDGMENTS  Against  Corporations — Service  by  Publication. — 
A  personal  judgment  against  a  domestic  corporation  based  upon  ser- 
vice of  process  by  publication  as  provided  by  statute  is  not  void, 
(p.  155.) 

F.  M.  Simon  ton,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

-    D.  C.  McMullen,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

^""^  COCKRELL,  J.  This  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted  to 
review  the  denial  of  a  motion  to  vacate  a  personal  judgment 
against  a  domestic  corporation  consequent  upon  a  default  for 
want  of  appearance,  the  service  having  been  made  pursuant 
to  section  1024  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  provisions  of  the  section  were  complied  with  strictly,  but 
it  is  insisted  that  the  said  section  is  unconstitutional,  in  that 
it  authorizes  a  personal  judgment  without  personal  service 
jind  therefore  does  not  constitute  due  process  of  law. 

The  statute  originally  enacted  in  1853,  chapter  539,  sec- 
ti(m  1,  and  brought  forward  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1892, 
reads: 

"1024.  Service  upon  domestic  corporation  in  the  absence 
of  officers  or  agents. — AVhen  process  against  any  corporation 
of  this  state  cannot  be  served  owing  to  tlie  failure  of  said 
corporation  to  elect  oflicers  or  appoint  agents,  their  absence 

(153) 


154  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.     [Florida. 

from  the  state  for  the  period  of  six  months  before  the  issuing 
of  said  writ,  or  because  they  are  unknown,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  officer's  to  return  said  writ,  with  the  causes  of  his 
inability  to  serve  the  same,  and  upon  the  return  of  said  writ 
as  afor&said,  the  judge  of  the  court  from  which  the  same  shall 
have  issued  shall  make  an  order  at  any  time,  setting  forth 
the  names  of  the  parties,  the  nature  of  the  action,  suit  of 
other  proceeding,  the  court  in  which  the  same  has  been  in- 
stituted, and  requiring  the  said  corporation  to  appear  and 
defend  the  said  action,  suit  or  other  proceeding,  and  the  pub- 
lication of  said  order  once  a  week  for  the  space  of  two  months 
in  some  newspaper  published  in  the  county  in  which  said  ac- 
tion, suit  or  other  proceeding  shall  be  instituted,  shall  be  a 
full  and  sufficient  notification  to  the  said  corporation  of  the 
institution  of  said  action,  suit  or  other  proceeding.  However 
no  judgment  by  default  ^''^  or  decree  pro  confesso  shall  be 
taken  or  rendered  against  said  corporation  until  due  proof 
shall  have  been  made  of  the  publication  of  said  order,  as 
hereinbefore  provided." 

The  transcript  before  us  is  scant,  but  we  feel  safe  in  hold- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  in  error,  now  attacking  this  statute,  was 
created  by  the  authority  of  the  state  subsequent  to  1853,  and 
received  its  charter  subject  to  all  valid  general  laws  ap- 
plicable to  domestic  corporations. 

It  may  be  remarked  incidentally  that  no  contention  is  made 
that  notice  of  the  institution  of  the  action  was  not  actually 
received  nor  that  the  venue  was  improperly  laid  in  a  county 
other  than  the  one  in  which  under  its  charter  the  principal 
office  of  the  corporation  was  located. 

Assuming,  then,  these  conditions,  was  it  competent  in  the 
legislature  to  provide  as  to  a  domestic  corporation,  Avhen  it 
fails  to  put  forth  officers  or  agents  upon  whom  service  may 
be  made,  that  by  reason  of  such  failure  it  shall  be  brought 
into  court  by  publication,  with  proper  precautions  as  to  the 
ascertainment  of  the  essential  facts  by  the  court  in  advance 
of  any  judgment?     We  answer  in  the  affinnative. 

AVe  are  dealing  not  with  natural  pereons,  who  create  the 
go\-ernments,  but  with  fictitious  entities,  called  corporations, 
which  are  created  by  the  government,  deriving  therefrom 
their  very  existence,  with  such  limitations  as  the  creating 
power  may  impose,  except  with  such  limitations  as  may  l)e  ex- 
prcs'sly  or  by  clear  implications  forbidden  by  its  organic  law 
or  by  the  federal  authority. 
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No  provision  of  the  state  constitution  is  pointed  out  to  us 
that  prohibits  such  limitations  nor  do  we  think  that  the  due 
process  clause  of  the  federal  constitution  is  thereby  violated. 
The  great  case  of  Pennoyer  v.  Neff ,  95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  5G5, 
expressly  disclaims  an  intention  to  apply  the  principles  there 
enunciated  to  the  conditions  before  us,  ^''^  and  while  we  enter- 
tain a  high  respect  for  the  justice  pronouncing  the  opinion 
in  the  case  of  Bernhardt  v.  Brown,  118  N.  C.  700,  24  S.  E. 
527,  715,  36  L,  R.  A.  402,  and  may  agree  to  the  result  therein 
reached,  yet  much  of  the  reasoning  is  inapplicable  to  the  case 
before  us  and  the  principle  controlling  us — that  is  the  power 
of  the  state  over  its  own  creatures — is  not  discussed  in  the 
cited  opinion :  See  note  on  this  case  in  50  L.  R.  A.  486. 

To  say  in  the  instant  case  that  no  property  of  the  corpora- 
tion maj^  be  found  within  the  state  upon  which  an  execution 
may  attach,  means  only  that  the  judgment  may  be  futile,  not 
that  it  is  void,  and  the  statute  confers  upon  the  creditor  the 
privilege  of  accepting  that  chance  as  to  a  domestice  corpora- 
tion which  can  hold  property  only  by  the  Avill  of  the  state. 

Strictl}^  speaking,  there  can  be  no  personal  service  upon  a 
corporation,  but  only  such  constructive  or  substituted  service 
as  the  law  may  provide.  It  is  not  unusual  to  provide  as  to 
certain  kinds  of  nonresident  corporations,  that  they  may  come 
into  a  state  only  on  condition  that  service  of  process  upon 
some  state  officer  shall  bind  them  personally;  and  we  do  not 
recall  any  decision  holding  that  such  service  does  not  consti- 
tute due  process  of  law.  Generally  service  is  made  upon  the 
principal  officer  of  a  corporation  who  may  be  found;  this  is 
constructive  service  strictly  speaking,  yet  upon  such  service 
personal  judgments  are  daily  rendered.  The  fundamental 
object  of  all  laws  relating  to  service  of  process  is  to  give  that 
notice  which  will  in  the  nature  of  things  most  likely  bring 
the  attention  of  the  corporation  to  commencement  of  the  pro- 
ceedings against  it  and  when  legislation  carries  out  this  clear 
design  it  sliould  not  be  stricken  down  by  the  courts. 

^^^  A  case  directly  in  point  is  Town  of  Hinckley  v.  Kettle 
River  R.  Co.,  70  Minn.  105,  72  N.  W.  835.  See,  also,  Conti- 
nental Nat.  Bank  of  Boston  v.  Thurl)er.  74  Hun.  632,  26  N.  Y. 
Supp.  956,  affirmed  in  143  N.  Y.  648,  37  N.  E.  828. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Shaekleford,  C.  J.,  and  Whitfield,  J.,  concur. 

Taylor,  Ilocker  and  Parkhill,  J  J.,  concur  in  the  opinion. 
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The  Legislature  may  Authorize  Con.structive  Service  on  cor2)oration3, 
b\it  the  method  adopted  sh(!nld  be  reasonably  calculated  to  bring 
notice  home  to  some  of  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  corporation,  thus 
securing  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  and  to  make  a  defense.  A 
statute  providing  that,  until  a  donirstic  corporation  files  with  the 
register  of  deeds  a  list  of  officers  upon  whom  service  may  be  made, 
service  may  be  made  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  process  with  the 
register  of  deeds,  has  been  held  unconstitutional:  Pinney  v.  Provi- 
dence Loan  etc.  Co.,  106  Wis.  396,  80  Am.  St.  Kep.  41. 


JTENNINGS  V.  BOBB. 

[51  Fla.  229,  40  South.  194.] 

OFFICIAL  BONDS — Liabilities  of  Sureties. — The  liability  of 
the  sureties  on  an  official  bond  is  to  be  determined  by  the  terms  of 
the  bond  itself,  and  such  terms  cannot  be  extended  beyond  the  reason- 
able meaning  thereof  construed  with  reference  to  the  purposes  con- 
templated by  the  law  requiring  the  bond.      (p.  1.57.) 

OFFICIAL  BONDS — Breach  of. — Making  an  application  for 
fees  earned  and  unlawfully  collecting  from  the  county  money  as  fees 
in  excess  of  those  allowed  by  law  do  not  constitute  a  breach  of  a 
constable's  bond  conditioned  that  he  "shall  diligently  and  faith- 
fully perform  all  the  duties  of  his  said  office  as  prescribed  bv  law." 
(p.  158.) 

Avery  &  Aver}^  and  R.  P.  Reese,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Blount  &  Blount,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

230  WHITFIELD,  J.  An  action  Avas  brought  hy  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  against  C.  J.  Bobe  as  principal  and  ]M.  F.  Gon- 
zalez and  Edwin  Senior  as  sureties  on  the  official  bond  of 
said  C.  P.  Bobe  as  constable  for  District  No.  2,  Esi\nmbia 
county,  Florida.  Tlie  bond  was  conditiond  that  "if  the 
said  C.  P.  Bobe  shall  diligently  and  faithfully  perform  all 
the  duties  of  his  said  office  as  prescribed  by  law,  then  tliis 
obligation  to  be  void,  else  to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  itnd 
virtue."  A  demurrer  to  the  declaration  on  the  ground  "that 
it  does  not  show  any  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond  sued 
on"'  was  sustained,  and  the  plaintiff  not  desiring  to  amend 
the  declaration,  final  judgment  was  rendered  by  the  court  for 
the  def(>ndant.  On  writ  of  error  here  error  is  assigned  on 
the  order  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  declaration  as  well 
as  on  1he  rendering  --"'^  of  final  judgment  for  the  defendant. 
Tlie  bond  is  joint  and  several,  and  the  action  is  brought  against 
1lie  principal  and  the  sureties  jointly. 
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Section  1257  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that  "every 
constable  shall  give  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars, 
which  shall  be  governed  by  the  provisions  governing  bonds 
to  be  given  by  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court."  Section  1381 
provides  that  "the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  shall,  before  he 
is  commissioned,  give  bond  ....  which  ....  shall  be  con- 
ditioned for  the  faithful  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  office." 
There  is  no  statute  in  this  state  regulating  the  liability  of  the 
obligors  on  the  official  bond  of  a  constable.  The  liability  of 
the  obligors,  therefore,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  terms  of 
the  bond  itself,  and  such  terms  cannot  be  extended  beyond 
the  reasonable  meaning  thereof  construed  with  reference  to 
the  purposes  contemplated  by  the  law  requiring  the  bond : 
See  Raney  v.  Baron,  1  Fla.  327 ;  State  v.  Montague,  34  Fla. 
32,  15  South.  589 ;  Gato  v.  Warrington,  37  Fla.  542,  19  South. 
883;  Robinson  v.  Epping,  24  Fla.  237,  4  South.  812;  25 
Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  723. 

The  obligation  of  the  bond  in  this  case  is  that  C.  P.  Bobe, 
as  constable,  "shall  diligently  and  faithfully  perform  all  the 
duties  of  his  said  office  as  prescribed  by  law."  The  breach  of 
the  bond  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  that  C.  P.  Bobe  as  such 
constable  did  make  out  and  present  to  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  of  Escambia  county,  Florida,  certain  improper 
and  excessive  accounts  for  costs  and  charges  against  the  county 
for  service  of  process  in  criminal  cases  and  services  rendered 
therein  in  justice  of  the  peace  court.  District  No.  2,  of  said 
county,  and  did  make  affidavit  to  each  of  said  bills  and  ac- 
counts so  presented  "that  said  bills  were  made  out  in  ^^^  ac- 
cordance with  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Florida,"  when  in 
truth  said  bills  were  not  made  out  in  accordance  with  law, 
and  that  by  reason  of  such  representations  so  contained  in 
said  affidavit  of  Bobe  the  county  commissioners  were  induced 
to  pay  and  the  said  Bobe  did  receive  certain  sum  in  excess  of 
any  amount  which  he  could  legally  charge  against  and  collect 
from  said  county  as  constable  for  such  services.  In  short,  the 
breach  of  the  bond  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  that  C.  P. 
Bobe,  as  constable,  unlawfully  collected  from  the  county 
money  in  excess  of  the  fees  allowed  by  law.  The  statutes  pre- 
scribe the  fees  of  constables  and  the  conditions  on  which  they 
may  be  paid  by  the  counties.  It  is  also  provided  that  "the 
officer  shall  make  out  his  account  against  the  county  in  such 
form  as  the  county  commissioners  may  require,  stating  the 
services  for  which  the  fee  is  charged,  the  title  of  the  case  in 
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which  the  services  were  performed,  and  the  facts  which,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  preceding  section,  make  the  fees  a  good 
claim  against  the  county,  including  all  legal  charges  and  costs 
before  justices  of  the  peace,  and  present  the  same  to  the  board 
of  county  commissioners,  with  the  affidavit  that  the  same  is 
correct.  The  county  conmiissioners  shall  have  the  right  to  re- 
ject all  or  any  portion  of  any  account  which  is  not  a  valid 
claim  against  the  county,  and  shall  allow  and  pay  the  same 
only  when  it  is  just,  correct  and  reasonable,  and  no  construc- 
tive mileage  or  illegal  or  unnecos.sary  item  or  charge  in  any 
frivolous  case  shall  be  allowed."  See  section  8  of  chapter 
4323,  Acts  1895,  as  amended  by  chapter  4672,  Acts  of  1899. 

While  the  statute  requires  a  constable  to  make  out  his  ac- 
count against  the  county  in  certain  way,  this  requirement  re- 
lates to  the  manner  of  exercising  a  right  conferred  on  the 
constable,  to  wit:  To  collect  certain  fees  for  -"^  services  ren- 
dered; and  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  making  of  applications 
for  fees  earned  are  among  the  duties  prescribed  by  law  which 
llie  obligors  in  this  bond  undertook  that  "the  said  C.  P.  Bobe 
sliall  diligently  and  faithfully  perform."  This  conclusion 
is  strengthened  by  the  provisions  in  the  statute  above  quoted 
giving  to  the  county  commissioners  the  right  to  reject  all  or 
any  portion  of  any  account  which  is  not  a  valid  claim  against 
the  county  and  providing  that  they  shall  allow  and  pay  the 
same  only  w^hen  it  is  just,  correct  and  reasonable,  etc.,  which 
provisions  are  evidently  intended  as  timely  and  ample  protec- 
tion for  the  county  in  the  matter:  See  Furlong  v.  State,  58 
:\riss.  717. 

The  demurrer  to  the  declaration  was  properly  sustained 
and  the  judgment  for  the  defendant  is  affirmed  at  the  cost 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Shackleford,  C.  J.,  and  Cockrell,  J.,  concur. 

Taylor  and  ITocker,  JJ.,  concur  in  the  opinion. 

Parkhill,  J.,  disqualified. 


As  to  the  Acts  of  a  Public  Officer  for  Which  the  Sureties  on  his  bond 
are  liable,  see  the  note  to  Feller  v.  Gates,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  497.  A 
surety  on  an  ofiicial  bond  is  liable  for  a  statutory  penalty  inenrred 
bv  Ills  principal  in  taking  illegnl  fees:  Eceles  v.  United  States  Fidel- 
ity etc.  Co.,  72  Neb.  734,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  830. 
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MANSFIELD  v.  'JOHNSON. 
[51  Fla.  239,  40  South.  196.] 

EJECTMENT — Evidence — Harmless  Error. — If  both  parties  in 
ejectment  claim  the  land  tlirough  a  common  source  of  title,  errors 
committed  in  allowing  the  introduction  of  improper  evidence  of  such 
title  are  harmless,     (p.  163.) 

EVIDENCE — Record  of  Jiidarment. — A  certified  record  of  a 
judgment,  although  it  does  not  contain  a  copy  of  the  original  judg- 
ment, but  merely  a  copy  of  a  certified  copy  of  such  original,  taken 
from  the  minutes  and  judgment  docket,  is  nevertheless  admissible  in 
evidence  to  show  the  existence  of  such  judgment,     (p.  164.) 

EVIDENCE — Copy  of  Eecord. — A  certified  copy  of  the  record 
of  a  judgment  in  a  judgment-book  taken  therefrom  is  competent  evi- 
dence of  the  record  of  the  judgment  in  such  book,  and  is  unnecessary 
to  produce  the  document  which  has  been  recorded  upon  such  book  to 
prove  that  fact.     (p.  165.) 

EVIDENCE — Transcript  of  Record. — The  custodian  of  a  record 
having  authority  to  certify  a  transcript  thereof  has  authority  to 
specify  in  his  certificate  the  particular  record  from  which  the  tran- 
script is  taken,  and  such  certificate  is  at  least  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  fact  recited,     (p.  165.) 

EVIDENCE — Copy  of  Records. — It  is  the  duty  of  clerks  of 
the  circuit  court  who  have  authority  to  record  instruments,  or  to 
make  entries  in  the  records  of  which  they  have  custody,  in  the 
course  of  their  otTieial  duty,  to  note  on  such  records  the  date  upon 
which  they  record  such  instrument  or  make  such  entries,  and  such 
notes  become  parts  of  such  record,  and  the  dates  specified  in  such 
notes  are  to  be  taken  as  prima  facie  correct.  In  certifying  such 
entries  the  clerk  also  has  authority  to  certify  such  notes,  and  such 
certified  copies  are  admissible  in  evidence,     (pp.  165,  1G6.) 

EVIDENCE — Copy  of  Execution. — If  an  original  execution  has 
been  returned  to  the  court  issuing  it,  and  the  copy  thereof  olTered  in 
evidence  is  certified  by  the  clerk  of  that  court,  who  has  the  custody 
of  the  original,  to  be  a  true  copy  thereof,  such  certified  copy  is  ad- 
missible without  the  production  of  the  original,     (p.  166.) 

EXECUTION  SALES — Rights  of  Puixhasers.— If  a  judgment 
upon  which  an  execution  has  issued  has  become  a  lien  upon  land  be- 
fore a  deed  thereof  is  recorded,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  execu- 
tion was  actually  levied  before  or  al'ter  the  record  of  the  deed,  as  in 
eitlier  case  the  title  of  the  purchaser  at  the  execution  sale  would  be 
superior  to  the  title  acquired  by  the  grantee  by  virtue  of  such  deed, 
(p.  1G7.) 

NOTICE. — Recitals  in  Recorded  Deeds  not  constituting  links 
in  the  cliain  of  title  of  a  judgment  debtor  and  to  which  he  is  not  a 
party,  purporting  to  show  equities  in  third  persons,  are  not  notice 
to  him  thereof,      (p.  168.) 

EXECUTION  SALES.— Rights  of  Purchaser  at  execution  sale, 
whether  such  purchaser  be  the  execution  creditor  or  a  third  person, 
are  fixed  by  the  status  existing  at  the  time  the  lien  is  acquired,  and 
not  by  the  status  existing  at  the  time  of  the  sale.     (p.  169.) 

EXECUTION  SALES— Notice  of  Equities— Bona  Fide  Pur- 
chaser.— If,  at  the  time  his  lien  is  acquired,  an  execution  creditor  has 
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no  notice,  actual  or  constructive,  of  the  equities  of  third  persons  in 
real  estate,  the  title  to  which  stands  in  the  name  of  the  judgment 
debtor  as  the  apjiarent  absolute  owner,  the  execution  creditor  as  pur- 
chaser at  the  execution  sale  of  such  land  takes  a  good  title,  and  is 
protected  as  a  bona  fide  purcliaser  even  though  he  had  notice  of  the 
equities  of  others  at  the  time  of  the  sale.     (p.  169.) 

EXECUTION  SALES — Rights  of  Purchaser — Estoppel. — If  ex- 
ecution has  been  levied  upon  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  a 
judgment  debtor  in  land,  and  sale  has  been  made  and  a  conveynnr-r- 
executed  in  pursuance  of  such  levy  purporting  to  convey  such  entire 
interest,  the  execution  purchaser  is  not  ostop])ed  from  claiming  the 
entire  property  by  the  fact  that  he  remained  silent  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  when  a  third  person  protested  against  the  sale  on  the  ground  that 
the  judgment  debtor  owned  only  an  undivided  one-fifth  interest  in 
the  property  sold.     (p.  169.) 

Shaeldeford  &  Pettingill,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

A.  W.  Copkrell  and  Son,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

241  CARTER,  C.  J.  In  July,  1896,  the  defendant  in  error, 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  plaintiff,  instituted  an  action 
of  ejectment  against  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  hereinafter  re- 
ferred to  as  the  defendants,  in  the  circuit  court  of  Hernando 
county.  The  defendants  filed  their  plea  of  not  guilty,  and 
upon  application  of  the  parties  the  cause  was  referred  to  a 
practicing  attorney  as  referee  for  trial.  A  trial  was  had  be- 
fore the  referee,  who  found  for  the  plaintiff  the  fee  simple 
title  in  and  the  right  to  possession  of  the  land  in  controversy, 
and  damages  for  mesne  profits  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dol- 
lars. Judgment  having  been  entered  upon  the  finding  the 
defendants  sued  out  this  writ  of  error,  and  assign  as  ^^a  qj-j^qj. 
certain  rulings  admitting  documentary  evidence  over  defend- 
ants' objections,  and  the  ruling  denying  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  interposed  by  them.  The  grounds  of  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial  were  that  the  findings  of  fact  made  by  the  referee 
were  not  warranted  by  and  were  contrary  to  the  evidence,  and 
the  judgment  entered  by  him  was  not  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence and  was  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  case.  The  evidenti- 
ary bill  of  exceptions  appearing  in  the  record  purports  to 
have  been  made  up  and  settled  at  the  instance  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  in  support  of  an  assignment  of  error  predicated 
upon  the  refusal  of  the  referee  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the 
grnniid  tliat  the  findings  of  fact  made  by  him  were  contrary  to 
Ihe  evidence  or  not  supported  thereby,  and  conta,ins  the 
written  demand  of  the  plaintiff  that  all  of  the  testimony  shall 
be  reviewed  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  any  error  in  law 
is  in  view  of  the  whole  testimony  a  harmless  error.     From  the 
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evidence  it  appears  that  the  land  in  controversy  was  originally 
owned  by  one  John  Eubanks,  who  for  a  long  period  of  time 
exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  it;  that  by  his  last  will  and 
testament  he  gave  power  to  his  executor  to  sell  and  convey  it ; 
that  on  August  6,  1881,  the  executor  of  Eubanks  entered  into 
a  contract  with  George  F.  Drew,  John  L.  Inglis,  C.  C.  Keath- 
ley,  J.  M.  Taylor  and  George  K.  Broome,  for  the  sale  of  the 
land;  that  by  mutual  agreement  between  the  parties  the  deed 
was  to  be  made  to  Drew  who  was  to  hold  the  title  in  trust  for 
himself  and  the  other  purchasers,  each  furnishing  one-fifth 
of  the  purchase  money;  that  on  September  28,  1881,  the  ex- 
ecutor of  Eubanks  executed  a  deed  conveying  said  property 
to  George  F.  Drew,  his  heirs  and  assigns  in  fee  simple,  with  no 
mention  of  trust ;  that  on  April  8,  1882,  George  F.  Drew  filed 
his  bill  in  the  circuit  court  of  Hernando  county,  Florida, 
against  John  P.  ^43  ^^11,  John  P.  Wall,  Jr.,  and  John  A. 
Enbanks,  who  were  alleged  to  be  the  heirs  at  law  of  John  Eu- 
banks, deceased,  alleging  the  making  of  the  deed  by  the  ex- 
ecutor of  Eubanks  to  Drew;  that  questions  had  been  raised 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  Drew's  title  under  said  deed,  and  pray- 
ing that  the  sale  by  the  executor  be  confirmed,  and  Drew's 
title  quieted  as  against  the  parties  named  as  defendants. 
Such  proceedings  were  liad  that  on  May  8,  1882,  the  court  en- 
tered a  decree  confirming  the  sale  and  deed  by  the  executor, 
and  quieting  Drew's  title  under  said  deed  as  against  the  de- 
fendants, heirs  of  John  Eubanks,  deceased.  Thereafter  on 
December  26,  1888,  John  A.  Eubanks  executed  a  deed  convey- 
ing the  same  property  to  George  F.  Drew,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
in  fee  simple.  No  mention  is  made  of  the  trust  upon  which 
Drew  was  to  hold  the  property  in  the  deed  executed  by  John 
A.  Eubanks  or  in  the  court  proceedings  for  quieting  Drew's 
title.  George  F.  Drew  executed  a  certain  instrument  pur- 
porting to  have  been  executed  in  1883,  which,  after  reciting 
the  making  of  the  deed  to  Drew  by  Eubanks'  executor,  of 
September  28,  1881,  and  the  agreement  of  August  6,  1881, 
between  Drew  and  Inglis,  Keathley,  Taylor  and  Broome  for 
the  purchase  of  the  property  from  Eubanks'  executor,  and 
that  the  title  was  to  be  taken  in  the  name  of  Drew  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  parties  named,  declared  that  Drew  held 
said  property  in  trust  for  the  parties  named  for  certain  uses 
and  purposes  therein  specified.  This  instrument  was  not  re- 
corded until  February,  1892,  and  then  without  any  acknowl- 
edgment or  other  proof  of  execution.     On  February  12,  1892, 
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Drew  and  wife  executed  a  deed  conveying  to  Keathley,  Tay- 
lor, Inglis  and  Broome  an  undivided  four-fifths  interest  in 
the  property  in  controversy,  for  the  expressed  consideration 
of  eight  thousand  four  hundred  dollars.  This  deed  made  no 
reference  to  the  trust  upon  which  Drew  held  the  property 
2*4  and  was  recorded  February  15,  1892.  On  May  17,  1884, 
Kcathle}^  conveyed  to  one  John  IMcKeown  one-half  of  his  un- 
divided one-fifth  interest  in  the  lands  in  controversy,  the  deed 
reciting  that  the  lands  were  then  owned  by  Drew,  Taylor,  In- 
glis, Kathley  and  Broome.  This  deed  was  recorded  May  17, 
1884. 

The  defendants  in  this  suit  were  in  possession,  claiming 
under  one  Knight  who  held  a  lease  from  Inglis,  Taylor, 
Broome  and  the  administrators  of  the  estates  of  McKeown  and 
Keathley.  At  various  times  subsequent  to  the  deed  from 
Eubanks'  executor  to  Drew,  the  latter  executed  conveyances 
embracing  portions  of  the  land,  and  in  1890  he  also  executed 
a  mortgage  covering  an  undivided  one-fifth  interest  in  all  of 
the  laud,  but  in  none  of  these  conveyances  was  the  trust  men- 
tioned, nor  was  there  an  intimation  that  Inglis,  Taylor,  Keath- 
ley or  Broome  had  any  interest  in  the  land. 

On  February  17,  1891,  the  plaintiff  Johnson  began  an  action 
of  assumpsit  against  Drew  in  the  circuit  court  of  Duval 
county.  Drew  was  duly  served  with  subpoena,  appeared  and 
filed  pleas,  and  such  proceedings  were  thereafter  had  tliat  on 
May  11,  1891,  during  a  term  of  the  court  then  being  held, 
judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  Johnson  against 
Drew  for  eleven  hundred  and  sixty-five  dollars  and  fifty-one 
cents  and  costs.  A  copy  of  this  judgment  duly  certified  by 
the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Duval  county  was  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Hernando  county.  Florida, 
and  recorded  by  him  in  the  foreign  judgment  book  on  May 
19,  1891.  On  June  13,  1891,  an  execution  was  issued  upon  the 
judgment  of  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Duval  county, 
which  on  January  2d,  1892,  came  to  the  hands  of  tlie  sheriff  of 
Hernando  county,  who  afterward,  the  precise  date  not  being 
shown,  levied  it  upon  all  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  Drew 
in  2*^  the  laiuls  in  controversy.  The  property  was  sold  on 
the  first  Monday  in  Mar;h,  1892,  under  said  execution  and 
])urchased  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  sheriff  executed  to  plain- 
tiff a  deed  conveying  all  the  estate,  right,  title  and  interest  of 
Drew  ill  the  property  in  controversy,  in  pnr-nance  of  sm-h 
sale.     There  is  tcstiniuDy  tending  to  show  that  at  the  time  of 
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the  sheriff's  sale  Keathley  was  present  and  protested  against 
the  sale,  announcing  that  Drew  only  owned  an  undivided  one- 
fifth  interest,  but  there  is  no  suggestion  in  the  evidence  that 
Johnson  had  any  notice  that  Drew  did  not  own  the  entire 
interest  at  the  time  his  judgment  was  recorded  in  Hernando 
county.     Other  facts  will  be  found  in  the  opinion. 

Plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of  the  record 
of  the  deed  from  Eubanks'  executor  to  Drew.  Defendants 
objected  to  its  introduction  upon  the  ground  that  the  deed  had 
never  been  legally  proved  for  record  or  recorded.  The  ac- 
knowledgment states  that  the  grantor  "acknowledged  that  he 
signed  the  foregoing  deed  of  conveyance  for  the  purposes 
therein  specified. ' '  Plaintiffs  in  error  argue  that  an  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  signing  is  not  an  acknowledgment  of  the  exe- 
cution, of  the  instrument,  and  that  consequently  their  objec- 
tions were  well  taken  and  should  have  been  sustained.  In 
Rhodus  V.  Heffernan,  47  Fla.  206,  36  South.  572,  it  was  held 
that  where  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  in  ejectment  claim 
land  through  a  common  source  of  title,  errors  committed  in 
allowing  improper  evidence  of  the  title  under  which  all  the 
])arties  ^^^  claim  are  harmless.  As  will  be  seen  from  the 
statement  of  the  facts  the  parties  plaintiff  and  defendant 
claim  through  this  deed,  and  the  defendants  themselves  pro- 
duced evidence  recognizing  its  existence  and  validity.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  determine 
whether  the  acknowledgment  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  deed 
to  record,  so  as  to  make  the  certified  copy  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  due  execution  of  the  deed,  as  any  error  that  may 
exist  in  the  ruling  admitting  the  document  in  evidence  is,  for 
reasons  stated,  harmless.  This  disposes  of  the  first  assign- 
ment of  error. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  is  expressly  abandoned.  , 
The  tliird  assignment  of  error  is  based  upon  the  ruling  ad- 
mitting over  objections  a  certified  transcript  of  the  record  of 
the  judgment  obtained  by  Johnson  against  Drew.  The  tran- 
script, after  setting  out  the  praecipe,  summons,  return, 
dedaration  and  other  proceedings,  recites  that  "subsequently, 
to  wit,  on  the  eleventh  day  of  iMay,  1891,  during  the  regular 
term  of  said  court,  certain  proceedings  were  had  and  judg- 
ment rendered  as  shown  by  the  minutes  of  said  term  and  the 
judgment  docket,  as  follows,  to  wit" :  Here  follows  what  pur- 
ports to  be  the  final  judgment  dated  ^lay  11.  1891,  signed 
"W.  13.  Young,  Judge,"  and  inunediately  thereafter  a  cerLiii- 
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cate  of  Noble  A.  Hull,  then  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  that 
county,  "that  the  foregoing  copy  of  final  judgment  is  a  true 
and  correct  transcript  of  the  same  as  appears  upon  the  files 
and  record  of  said  office,"  dated  May  15,  1891.  The  certifi- 
cate to  the  transcript  of  the  entire  record  of  that  judgment 
made  by  P.  D.  Cassidy,  clerk,  on  October  25,  1897, -is  "that 
the  foregoing  pages  numbered  from  1  to  9  inclusive  constitute 
a  true  copy  of  all  the  proceedings  and  a  correct  transcript  of 
the  record  of  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  James  E.  Johnson  as 
plaintiff,  and  ^^"^  George  F.  Drew  as  defendant,  as  appears 
upon  the  files  and  records  of  my  office."  The  objection  inter- 
posed was  that  the  transcript  offered  did  not  contain  a  copy 
of  the  original  judgment,  but  merely  a  copy  of  a  certified 
copy  of  such  original.  We  think  it  evident  that  the  final 
judgment  Avas  written  out  and  signed  by  the  judge  on  May 
11,  1891,  during  a  term  of  the  court,  and  that  this  judgment 
so  signed  was  by  the  clerk  entered  upon  the  minutes  of  the 
court  on  May  15,  1891.  As  the  minutes  are  required  to  be 
signed  by  the  judge  at  the  end  of  each  term,  it  was  perhaps 
unnecessary  for  the  clerk  to  enter  upon  the  minutes  immedi- 
ately following  the  entry  of  the  judgment  therein  the  certifi- 
cate which  he  did  enter  in  this  case,  but  the  fact  that  he  did  so 
does  not  invalidate  the  minute  entry  nor  make  the  minute 
entry  any  the  less  a  record  entry,  proper  to  be  certified  as 
such.  As  we  construe  the  certified  copy  of  the  transcript  of 
the  judgment,  the  judgment  entry  and  certificate  of  Hull, 
clerk,  appended  thereto,  were  taken  from  the  minutes  and  the 
judgment  docket  which  are  original  records  and  not  mere 
copies  of  records.  There  was  no  error  in  the  ruling  here  com- 
plained of. 

The  fourth  assignment  of  error  questions  the  propriety  of 
the  ruling  admitting  in  evidence  over  defendants'  objection 
a  certified  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  judgment  of  John- 
son vs.  Drew,  as  recorded  in  the  foreign  judgment  book  by  the 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Ilecnando  county.  The  objections 
interposed  were  that  "it  is  not  shown  by  the  paper  itself  that 
it  is  a  copy  of  a  judgment  recorded  in  Duval  county,  and  the 
fact  that  it  may  have  been  recorded  in  Hernando  county  is 
not  shown  by  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  Hernando  county 
so  as  to  entitle  it  to  be  received  as  evidence,"  and  "be- 
cause the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  Plernando  county  is  not 
'24S  proof  of  tlie  date  of  the  record  of  the  same  by  him." 
The   ducunient  otTered  purports   to   be  a   eoi)y  of  the  judg- 
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ment  signed  by  Judge  Young  dated  May  11,  1891,  to  which 
is  attached  a  certificate  by  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of 
Duval  county  dated  May  15,  1891,  that  the  "foregoing  copy 
of  final  judgment  is  a  true  and  correct  transcript  of  the 
same  as  appears  upon  the  files  and  records  of  my  said  office." 
Immediately  following  this  certificate  are  the  words  "Re- 
corded May  19,  1891,  Frank  E.  Saxon,  Clerk  Ct.  Ct.  H.  C, 
by  S.  A.  Wilson,  D.  C,"  and  then  follows  a  certificate  by 
the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Hernando  county,  Florida, 
dated  March  12,  1898,  that  the  "within  and  foregoing"  is 
a  "correct  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  final  judgment 
in  the  case  of  James  E.  Johnson  v.  George  F.  Drew,  as  it 
appears  of  record  in  foreign  judgment  book  1  at  page  47." 
Under  the  statutes  in  force  at  the  time  the  judgment  was 
recorded  in  Hernando  county,  judgments  at  law  were  not 
liens  upon  real  estate  in  counties  other  than  the  one  where 
rendered,  unless  recorded  in  the  county  where  the  real  es- 
tate was  situated  (McClellan's  Digest,  sec.  2,  p.  619)  ;  the 
clerks  were  required  to  provide  a  suitable  book  to  be  en- 
titled record  of  foreign  judgments  in  which  they  were  re- 
quired to  record  judgments  when  regularly  presented  to  be 
recorded,  and  a  judgment  was  entitled  to  be  placed  upon  the 
record,  upon  the  presentation  of  a  transcript  of  same  regu- 
larly certified  under  the  seal  of  the  court:  McClellan's  Digest, 
sees.  13,  14,  p.  175.  The  transcript  of  the  judgment  offered 
was  certified  as  being  a  correct  transcript  from  the  foreign 
judgment  book,  and  the  judgment  as  there  recorded  appears 
to  have  been  regularly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  circuit 
court  of  Duval  county  under  the  seal  of  the  court.  The  ob- 
jections interposed  to  its  introduction  were  untenable,  A 
certified  copy  of  the  record  ^^^  of  the  judgment  in  the  for- 
eign judgment  book,  taken  from  that  book,  was  competent 
evidence  of  the  record  of  the  judgment  in  that  book,  and  it 
was  not  necessary  to  produce  the  document  which  had  been 
recorded  upon  that  book  to  prove  that  fact  as  contended 
here.  We  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  custodian  of  a  rec- 
ord having  authority  to  certify  a  transcript  thereof  has  au- 
thority to  specify  in  his  certificate  the  particular  record  from 
which  the  transcript  is  taken,  and  that  such  certificate  is 
at  least  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  fact  certified.  Under 
our  law,  clerks  of  the  circuit  court  are  the  custodians  of 
various  records,  such  as  the  minutes  of  the  court,  foreign 
judgment  records,  records  of  mortgages,  deeds,  etc.     He  has 
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power  to  certify  auy  portion  of  these  various  records,  as 
for  instance  that  the  transcript  of  a  judgment  is  taken  from 
the  minute-book;  of  a  deed  that  it  is  taken  from  the  deed 
record ;  of  a  declaration  or  plea,  that  it  is  from  the  files  of 
a  particular  case,  and  the  like.  Having  the  power  to  certify 
the  entire  records  or  any  particular  portion  thereof,  he  must 
necessarily  have  power  to  limit  his  certificate  to  the  particu- 
lar part  certified,  otherwise  his  certificate  would  be  nugatory, 
as  in  every  instance  it  would  be  necessary  to  produce  the 
original  record  or  other  proof  along  with  the  certified  copy 
to  show  that  the  certified  copy  was  taken  from  the  proper 
record,  and  not  from  some  other  record  in  the  office :  Rev. 
Stats.  1892,  sees.  1109,  1111.  We  are  also  of  the  opinion 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  clerks  of  the  circuit  court  who  have 
authority  to  record  instruments  or  to  make  entries  in  the 
records  of  which  they  have  custody,  in  the  course  of  their 
official  duty,  to  note  on  such  records  the  date  upon  which 
they  record  such  instruments  or  make  such  entries,  and  that 
such  notes  become  parts  of  such  record,  and  the  dates  spe- 
cified in  such  notes  are  to  be  taken  as  prima  facie  correct. 
^^^  In  certifying  such  entries  the  clerk  also  has  authority 
to  certify  such  notes,  and  the  certified  copies  are  adniissil)le 
on  account  of  the  inconvenience  of  removing  the  originals. 
This  is  true  upon  general  principles  although  we  have  no 
statute  enacting  such  a  rule:  Bell  v.  Kendrick,  25  Fla.  778. 
6  South.   868. 

The  fifth  assignment  of  error  is  based  upon  the  niliiig 
admitting  in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of  the  execution  is- 
sued upon  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Johnson  against  Drew 
under  which  the  sheriff's  sale  was  had.  The  objections  in- 
terposed were  that  the  original  execution  was  the  best  evi- 
dence and  that  no  sufficient  predicate  had  been  laid  for  its 
introduction.  The  first  objection  was  untenable  because  the 
original  execution  had  been  returned  to  the  court  which  is- 
sued it,  and  the  copy  offered  was  certified  by  the  clerk  of 
that  court  who  had  official  custody  of  the  original  to  be  a 
true  copy  of  such  original.  Under  those  circumstances  it 
was  not  necessary  to  produce  the  original,  and  the  certified 
copy  was  admissible:  Rev.  Stats.  1892,  sec.  1111.  The  otlier 
objection  was  interposed  upon  the  theory  that  the  execu- 
tion could  not  legally  have  been  levied  upon  the  land  in 
Hernando  county  until  the  judgment  upon  which  it  was  is- 
sued had  been  first  legally  recorded  in  that  county  and  that 
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there  was  no  proof  that  this  had  been  done.  Without  de- 
ciding the  question  whether  an  execution  can  legally  be  levied 
upon  land  in  another  county  until  the  judgment  has  been 
recorded  there,  we  are  of  opinion,  as  will  be  seen  from  the 
discussion  of  the  preceding  assignment,  that  the  proof  did 
show  that  the  judgment  had  been  properly  recorded  in  Her- 
nando county  before  the  execution  was  levied,  and  this  dis- 
poses of  the  second  objection  to  the  introduction  of  the  cer- 
tified copy  of  the  execution. 

^^^  The  sixth  and  last  assignment  of  error  questions  the 
propriety  of  the  ruling  upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
Under  this  assignment  several  propositions  are  insisted  upon 
which  we  shall  consider  in  the  order  presented.  It  is  said 
that  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  Johnson's  judgment 
against  Drew  was  recorded  in  Hernando  county  before  the 
levy  of  the  execution  under  which  the  sale  was  made  nor 
before  the  record  of  the  deed  from  Drew  to  Inglis  et  al. 
We  have  already  disposed  of  this  adversely  to  the  contention 
of  plaintiffs  in  error,  in  discussing  other  assignments  of 
error. 

It  is  said  that  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  the  exe- 
cution was  levied  before  the  record  of  the  deed  from  Drew 
to  Inglis  et  al.,  but  it  is  shown  that  the  judgment  upon  which 
the  execution  issued  had  become  a  lien  upon  the  land  before 
the  deed  was  recorded,  and  upon  the  principles  announced 
in  the  eases  hereinafter  cited  it  was  immaterial  in  such  a 
case  whether  the  execution  was  actually  levied  before  or  after 
the  record  of  the  deed,  as  in  either  case  the  title  of  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  execution  sale  would  be  superior  to  the  title 
acquired  by  the  gfantee  by  virtue  of  such  deed. 

It  is  said  that  the  recitals  in  the  deed  from  Keathlcy  to 
McKeown  which  was  recorded  in  1884,  and  the  mortgages 
and  deeds  from  Drew  to  other  parties  recorded  prior  to  the 
record  of  the  judgment  against  Drew,  furnished  record  no- 
tice to  Johnson  of  the  equities  of  Inglis,  Broome,  Taylor  and 
Keathley.  We  have  already  pointed  out  in  the  statement 
the  fact  that  none  of  these  conveyances  except  that  from 
Keathley  to  McKeown  contained  any  suggestion  that  other 
persons  had  equities  in  the  property.  The  mortgage  exe- 
cuted by  Drew  purported  to  convey  an  undivided  one-fiftli 
interest  in  the  land,  but  there  is  no  suggestion  in  the  docu- 
ment that  Drew  did  not  '^^  own  the  entire  interest,  nor 
that  Inglis,  Broome,  Taylor  and  Keathley  were  interested  in 
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the  property.  There  was,  therefore,  nothing  in  these  docu- 
ments to  put  Johnson  on  notice.  As  to  the  deed  from  Keath- 
ley  to  McKeown,  neither  Drew  nor  Johnson  were  parties 
thereto,  nor  was  it  a  link  in  the  chain  of  title  of  Drew  through 
whom  Johnson  claims.  The  recitals  therein  were  recitals 
in  deeds  between  strangers  so  far  as  plaintiff  was  concerned 
and  he  cannot  be  bound  thereby,  in  the  absence  of  actual 
notice,  merely  because  the  deed  was  recorded. 

It  is  said  that  the  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale  takes 
only  the  right,  title  and  interest  which  the  execution  debtor 
had  subject  to  equities  existing  at  the  time  the  judgment 
was  recorded,  that  this  principle  had  been  recognized  by 
this  court  in  Holland  v.  State,  15  Fla.  455,  and  Massey  V. 
Hubbard,  18  Fla.  688,  and  that  the  limitations  upon  this 
principle,  announced  in  Carr  v.  Thomas,  18  Fla.  736,  Doyle 
V.  Wade,  23  Fla.  90,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  334,  1  South.  516,  and 
Lusk  V.  Reel,  36  Fla.  418,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  18  South.  582, 
which  are  based  upon  our  statute  protecting  creditors  and 
purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice  against 
unrecorded  conveyances,  apply  only  in  cases  where  the  judg- 
ment debtor  had  the  legal  title  to  the  property  in  his  own 
right,  and  not  in  cases  where,  though  apparently  the  holder 
of  the  legal  title,  he  yet  held  it  in  trust  for  another.  "We 
have  carefully  considered  the  decisions  referred  to  and  also 
the  decision  in  Eldridge  v.  Post,  20  Fla.  579,  and  Rogers  v. 
Munnerlyn,  36  Fla.  591,  18  South.  669,  but  we  are  unable 
to  see  that  they  thus  restrict  the  rule  applicable  under  the 
statute  referred  to.  In  the  case  of  Lusk  v.  Reel,  36  Fla.  418, 
51  Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  18  South.  582,  it  was  held  that  a  pur- 
chaser at  an  execution  sale  against  one  td  whom  real  estate 
had  been  conveyed  through  mistake,  but  without  any  knowl- 
edge* ^^^  actual  or  constructive,  of  such  mistake,  was  en- 
titled to  protection  as  an  innocent  purchaser.  In  that  case 
the  execution  creditor  was  the  purchaser.  In  the  present 
r-ase  the  title  to  the  property  in  controversy  was  in  Drew, 
with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  other  parties  inter- 
ested. The  deed  conveying  the  property  to  him  was  an  ab- 
solute conveyance  in  fee  simple  containing  no  intimation  what- 
ever that  he  held  the  property  in  trust.  The  declaration  of 
trust,  if  executed  before,  was  not  recorded  until  after  the 
record  of  Johnson's  judgment  in  Hernando  county,  which 
fixed  his  lien  upon  the  property,  and  the  conveyance  from 
Drew  to  the  iKirlies  for  whom  he  held  the  property  in  trust, 
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was  executed  and  recorded  after  the  record  of  Johnson's 
judgment  in  Hernando  county.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the 
parties  were  ever  in  actual  possession  of  the  land,  nor  that 
Johnson  had  actual  notice  of  their  claims  until  the  day  of 
the  sale.  The  notice  given  on  the  day  of  sale  was  unavail- 
ing, because  the  rights  of  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  whether 
such  purchaser  be  the  execution  creditor  of  a  third  person, 
be  fixed  by  the  status  existing  at  the  time  the  lien  is  ac- 
quired, and  not  by  the  status  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
sale.  This  is  clearly  held  in  the  decisions  above  referred  to. 
If  at  the  time  the  lien  is  acquired  the  creditor  has  no  notice, 
actual  or  constructive,  of  equities  of  third  persons  in  real 
estate  the  title  to  which  stands  in  the  name  of  the  judgment 
debtor  as  the  apparent  absolute  owner,  the  purchaser  at  the 
execution  sale  thereof  takes  a  good  title  and  is  protected  as 
a  bona  fide  purchaser,  even  though  the  creditor  or  purchaser 
had  notice  of  the  equities  of  others  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

Lastly  it  is  said  that  plaintiff  was  estopped  by  his  con- 
duct and  silence  at  the  time  of  the  sale  by  which  he  had 
^^*  led  Keathley  and  one  Barker,  who  were  present  at  the 
sale  and  interested  in  the  property,  to  believe  that  he  acqui- 
esced in  the  statement  made  at  the  sale  that  Drew  only  owned 
a  one-fifth  interest  in  the  land  and  that  interest  only  was 
being  sold  by  the  sheriff.  There  is  testimony  to  show  that 
Keathley  protested  against  the  sale  and  that  Johnson  was 
present  at  the  time,  but  we  think  the  referee  was  justified  in 
his  finding  that  Johnson  did  not  by  his  conduct  or  silence  lead 
anyone  to  believe  that  only  a  one-fifth  interest  was  being 
sold.  The  execution  was  levied  upon  all  the  right,  title  and 
interest  of  Drew  in  the  entire  property  and  the  deed  recites 
that  all  his  interest  was  sold  and  purports  to  convey  such 
interest.  The  fact  that  other  persons  protested  against  the 
sale  of  all  but  a  one-fifth  interest,  even  though  Johnson  said 
nothing  in  reply  to  such  protest,  cannot,  in  the  face  of  the 
fact  that  the  entire  interest  was  sold,  operate  as  an  estoppel 
upon  Johnson  as  the  purchaser,  and  prevent  him  from  claim- 
ing that  which  was  in  fact  sold  and  conveyed. 

This  disposes  of  all  the  points  presented  and  finding  no 
error,  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 

Hocker,  Whitfield  and  Parkhill,  JJ.,  concur. 

Shackleford,  C.  J.,  and  Taylor  and  Cockrell,  JJ.,  being 
disqualified,  took  no  pai't  in  the  decision  of  this  case. 
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An  F.xrcution  Sale  is  not  subject  to  equities  of  which  the  attaching 
or  juclgiMont  creditors  had  no  notice:  Livingstone  v.  Murphy,  187 
Mass.  315,  1(15  Am.  St.  Kep.  4  00.  But  see  Boon  v.  Van  Gorder,  164 
Ind.  499,  108  Am.  St.  Eep.  314. 

As  to  What  Estates  and  Ind  rests  Judgment  Liens  attach,  see  the 
recent  note  to  Flint  v.  Chaloupka,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  776. 


ANDERSON  v.  FULLER. 
[51  Fla.  380,  41  South.  684.] 

MXJNICIPAL  CORFOEATIONS— Contracts  for  Public  Work.— 

If  its  charter  requires  the  oflicers  of  a  city  to  award  contracts  for 
public  work  to  the  lowest  bidder,  a  contract  made  in  violation  of 
its  requirements  is  illegal  and  void,  and  neither  the  municipality 
nor  its  oflicers  can  make  a  binding  contract  for  such  work  except 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law.     (p.  177.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORFOEATIONS— Contracts  for  PubUc  Work.— 
Under  a  city  charter  requiring  its  oflicers  to  award  contracts  for 
public  work  to  the  lowest  bidder,  the  incorporation  into  the  ad- 
vertisement for  bids,  or  in  the  specifications  for  the  work  upon  which 
bids  are  predicated,  of  illegal  or  unauthorized  conditions  or  obliga- 
tions upon  the  contractor,  compliance  with  which  upon  his  part  will 
necessarily  and  illegally  increase  the  cost  of  the  work,  is  not  a  letting 
of  such  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  will  render  the  contract 
illegal  and  void.     (p.  177.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORFOEATIONS— Liability  for  Consequential 
Damages  to  Private  Property. — A  municipal  corporation,  if  it  con- 
fines itself  within  the  limits  of  its  power  and  jurisdiction,  is  not 
liable  to  an  action  for  consequential  dai);ages  to  private  pro[)erty  or 
persons,  unless  expressly  made  so,  when  the  act  complained  of  was  done 
by  it  or  its  officers  under  and  pursuant  to  autliority  conferred  by  a 
valid  act  of  tiie  legislature,  and  there  has  been  no  want  of  reason- 
able care  or  skill  in  the  execution  of  the  power,  although  the  same 
act,  if  done  without  legislative  sanction,  would  be  actionable,  (p. 
179.) 

MUNICIPAL  COEPOEATIONS— Grants  of  Franchise  Eights- 
Rights  of  Public. — While  nuniici]ialities  may,  by  ordinance,  giant  to 
individuals  and  corporations  the  privilege  of  occupying  the  streets 
and  public  ways  for  lawful  purposes,  such  as  railroad  tracks,  poles, 
wires,  gas  and  water  pipes,  such  rights  are  at  all  times  held  in  sub- 
ordin.'.tion  to  the  superior  rights  of  the  public,  and  all  necessary  and 
desirable  ordinances  that  are  reasonable  may  be  enacted  and  en- 
forced to  protect  the  public  health,  safety,  and  convenience,  not- 
withstanding they  may  interfere  with  legal  franchise  rights.  (p. 
179.) 

MUNICIPAL  COEPOEATIONS— Franchise  Eights.— A  water 
cniiiimny  placing  its  pipes  in  the  streets  under  a  francliise  contract 
with  tlie  city  does  so  in  subordination  to  the  superior  rights  of  the 
j>ublic,  through  its  duly  constituted  autliorities,  to  construct  sewers 
in  tlie  same  streets,  whenever  the  public  interest  demands;  and  if  in 
conse(|n(  nee  of  tlie  exercise  of  this  right  tlie  water  company  is  com- 
pelled to  relay  its  pipes,  in  the  absence  of  unreasonable  or  malicious 
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conduct,  it  has  no  cause  of  action  against  the  corporation  for  re- 
imbursements on  account  thereof,     (p.  179.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPOEATIONS— Water-pipes  in  Streets- 
Cost  of  Removing. — A  city  is  not  authorized,  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  burden  itself  or  its  citizens,  by  contract,  with  the  cost  of  removing 
and  replacing  the  water-pipes  of  a  corporation  that  necessarily  have 
been  interfered  with  in  the  laying  of  sewers  in  the  streets,     (p.  179.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Void  Contracts— Suit  by  Tax- 
payer.— A  taxpayer  in  a  city  may  properly  maintain  a  suit  to  restrain 
the  paying  out  of  public  moneys  upon  its  void  and  unauthorized  con- 
tracts,    (p.  180.) 

Macfarlane  &  Glen  and  J.  P.  Wall,  for  the  appellant. 

Sparkman  &  Carter,  P.  0.  Knight  and  C.  C.  Whitaker, 
for  the  appellees. 

383  TAYLOR,  J.  On  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1905,  the  appellant,  alleging  that  he  was  a  citizen  and 
taxpayer  upon  real  and  personal  property  in  the  city  of 
Tampa,  Florida,  filed  his  bill  in  equity  in  the  circuit  court 
.of  ITillsborough  county  against  the  appellees  W.  R.  Fuller, 
Robert  ]\Iugge,  S.  J.  Drawdy  and  B.  M.  Balbonton  as  mem- 
bers of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  public  works  of  said 
city  of  Tampa  and  against  the  appellees,  George  C.  "Warren 
and  Fred  T.  Warren,  alleging  therein,  among  other  things, 
that  the  said  board  of  conunissioners  of  public  works,  being 
thereunto  duly  authorized,  published  a  notice  calling  for  bids 
for  furnishing  the  material  and  labor  necessary  to  construct 
a  sewerage  system  in  certain  streets,  alleys  and  avenues  of 
the  said  city  of  Tampa,  a  copy  of  which  notice  is  attached 
as  an  exhibit  to  the  bill.  Said  notice  for  bids  refers  to  cer- 
tain specifications  in  the  hands  of  the  engineer  of  the  board 
that  are  to  be  made  the  basis  of  such  bids,  and  a  copy  of  such 
specifications  is  also  attached  as  an  exhibit  to  the  bill.  That 
on  the  first  day  of  August,  1905,  the  defendants,  George  C. 
Warren  and  Fred  T.  Warren,  submitted  to  and  filed  with 
the  said  board  of  commissioners  of  public  works  a  bid  for 
furnishing  the  material  and  the  performance  of  the  labor 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  said  contract;  that  afterward  in 
August,  1905,  the  said  board  of  commissioners  of  public 
works  accepted  said  bid  of  the  said  George  C.  and  Fred  T. 
Warren,  and  afterward,  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  August, 
1905,  attempted  to  enter  into  various  written  contracts  with 
the  said  Warrens  for  the  carrying  out  of  the  work  provided 
for  in  said  plans  and  specifications  and  the  bid  made  by  them. 
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the  exact  number  of  contracts  so  entered  into  being  unknown 
to  your  orator,  but  alleges  that  all  of  said  contracts  were 
*®'^  identical  in  their  provisions,  except  as  to  differences  in 
the  amounts  bid  on  different  streets  as  shown  in  their  dif- 
ferent bids.  A  copy  of  such  contracts  is  attached  as  an  ex- 
hibit to  the  bill.  That  said  Warrens,  with  whom  the  said 
contracts  were  so  entered  into,  were  not  in  fact  the  lowest 
responsible  bidders  for  the  said  contract,  but  that  there  was 
submitted  to  and  filed  with  said  board  at  the  same  time  a 
bid  on  the  part  of  Joseph  E.  and  George  W.  Bryan  as  part- 
ners as  Bryan  &  Company,  which  was  in  fact  a  lower  bid 
than  that  of  the  said  Warren  &  Warren  by  approximately 
the  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars,  and  that  said  Bryan  &  Com- 
pany are  and  were  responsible  bidders,  able  to  carry  out  and 
perform  the  said  contract,  and  that  said  board  of  commis- 
sioners were  fully  satisfied  as  to  trie  responsibility  of  the 
said  Bryan  &  Company,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they 
awarded  the  contract  to  the  said  Warren  &  Warren;  that 
said  contracts  entered  into  between  the  said  board  of  com- 
missionei-s  of  public  works  and  the  said  Warren  &  Warren 
are  upon  their  face  utterly  null  and  void,  among  other  rea- 
sons for  the  reasons  hereinafter  mentioned; 

(a)  That  the  said  contracts  do  not  conform  to  the  ad- 
vertisement for  bids  and  the  plans  and  specifications  therein 
referred  to. 

(b)  That  said  contracts  reserved  to  the  said  board  of  com- 
missioners of  public  works  the  power  to  increase  or  diminish 
the  work,  to  make  any  changes  in  the  line,  grade,  plan,  form, 
position,  dimensions  and  material  of  the  work,  either  before 
or  after  construction. 

(c)  That  the  said  specifications  required,  and  the  said 
contracts  provided  that  the  contractor,  at  his  own  expense, 
should  remove  all  gaspipes,  water-pipes  and  conduits  form- 
ing an  obstruction  to  the  line  or  grade  of  the  sewer. 

'•^^^  (d)  That  said  specifications  required  and  the  said  con- 
tracts provided,  that  the  contractor  shall  be  responsible  for 
all  the  damages  to  buildings,  bridges,  railroads,  street-car 
lines,  pipes,  culverts  or  other  property  on  the  line  of  the 
work  and  for  all  injury  to  gas  or  water-pipes  and  for  all 
waste  of  gas  or  water  due  to  the  execution  of  the  work. 

(e)  That  said  contracts  provided  that  the  price  bid  bv 
the  said  coiitrnctor  should  include  the  replacing  of  all  water- 
coui"ses  and  drains,  or  proper  rearrangement  and  reconstruc- 
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tion  of  any  drain,  water-pipe,  gaspipe,  telegraph,  telephone 
or  electric  poles,  pipes  or  any  conduit  of  any  nature  or  de- 
scription which  may  be  encountered  and  injured  or  which 
may  interfere  with  the  line  or  grade,  of  the  work,  also  tlie 
maintaining  of  travel  over  any  railroad  or  street-car  line 
which  may  be  liable  to  obstruction  by  reason  of  said  work, 
and  the  proper  repair  of  any  injury  to  the  same. 

(f)  That  said  specifications  required,  and  the  said  con- 
tracts provided,  that  the  contractor  should  assume  liabilit>' 
for  all  damages  occasioned  by  doing  the  work  therein  pro- 
vided. 

(g)  That  in  and  by  the  said  contracts  the  said  board  of 
commissioners  abdicated  their  functions  in  favor  of  the  city 
engineer  and  invested  him  with  powers  and  duties  not  au- 
thorized by  law. 

(h)  That  the  said  contracts  and  the  specifications  made 
a  part  'thereof  constituted  an  unlawful  delegation  of  the 
authority  of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  public  works  in 
respect  to  duties  imposed  upon  them  by  law,  and  incapable 
of  delegation. 

(i)  That  the  notice  calling  for  bids  by  requiring  sepa- 
rate bids  on  each  street  violated  the  provision  of  the  city 
charter  of  said  city  which  requires  all  contracts  to  be  let  to 
the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

385  (j)  That  said  specifications  upon  which  bids  were 
called  for  did  not  sufficiently  apprise  bidders  of  the  nature, 
extent  and  character  of  the  work  so  as  to  comply  with  the 
city  charter  requiring  all  contracts  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  re- 
sponsible bidder. 

(k)   That  the  said  contracts  are  illegal  and  void. 

That  the  said  city  of  Tampa  is  not  itself  the  owner  of 
any  gas  or  water  pipes  in  the  street  of  said  city,  or  of  any 
telegraph,  telephone  or  electric  poles,  pipes  or  conduits  of 
any  nature,  railroad  or  street-car  line  operated  within  tht; 
city  of  Tampa,  and  that  all  of  the  same  are  owned  by  pri- 
vate corporations  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Tampa  under 
franchises  or  licenses  from  said  city,  and  that  said  city  has 
no  power  or  authority,  either  directly  or  indirectly  to  ap- 
propriate money  of  the  city  or  impose  an  expense  on  the  tax- 
payers of  the  city  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  private  cor- 
porations or  any  of  thorn,  all  of  which  hold  their  franchises 
or  licoi;scs  sui)jecl  to  the  power  of  the  city  to  ro(|uire  the 
con.stra.-liuu  of  a  bcwcrage  system  in  the  streets  of  the  saiJ 
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city  in  the  interest  of  the  public  health  of  said  city-,  and  that 
some  of  the  instruments  or  agencies  of  the  said  private  cor- 
porations will  be  encountered,  and  that  the  installment  of 
the  said  sewerage  system  will  render  it  necessary  to  remove 
or  change  the  same  in  the  performance  of  the  said  contracts. 

That  said  contracts  are  further  illegal  and  void  for  the 
reason  that  in  the  proposed  form  of  agreement  furnished 
by  the  said  board  of  commissioners  of  public  works  to  somo 
or  all  of  the  bidders  on  the  said  contract  as  a  basis  upon 
which  bids  should  be  submitted,  and  particularly  to  the  said 
firm  of  Brj'an  &  Company  there  was  included  a  clause  in 
the  following  words:  "Payments  for  the  above  work  under 
this  contract  may  be  made  with  cash  or  certificates  of  in- 
debtedness for  paving  and  sewers  as  the  ^*^  board  of  public 
works  may  elect,"  while  in  the  said  contracts  as  entered  into 
in  writing  and  executed  by  the  said  board  of  commissioners 
of  public  works  and  the  said  Warren  &  AVarren  thei-e  is  no 
such  clause  or  provision.  That  all  of  the  said  contracts  for 
doing  the  entire  work  specified  in  the  said  advertisement  have 
been  executed  by  the  said  board  of  public  works  and  the 
said  "Warren  &  "Warren,  and  that  your  orator  is  informed 
and  believes  that  the  said  Warren  &  Warren  are  now  pre- 
paring to  enter  upon  the  performance  of  the  said  contract 
and  if  they  are  permitted  to  do  so,  and  the  said  board  is 
permitted  to  pay  out  moneys  under  the  said  contract,  the 
moneys  of  the  said  city  will  be  illegally  diverted  to  a  pur- 
pose not  authorized  by  law,  and  an  illegal  burden  thereby 
imposed  upon  the  taxpayers  of  said  city. 

The  prayers  of  the  bill  were  that  the  said  contracts  and 
each  of  them  separately  and  as  an  entirety  be  decreed  to 
be  null  and  void  and  to  have  no  binding  force  or  obliga- 
tion upon  the  city  of  Tampa  or  the  officers  thereof.  That 
the  defendants  and  each  and  every  one  of  them,  their  agents, 
servants  and  employes,  be  enjoined  and  restrained  from  carry- 
ing out  the  terms  of  the  said  contracts  and  each  of  them, 
or  attempting  to  enforce  them  or  either  of  them  in  any  man- 
ner, shape  or  form,  and  particularly  from  paying  out  or  at- 
tempting to  pay  out  any  moneys  thereunder  to  the  said  War- 
ren &  AVarren  or  to  anyone  in  their  behalf.  That  if  any 
moneys  have  l)Coi]  heretofore  or  shall  be  hereafter  paid  out 
to  the  said  Wnrren  &  Warren  or  either  of  them  or  to  anyone 
in  their  bclialf  on  account  of  the  said  alleged  ci>;i1ra'-t.s.  an 
aeeuuuliiig  .shall  be  taken  thereof  by  and   under  the  direc- 
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tion  of  the  court,  and  that  the  said  defendants,  W.  R.  Fuller. 
Robert  Mugge,  S.  J.  Drawdy  and  B.  M.  Balbonton  be  decreed 
to  restore  and  pay  to  the  city  of  Tampa  any  and  all  moneys 
so  unlawfully  ^^^  diverted  by  them.  And  for  a  temporary 
injunction  for  subpoena  and  for  general  relief. 

The  defendants  answered  the  bill  admitting  all  of  the  ma- 
terial averments  thereof  as  to  the  terms  and  provisions  of 
the  advertisement  for  bids  for  said  work  and  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  specifications  for  such  work  that  were  the  basis  for 
the  bids,  and  as  to  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  contracts 
entered  into  for  such  work,  but  allege  by  way  of  demurrer 
that  such  averments,  of  the  bill,  if  true,  do  not  affect  the 
validity  of  such  contracts.  They  deny  that  Warren  &  War- 
ren were  not  the  lowest  responsible  bidders,  and  deny  that 
the  bid  of  Bryan  &  Company  was  lower  than  that  of  Warren 
&  Warren.  The  answers  seek  to  avoid  the  allegation  of  the 
bill  that  said  contracts  and  specifications  for  the  work  on 
which  they  are  based  unlawfully  obligate  the  contractors 
under  the  terms  of  their  bid  to  remove  and  replace  at  their 
cost  all  water-pipes,  gaspipes,  telegraph  and  telephone  and 
electric  light  poles,  pipes  and  conduits,  and  street  railway 
tracks  that  may  come  or  stand  in  the  way  of  laying  said 
sewers,  by  alleging  that  none  of  such  things  were  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  in  the  way  of  such  sewers  as  planned  to  be  laid, 
and  none  thereof  would  in  fact  have  to  be  moved  and  re- 
placed in  consequence  of  the  laying  of  said  sewers.  They 
deny  that  said  board  of  public  works  in  and  by  said  con- 
tracts abdicated  its  functions  or  illegally  delegated  its  func- 
tions and  powers  to  the  city  engineer  in  the  matter  of  con- 
structing such  sewers,  or  thereby  clothed  him  with  duties  not 
authorized  by  law,  or  that  were  exclusively  to  be  performed 
by  said  board.  Said  answers  further  seek  to  avoid  the  alle- 
gations of  the  bill  to  the  effect,  that  said  contracts  illegally 
impose  the  burden  directly  upon  the  contractor  and*  indi- 
I'cctly  upon  the  city  of  the  cost  of  the  removal  and  replacement 
of  all  telegraph,  telephone  and  ^****  electric  light  poles,  pipes 
and  conduits,  and  gas  and  water  pipes,  drains  and  conduits, 
street-car  tracks,  etc.,  that  may  come  within  the  line  of  lay- 
ing said  sewers,  by  averring  that  though  said  provisions  were 
contained  in  said  specifications  and  contracts  based  thereon, 
yet  it  meant  nothing,  as  it  had  always  been  and  was  so  un- 
derstood that  notwithstanding  such  provisions  were  in  said 
contracts,  yet  the  public  authorities  of  said  city  uniformly 
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construed  it,  and  the  gas,  water,  electric  light,  street  rail- 
way and  telephone  companies  in  said  city  uniformly  con- 
strued it  to  the  effect  that  whatever  removals  or  rearrange- 
ments were  necessary  to  be  made  by  the  said  respective  pri- 
vate corporations  in  consequence  of  sewerage  work  were 
always  to  be  made  and  at  the  expense  of  the  corporation  so 
affected,  and  not  at  the  expense  of  the  city  contractor  or  the 
city  of  Tampa,  and  that  such  has  been  the  universal  con- 
struction and  practice  since  1897,  and  up  to  the  present  time, 
the  contracts  in  each  instance  since  1897  having  been  the 
same  as  these  contracts  that  are  complained  of.  The  sepa- 
rate answers  of  the  defendants  "Warren  &  Warren,  were  prac- 
tically the  same  as  that  of  the  board  of  public  works.  Upon 
the  bill  with  its  exhibits,  answers  and  ex  parte  affidavits  filed 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants  sustaining  the  averments  of  fact 
in  their  answers,  application  was  mfide  by  the  complainant  to 
the  circuit  judge  for  a  temporary  injunction  as  prayed  in 
the  bill.  After  argument  the  application  was  denied  by  an 
order  made  December  30,  1905,  and  from  this  order  denying 
the  injunction  the  complainant  below  has  taken  his  appeal  to 
this  court. 

^^'^  Chapter  5363  of  the  Laws  of  1903  provides  for  the 
election  by  the  people  of  the  city  of  Tampa  of  a  board  of 
commissioners  of  public  works  for  said  city  from  among  ihe 
registered  voters  who  are  freeholders.  By  section  21  of  this 
act  such  board  is  given  exclusive  power  and  control  over  the 
construction  and  repairing  of  all  sewers.  By  section  24  of 
said  act  it  is  empowered  to  employ  an  engineer  and  such  other 
employes,  officials  and  assistants  as  may  be  found  necessary. 
This  section  also  provides  that  the  contracts  made  by  this 
board  shall  be  made  in  the  name  of  the  city  of  Tampa,  and 
that  any  improvements  which  shall  involve  an  expenditure 
of  more  than  three  hundred  dollars  shall  only  be  let  or  made 
after  'advertisement  thereof,  and  shall  be  let  to  the  lowest  re- 
sponsible bidder  therefor,  upon  such  terms  and  secured  b.y 
such  bond  as  the  board  maj'-  require.  Section  28  of  said  act 
provides  that  whenever  any  sewer  or  drain  shall  have  been 
heretofore  or  may  hereafter  be  constructed  or  repaired  in 
said  city  the  city  counsel  shall,  as  soon  as  the  cost  of  such 
improvement  shall  have  been  certified  to  them  by  the  com- 
missioners of  public  works,  assess  against  the  abutting  prop- 
erty two-thirds  of  the  cost  of  such  improvement  in  propor- 
tion to  the  frontage  of  such  abutting  propert}^  on  said  street, 
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alley,  park  or  highway  so  improved.  Section  29  of  said  act 
provides  that  all  such  assessments  shall  constitute  a  prior 
lien  to  all  other  liens  except  taxes  and  those  for  the  con- 
struction of  sidewalks,  with  which  liens  they  shall  have  equal 
dignity  upon  the  real  estate  assessed.  Section  30  of  said  act 
provides  that  when  at  any  time  the  city  council  shall  decide 
to  construct  or  repair  any  sewer,  such  council  shall  pass  a 
resolution  or  ordinance  ordering  the  same  done,  and  there- 
upon the  commissioners  of  public  works  shall  advertise  for 
bids  for  making  said  improvements.  ^^^  Section  31  of  the 
act  provides  for  the  issuance  by  the  city  council  of  certifi- 
cates of  indebtedness  for  the  amounts  of  the  assessments 
against  the  abutting  property,  a  separate  certificate  to  be  is- 
sued against  each  tract  of  land  assessed  containing  a  descrip- 
tion of  such  land,  the  amount  of  the  assessment,  together  with 
the  general  nature  of  the  improvement,  and  shall  be  made 
payable  to  bearer  in  one,  two  and  three  years  in  equal  an- 
nual installments  with  interest  to  be  fixed  by  the  city  coun- 
cil at  a  rate  not  greater  than  eight  per  cent  per  annum  pay- 
able annually  from  the  date  of  the  issuance  of  such  certifi- 
cate. 

The  rule  is  well  settled  that  where  the  charter  or  incor- 
porating act  requires  the  officers  of  a  city  to  award  con- 
tracts for  public  works  to  the  lowest  bidder,  a  contract  made 
in  violation  of  its  requirements  is  illegal  and  void,  and  that 
neither  the  municipality  nor  its  subordinate  officers  can  make 
a  binding  contract  for  such  work  except  in  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  law :  1  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 4th  ed.,  sec.  466 ;  Fulton  v.  City  of  Lincoln,  9  Neb.  358, 
2  N.  W.  724;  Brady  v.  Mayor  of  City  of  Ncav  York,  20  N. 
Y.  312;  Nash  v.  City  of  St.  Paul,  8  ]\Tinn.  172;  Maxwell  v. 
Board  of  Supervisors  etc.,  53  Cal.  389.  The  purpose  and 
intent  of  the  law  in  requiring  such  contracts  to  be  let  or 
awarded  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  for  the  work  is  to 
secure  the  public  improvement  at  the  lowest  reasonable  cost 
to  the  taxpaj-ers.  Therefore  the  incorporation  into  the  ad- 
vertisement for  such  bids,  or  into  the  specifications  for  the 
work  upon  which  such  bids  are  predicated,  of  illegal  or  unau- 
thorized conditions  or  obligations  upon  the  contractor,  com- 
pliance with  which  on  his  part  will  necessarily  and  illegally 
increase  the  cost  of  the  work,  is  not  letting  of  such  contract  to 
the  lowest  bidder,  and  will  render  the  contract  illegal  and 
void:  California  Imp.  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  123  ^oi  Cal.  88,  55 

Am.   St.  Rep.,  Vol.   120—12 


178  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.      [Florida, 

Pac.  802;  Stnnsbury  v.  White,  121  Cal.  433,  53  Pac.  940.  In 
the  published  notice  for  bids  for  the  performance  of  the  pub- 
lic work  involved  herein  bidders  were  referred  to  the  office  of 
the  engineer  of  the  board  of  public  works  for  specifications  of 
the  work  aud  materials  to  be  used  therein.  In  the  specifica- 
tions thus  referred  to  are  the  following  provisions:  "In  dig- 
ging about  water-pipes,  gaspipes,  and  sewer  or  drain-pipes, 
workmen  must  exercise  special  care,  and  such  pipes  shall 
be  properly  supported  on  timbers  or  chains,  and  the  cost 
of  such  work  and  of  repairs  made  necessary  by  injury  to 
said  pipes  shall  be  paid  by  the  contractor,  and  is  included 
in  the  price  paid  for  the  sewer.  When  such  pipes  or  conduits 
form  an  obstruction  to  the  line  or  grade  of  the  sewer,  the  con- 
tractor sluill,  at  his  owai  cost,  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
the  engineer,  make  such  removals,  alterations,  or  rearrange- 
ments as  may  be  required  by  the  er.gineer. " 

"The  contractor  shall  be  responsible  for  all  damages  to 
buildings,  bridges,  railroads,  street-car  lines,  culverts  or 
other  property  on  the  line  of  the  work,  and  shall  replace 
and  malce  good  all  macadam  or  other  pavement,  crosswallcs, 
etc..  disturbed  during  the  progress  or  in  consequence  of  con- 
struction. The  contractor  shall  be  responsible  for  all  injurv^ 
to  gas  or  water  pipes  and  for  all  waste  of  gas  or  water  due 
to  the  execution  of  the  work.  The  contractor  shall  provide 
for  the  uninterrupted  flow  through  all  watercourses  and 
drainage  ways  in  the  line  of  the  work." 

"The  prices  bid  shall  include  ....  the  relaying  of  all 
pavements  and  cross-w^alks,  the  protection  and  repairing  of 
all  gaspipes,  water-pipes,  sewers,  drains  and  other  conduits  " 

The  contracts  entered  into  by  the  board  with  the  defend- 
ants ^^^  Warren  &  Warren,  in  pursuance  of  these  specifica- 
tions and  of  their  bids  based  thereon  contained  the  follow- 
ing provision,  in  consonance  with  such  specifications  but  go- 
ing still  further,  viz.:  "And  the  party  of  the  second  part 
(the  contractor)  further  agrees  that  the  prices  above  named 
sliall  include  the  cost  of  ...  .  the  replacement  of  all  water- 
(C)urses  and  drains,  the  proper  rearrangement  and  reconstruc- 
tion of  any  drain,  water-pipe,  gaspipe,  tflegraph,  telephone 
or  electric  light  poles,  or  pipe  or  conduit  of  any  nature  or 
dcNcriplion  which  may  be  encountered  and  injured,  or  which 
may  interfere  with  the  line  or  grade  of  the  work  under  this 
contract;  also  the  maintaining  of  travel  over  any  railroad  or 
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street-car  line  which  may  be  liable  to  obstruction  by  reason 
of  said  work,  and  the  proper  repairing  of  any  injury  to  same." 
Another  rule  well  settled  in  the  law  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions is  that  such  a  corporation,  when  it  confines  itself  within 
the  limits  of  its  power  and  jurisdiction  is  not  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion for  consequential  damages  to  private  property  or  persons 
(unless  it  be  given  by  special  constitutional  provision  or  by 
statute)  where  the  act  complained  of  was  done  by  it  or  its 
officers  under  and  pursuant  to  authority  conferred  by  a  valid 
act  of  the  legislature,  and  there  has  been  no  want  of  reason- 
able care  or  want  of  reasonable  skill  in  the  execution  of  the 
power,  although  the  same  act,  if  done  without  legislative 
sanction,  would  be  actionable :  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 4th  ed.,  sec.  987  et  seq.  And  while  municipalities  may 
by  ordinance  grant  to  individuals  and  corporations  the  privi- 
lege of  occupying  the  streets  and  public  ways  for  lawful  pur- 
poses, such  as  railroad  tracks,  poles,  wires,  gas  and  water- 
pipes,  such  rights  are  at  all  times  held  in  subordination  to  the 
superior  rights  of  the  public,  and  all  necessary  and  desirable 
police  ordinances,  that  are  reasonable,  may  be  enacted  and  en- 
forced ^^^  to  protect  the  public  health,  safety  and  conven- 
ience, notwithstanding  the  same  may  interfere  with  legal  fran- 
chise rights.  A  water  company  placing  its  pipes  in  the  streets 
under  a  franchise  contract  with  the  city  does  so  in  subordina- 
tion to  the  superior  rights  of  the  public,  through  its  duly  con- 
stituted municipal  authorities,  to  construct  sewers  in  the  same 
streets,  whenever  and  wherever  the  public  interest  demands; 
and  if  in  consequence  of  the  exercise  of  this  right,  the  water 
company  is  compelled  to  relay  its  pipes,  in  the  absence  of  un- 
reasonable or  malicious  conduct,  it  has  no  cause  of  action 
against  the  corporation  for  reimbursements  on  account 
thereof:  IMcQuillin  on  Municipal  Ordinances,  sec.  521; 
National  Water  Works  Co.  v.  City  of  Kansas,  28  Fed.  921 ; 
Kirby  v.  Citizens'  Ry.  Co.,  48  Md.  168,  30  Am.  Rep.  455; 
Elliott  on  Roads  and  Streets,  see.  476 ;  New  Orleans  Gas  Co. 
V.  Drainage  Com.,  197  U.  S.  453,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  471,  49  L. 
ed.  831.  The  city  of  Tampa  was,  therefore,  not  authorized 
directly  or  indirectly  to  burden  itself  or  its  citizens  with  the 
cost  of  removing  and  replacing  of  the  water-pipes,  gaspipes, 
telegraph,  telephone  and  electric  light  poles,  drains  or  con- 
duits or  railway  tracks  that  might  necessarily  have  been  inter- 
fered with  in  laying  its  sewers  in  the  streets.    And  that  these 
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contracts  did  indirectly  undertake  to  cast  such  burden  upon 
the  city  there  can  be  no  doubt,  since  the  bidders  for  the  work, 
being  advised  in  advance  that  they  would  be  required  to  bear 
the  cost  of  such  removal  and  replacement,  would  increase 
their  bids  sufificiently  to  cover  such  cost,  thereby  casting  an 
unauthorized  and  illegal  burden  upon  the  taxpayers,  and  de- 
feating the  purpose  and  object  of  the  law  in  having  the  con- 
tracts for  such  works  awarded  to  the  lowest  responsible  bid- 
der. These  provisions  in  these  contracts,  and  in  the  specifi- 
cations of  the  work  upon  which  the  bids  for  the  contracts  were 
submitted,  requiring  the  contractors  at  their  cost  to  remove 
^"*  and  replace  all  water  and  gaspipes,  telephone,  telegraph 
and  electric  light  poles,  pipes,  drains  and  conduits  and  all 
railway  tracks  that  interfered  with  such  sewers,  go  to  the 
vitals  of  such  contracts,  and  render  them  null  and  void  upon 
their  face;  particularly  is  this  true  when  the  city  is  author- 
ized by  its  charter  to  assess  the  cost  of  such  work  against  the 
abutting  property:  Chippewa  Bridge  Co.  v.  City  of  Durand, 
122  Wis.  85,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  931,  99  N.  W.  603;  Inge  v. 
Board  of  Public  Works,  135  Ala.  187,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  20,  33 
South.  678 ;  Colwell  v.  City  of  Waterbury,  74  Conn.  568,  51 
Atl.  530,  57  L.  R.  A.  218.  On  the  general  su])ject  see  Dia- 
mond V.  City  of  Mankato,  89  ]\Iinn.  48,  93  N.  W.  911,  61  L.  11. 
A.  448.  That  the  complainant  as  a  taxpayer  in  said  city  can 
properly  maintain  the  bill  filed  to  restrain  the  paying  out  of 
public  money's  upon  void  and  unauthorized  contracts  there 
can  be  no  question :  Frame  v.  Felix,  167  Pa.  47,  31  Atl.  375, 
27  L.  R.  A.  802;  City  of  Blufton  v.  Miller,  33  Ind.  App.  521, 
70  N.  E.  989 ;  Peck  v.  Spencer,  26  Fla.  23,  7  South.  642. 

There  are  numerous  other  grounds  of  objection  urged 
against  the  contracts  involved  herein,  but  as  the  objection 
discussed  is  fatal  to  the  validity  of  such  contracts  it  becomes 
unnecessary  for  us  to  pass  upon  the  others. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  circuit  ju<1gi> 
erred  in  denying  the  complainant's  application  for  injunctioii. 
The  order  appealed  from  is,  therefore,  hereby  reversed  at  the 
cost  of  the  appellees  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions 
to  grant  the  injunction  as  prayed  for  in  the  bill. 

Hocker  and  Parkhill,  JJ.,  concur. 

Shackleford,  C,  J.,  and  Cockrell  and  Whitfield,  JJ.,  concur 
in  the  opinion. 
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A  Provision  in  a  City  Charter  that  Certain  Contracts  Shall  be  Let  to 
the  lowest  responsible  bidder  is  mandatory,  and  a  compliance  there- 
with is  essential  to  the  validity  of  such  contracts:  Inge  v.  Board  of 
Public  works,  135  Ala.  187,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  20;  Chippewa  Bridge  Co. 
V.  Durand,  122  Wis.  85,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  931.  See,  however,  Dilling- 
ham V.  Spartanburg,  75  S.  C.  549,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  917. 

Additional  Stipulations  Contained  in  a  Municipal  Contract  awarded 
to  one  who  is  not  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  which  were  not  em- 
braced in  the  published  notice  for  bidding,  and  which  constitute  a 
material  charge,  and  therefore  a  departure  from  the  basis  of  bidding, 
invalidate  the  contract:  Inge  v.  Board  of  Public  Works,  135  Ala.  187, 
93  Am.  St.  Eep.  20.  Compare  Dillingham  v.  Spartanburg,  75  S.  C. 
549,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  917. 


BLUTHENTHAL  v.  JONES. 
[51  Fla.  396,  41  South.  533.] 

BANKRUPTCY — ^Discharge — Res  Judicata. — A  debt  due  to  a 
creditor  of  a  bankrupt,  provable  in  bankruptcy  proceedings,  is  barred 
by  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  granted  upon  notice  to  such  creditor 
and  without  objection,  although  the  bankrupt  has  been  refused  a 
discharge  in  bankruptcy  in  a  former  proceeding,  on  objection  of  the 
same  creditor,  and  in  respect  to  the  same  indebtedness,  if  the  ground 
for  such  refusal  does  not  appear,  and  the  debt  is  one  not  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  discharge  by  the  terms  of  the  bankruptcy 
statutes,     (pp.  185,  186.) 

H.  K.  Ollipliant,  for  the  appellants. 

Wilson  &  Boswell,  for  the  appellee. 

397  HOCKER,  J.  On  the  19th  of  June,  1905,  the  appellee 
as  complainant  filed  his  bill  in  the  circuit  court  of  Polk 
county  against  the  appellants  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart,  alleging 
therein  that  on  the  7th  of  August,  1900,  the  appellants  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  him  in  the  said  court  for  seven 
hundred  and  thirty-oue  dollars  and  twenty-eight  cents  and 
six  dollars  and  fifty-three  cents  costs,  and  an  execution 
thereon  issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of  said 
county;  that  said  judgment  was  rendered  upon  an  open  ac- 
count for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to 
liim  by  the  said  firm  of  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart;  that  on  the  3d 
of  August,  1903,  complainant  filed  in  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  Florida,  middle 
division,  his  petition  in  bankruptcy,  and  that  among  the 
claims  or  creditors  of  complainant  schednlnd  and  attached  to 
this  petition  in  bankruptcy  was  the  said  judgment  of  appel- 
lants, and  that  they  received  due  notice  of  tlie  filing  of  said 
petition;  that  after  due  notice  to  the  creditors  of  complain- 
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ant,  including  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart,  said  petition  came  on 

to  be  heard,  and  on  the ^^  day  of ,  1903,  the 

complainant  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  under  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress relating  to  bankruptcy,  and  within  the  time  required  by 
law  he  filed  his  application  for  final  discharge,  notice  being 
given  to  the  creditors,  including  appellants,  and  on  the  Ttli 
of  November,  1903,  complainant  was  discharged  from  all 
debts  and  claims,  including  that  of  appellants,  which  existed 
on  the  3d  of  August,  1903,  excepting  such  debts  as  were  by 
law  excepted  from  the  operation  of  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy, 
as  will  more  fully  appear  by  a  copy  of  the  order  attached  to  the 
bill,  and  that  the  claim  of  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart  was  a  prov- 
able debt  against  appellant's  estate  and  did  not  come  under 
any  of  the  exceptions  of  the  law  relating  to  bankruptcy.  The 
bill  alleges  that  since  the  7th  of  November,  1903,  the  date  of 
his  discharge,  complainant  has  acquired  title  to  certain  real 
estate,  describing  it,  and  that  appellants  have  caused  an  alias 
execution  to  be  issued  upon  their  judgment,  and  the  sherilT 
levied  the  same  on  the  described  lauds  on  the  19th  of  ]May, 
1905,  as  the  propert}^  of  complainant,  and  that  said  lands  are 
now  being  advertised  for  sale  under  said  execution,  to  be 
sold  on  the  first  IMonday  in  July,  1905,  for  the  alleged  purpose 
of  satisfying  said  execution  and  costs.  The  bill  alleges  that 
said  lands  are  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  said  execution 
by  reason  of  complainant's  discharge,  and  that  if  Bluthenthal 
&  Bickart  are  permitted  to  continue  said  proceeding  and  sell 
said  lands  under  said  execution,  a  cloud  will  be  cast  on  the 
title,  and  complainant  will  be  put  to  annoyance  and  expense 
in  having  same  removed.  The  bill  alleges  that  complainant 
is  without  remedy  save  in  equity,  and  prays  an  injunction 
against  said  sale  and  general  relief.  The  copy  of  the  order 
of  diseliarge  in  bankruptcy  is  as  follows: 

nuo  ''THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA. 

"In  the  District  Court  of  tlie  United  States,  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Florida,  Middle  Division. 

"In  the  :\latter  of  .AIILES  C.  JONES,  Bankrupt— No.  223. 

"In  Bankruptcy. 

"Southern  District  of  Florida,— ss. 

"Whereas,  ^liles  C.  Jones  of  Polk,  in  said  distrif^t.  has  been 
duly  adjudyx'd  a  bankrupt  under  the  acts  of  Cunyiv^s  roiatiug 
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to  bankruptcy,  and  appear  to  have  conformed  to  all  the  re- 
quirements of  law  in  that  behalf;  it  is  therefore  ordered  by 
this  court  that  said  Miles  C.  Jones  be  discharged  from  all 
debts  and  claims  which  are  made  provable  by  said  acts  against 
his  estate,  and  which  existed  on  the  third  day  of  August,  A. 
D.  1903,  on  which  day  the  petition  for  adjudication  was  filed 
by  him ;  excepting  such  debts  as  are  by  law  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

"Witness  the  Honorable  James  W.  Locke,  judge  of  said 
district  court,  and  the  seal  thereof,  this  seventh  day  of  No- 
vember, A.  D.  1903. 

''(Seal  of  Court.)  EUGENE  0.  LOCKE, 

"Clerk." 

The  defendants  below,  appellants  here,  ansAvered  the  bill. 
They  admit  the  bankruptcy  proceedings,  and  discharge  of 
complainant  as  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  whether  or  not  their 
judgment  was  scheduled  in  said  proceedings,  they  only  know 
as  alleged  in  the  bill,  as  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  said 
proceedings  as  to  scheduling  said  debt  or  judgment;  that  they 
did  not  participate  in  any  way  in  said  proceedings  or  prove 
their  judgment,  or  ask  any  benefit  of  said  proceedings.  They 
admit  notice  of  his  application  for  a  discharge.  They  deny 
that  their  debt  or  judgment  was  in  any  way  affected  or  dis- 
cluirged  by  reason  of  the  discharge  of  complainant  which  he 
obtained  in  Florida.  They  admit  that  complainant  ostensibly 
acquired  for  a  nominal  consideration  the  lands  as  described 
by  quitclaim  *^^  deed  shortly  after  his  discharge,  as  shown 
by  the  records  of  Polk  county.  They  admit  that  they  levied 
on  them  as  alleged.  The  answer  then  alleges  that  in  the  year 
1900  complainant  was  a  resident  of  Georgia,  and  there  began 
bankruptcy  proceedings  in  said  state  in  the  district  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  Georgia,  and 
that  they  participated  in  said  proceedings,  being  then  credi- 
tors upon  the  same  cause  of  action  upon  which  they  obtained 
their  judgment  against  complainant  in  Florida,  as  alleged  in 
tlie  bill;  that  when  complainant  applied  for  a  discharge  in  the 
proceedings  in  Georgia,  they  resisted  it,  and  the  court  refused, 
and  the  order  refusing  it  is  attached  to  the  answer,  and  made 
a  part  of  it.  The  answer  then  alleges  that  as  they  did  not  par- 
ticipate in  the  subsequent  bankruptcy  proceedings  in  Florida, 
that  their  debt  or  judgment  against  the  complainant  was  in 
no  manner  affected  by  the  discharge  in  bankruptcy  obtained 
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in  Florida,  and  that  the  lands  levied  on  are  subject  to  their 
execution. 

The  order  refusing  the  discharge  in  the  United  States  court 
in  Georgia,  is  as  follows : 

"In  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for   the    West- 
ern  Division  of  the  Southern  District  of  Georgia. 

"In  re  M.  C.  JONES,  Bankrupt. 

"In  Bankruptcy. 

"OBJECTIONS  TO  DISCHARGE. 

"Upon  considering  the  objections  to  the  discharge  of  the 
bankrupt  filed  in  the  above  matter  by  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart, 
and  the  evidence  in  support  thereof,  it  is  ordered  that  said 
objections  be  sustained  and  said  application  for  discharge  be 
denied  and  refused.     This  December  3d,  1900. 

"EMORY  SPEER, 

"Judge." 

The  foregoing  contains  the  substance  of  the  bill  and  an- 
swer. 

^^^  The  cause  was  set  down  for  hearing  and  heard  on  bill 
and  ansAver,  no  replication  having  been  filed.  The  chancellor 
decreed  that  the  lands  of  complainant  were  not  subject  to 
levy  and  sale  under  the  judgment  and  execution  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  enjoined  them  from  selling  or  attempting  to 
sell  thereunder.  From  this  decree  the  defendants  appealed 
to  this  court. 

The  only  question  here  is  one  of  law.  The  contention  of  the 
appellants  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart  is  that  because  they  partic- 
ipated in  the  bankruptcy  proceeding  in  the  United  States 
court  in  Georgia,  in  the  year  1900,  and  proved  their  account 
against  Jone^s  in  that  proceeding,  and  resisted  his  discharge 
there,  that  the  order  of  the  United  States  district  judge  re- 
fusing to  grant  him  a  discharge  rendered  their  claim  "res 
adjudioata,"  and  that  as  they  did  not  participate  in  the  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings  in  the  United  States  district  court  of  Flor- 
ida in  1903,  the  order  of  the  district  judge  in  the  last  pro- 
ceeding, discharging  Jones  from  his  debts,  did  not  apply  to 
their  claim  or  judgment.  We  have  examined  all  the  decisions 
referred  to  in  the  able  briefs  of  the  respective  parties,  but  no 
one  of  these  authorities  present  facts  which  are  analogous  to 
the  one  at  bar.  Neither  have  we  been  able  to  find  an  analo- 
gous case  in  our  library.     The  case  of  In  re  Drisko,  2  Low. 
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430,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4090,  cited  by  appellants,  turned  largely 
upon  the  construction  of  the  bankruptcy  law  in  force  in  the 
year  1875,  and  there  too  the  question  of  the  effect  of  a  previ- 
ous refusal  to  discharge  the  bankrupt  was  raised  in  the  second 
proceeding  '^^^  by  a  creditor,  and  in  that  second  proceeding 
the  effect  of  the  former  action  was  adjudicated. 

In  the  case  of  Kuntz  v.  Young,  65  C.  C.  A.  477,  131  Fed. 
719,  it  was  held  that  "a  failure  of  the  bankrupt  to  apply,  in 
due  time  for,  or  a  refusal  by  the  court  to  grant,  a  discharge 
from  debts  provable  in  proceedings  under  one  petition  in 
bankruptcy,  renders  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  bankrupt 
to  a  discharge  from  those  debts  in  a  proceeding  under  a  sub- 
sequent petition  res  adjudicata."  But  in  this  ease  both  peti- 
tions were  filed  in  the  same  district  court  and  the  question  of 
the  right  to  a  discharge  seems  to  have  been  raised  by  the 
report  of  the  trustee  showing  all  the  facts.  The  district  court 
itself  passed  on  the  question  of  the  effect  of  the  second  peti- 
tion, and  dismissed  it. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Fiegenbaum,  57  C.  C.  A.  409,  121  Fed. 
69,  the  question  of  the  bankrupt's  right  to  a  discharge  under 
a  second  petition,  he  having  been  denied  a  discharge  in  the 
first,  was  also  raised  in  and  determined  by  the  court  in  which 
the  second  question  was  pending. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Hermann,  102  Fed.  753,  the  question 
presented  was  whether  one  who  had  been  refused  a  discharge 
under  the  bankruptcy  law  of  1867  was  debarred  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy law  of  1898  from  obtaining  a  discharge  under  the  last 
act,  embracing  debts  proven  against  him  under  the  first.  The 
court  held  he  was  not  barred.  In  this  case  also,  the  question 
of  the  effect  of  the  discharge  was  raised  by  creditors  in  the 
United  States  district  court  which  was  asked  to  grant  the  dis- 
charge. The  Massachusetts  cases  turn  somewhat  on  the  in- 
solvency laws  of  Massachusetts,  and  we  think  it  unnecessary 
to  review  them  at  length. 

It  appears  from  all  the  decisions  we  have  seen  that  the 
question  here  raised  is  one  of  res  adjudicata;  that  is  to  say, 
whether  when  a  debt  was  proved  under  the  first  *^^  bank- 
ruptcy proceeding,  and  a  discharge  refused  in  that  proceed- 
ing, the  right  to  a  discharge  from  this  debt  was  thereby  set- 
tled and  adjudicated,  and  could  not  be  affected  by  the  second 
proceeding.  We  are  of  opinion  that  such  a  question  was  one 
which  the  creditor  himself  should  have  raised  in  the  second 
proceeding  in  bankruptcy  in  the  United  States  di^^trict  court, 
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and  that  court  tlioii  having  jurisdiction  of  the  whole  matter 
should  have  been  reciuested  to  adjudicate  the  effect  of  the 
proceeding  and  of  the  general  discharge  which  it  granted.  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  record  does  not  show  why  the  dis- 
charge was  refused  in  the  first  proceeding,  nor  does  it  show 
tliat  the  debt  in  this  case  comes  within  any  of  the  exceptions 
of  section  17  of  the  bankrupt  act  approved  July  1,  1898 ;  nor 
is  it  contended  here  that  it  does,  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart  were 
notified  of  the  last  proceeding  in  bankruptcy,  refused  to  par- 
ticipate in  any  way  in  it,  and  to  raise  the  question  of  res  ad- 
judicata  in  the  said  proceeding.  It  is  true  that  a  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  is  general  in  its  terms,  and  its  effect  is  generally 
left  to  be  determined  by  the  court  where  it  is  pleaded.  But- 
we  do  not  think  that  in  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar  it  would  be 
prudent  or  proper  for  this  court  to  do  more,  in  giving  effect  to 
a  discharge,  than  to  determine  whetlier  the  debt  was  embraced 
in  the  exceptions  of  the  statute,  leaving  all  other  questions  to 
be  determined  by  the  federal  courts,  where  they  properly  be- 
long. 

The  decree  appealed  from  is  affirmed  at  the  cost  of  appel- 
lants. 

Taylor  and  Parkhill,  JJ.,  concur. 

Coelcrell  and  Whitfield,  JJ.,  concur  in  the  opinion. 

Shackleford,  C.  J.,  disqualified. 


The  Principal  Case  was  carried  by  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court 
of  tlie  United  States  and  there  affirmed:  See  Bluthenthal  v.  Jones, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  192.  Mr.  Justice  Moody  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court  as  follows: 

"This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  saipreme  court  of  the  state  of 
Florida.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  were  judgment  creditors  of  Miles  C. 
Jones,  the  intestate  of  the  defendant  in  error.  The  creditors  sought 
to  enforce  the  judgment  by  a  levy  of  execution.  The  question  in  tlie 
case  is  whether  Jones  was  discharged  from  the  debt  by  a  discharge- 
in  bankruptcy  granted  to  him  on  November  7,  1903,  by  the  district 
court  for  the  southern  district  of  Florida,  on  proceedings  which  were 
boL^nm  on  August  3,  1903.  The  debt  was  one  provable  in  the  bank- 
ruptcy yirnrtM  diug,  and,  it  is  conceded,  would  be  barred  by  the  dis- 
ch;nge.  were  it  not  that  there  had  been  a  prior  proceeding  in  bank- 
ru[iti  y  in  another  district  court,  which,  it  is  contended,  had  the  effect 
of  exempting  tlie  debt  from  the  operation  of  the  discharge.  In  the 
year  1900,  Jones  filed  his  petition  in  bankruptcy  in  the  district  court 
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for  the  southern  district  of  Georgia.  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart,  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  objected  to  the  discharge  in  that  proceeding,  and 
it  was  refused  on  December  3,  1900.  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart,  at  the 
time  of  the  first  proceeding,  were  creditors  of  Jones  in  respect  of 
what  may  be  assumed,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  to  be  the  same 
indebtedness  now  in  question.  The  ground  of  the  refusal  does  not 
appear.  It  may  be  assumed  to  have  been,  however,  one  of  the  two 
grounds  specified  in  section  14  of  the  bankruptcy  act  (30  Stats,  at 
Large,  550,  c.  541;  U.  S.  Comp.  Stats.  1901,  p.  3427)  before  it  was 
amended  by  the  act  of  FLbruary  5,  1903  (32  Stats,  at  Large,  797,  c. 
487;  U.  S.  Comp.  Stats.  Supp.  1907,  p.  102G)  ;  that  is  to  say,  either 
that  the  bankrupt  has  committed  an  offense  punishable  by  imprison- 
ment, or,  with  fraudulent  intent  and  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy, 
destroyed,  concealed,  or  failed  to  keep  books  of  accounts.  Though 
Bluthenthal  &  Bickart  were  notified  of  the  proceedings  on  the  second 
petition  for  bankruptcy  and  their  debt  was  scheduled,  they  did  not 
prove  their  claim  or  participate  in  any  way  in  those  proceedings. 
They  now  claim  that  their  debt  was  not  affected  by  the  discharge 
on  account  of  the  adjudication  in  the  previous  proceedings. 

"Section  1  of  the  bankruptcy  act  defines  a  discharge  as  'the  re- 
lease of  a  bankrupt  from  all  of  his  debts  which  are  provable  in 
bankruptcy,  except  such  as  are  excepted  by  this  act.'  Section  14 
of  the  amended  act,  which  was  applicable  to  the  second  proceedings, 
provides  that  after  due  hearing  the  court  shall  discharge  the  bank- 
rupt, unless  he  has  committed  one  of  the  six  acts  specified  in  that 
siection.  Section  17  of  the  amended  act  provides  that  a  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  shall  release  a  bankrupt  from  all  of  his  provable  debts, 
with  four  specified  exceptions,  which  do  not  cover  this  case.  The 
discharge  appears  to  have  been  regularly  granted,  and,  as  the  debt 
due  to  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart  is  not  one  of  the  debts  which,  by  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  are  excepted  from  its  operation,  on  the  face 
of  the  statute  the  bankrupt  was  discharged  from  the  debt  due  to 
them.  There  is  no  reason  shown  in  this  record  why  the  discliarge 
did  not  have  the  effect  which  it  purported  to  have.  Undoubtedly,  as 
in  all  other  judicial  proceedings,  an  adjudication  refusing  a  discliarge 
in  bankriiiitey  finally  determines,  for  all  time  and  in  all  courts,  as 
between  thos/C  parties  or  privies  to  it,  the  facts  upon  which  the 
refusal  was  based.  But  courts  are  not  bound  to  search  the  records 
of  other  courts  and  give  effect  to  their  judgments.  If  there  has  been 
a  conclusive  adjudication  of  a  subject  in  some  other  court,  it  is  the 
duty  of  him  who  relies  upon  it  to  plead  it  or  in  some  manner  bring 
it  to  the  attention  of  the  court  in  which  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced. 
Plaintiffs  in  error  failed  to  do  this.  When  an  apjdicatiou  was  made 
by  the  bankrupt  in  the  district  court  for  the  southern  district  of 
FJuriila.  Iiii'  .in'Ige  of  that  court  was,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute, 
bound  t(i  gi;;ut  it,  unless  upon  investigation  it  appeared  that  tlie 
banknijit    liad   eoniiMitted    one   of   the    six   offensis    wliieh    are    s^iieificd 


188  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120,      [Florida,. 

in  section  14  of  the  bankruptcy  act  as  amended.  An  objecting 
creditor  might  have  proved  upon  that  application  that  the  bankrupt 
had  committed  one  of  the  acts  which  barred  his  dischnrge,  either  by 
the  production  of  evidence  or  by  showing  that  in  a  provious  bank- 
ruptcy proceeding  it  had  been  conclusively  adjudicated,  as  between 
him  and  the  bankrupt,  that  the  bankrupt  had  committed  one  of  such 
offenses.  If  that  adjudication  had  been  proved,  it  would  have  taken 
the  place  of  other  evidence  and  have  been  final  uivon  the  parties  to 
it.  But  nothing  of  this  kind  took  place.  Bluthenthal  &  Bickart  in- 
tentionally remained  away  from  the  court  and  allowed  the  discharge 
to  be  granted  without  objection. 

"Siuce  the  debt  due  to  the  plaintiffs  in  error  was  a  debt  provable 
in  the  proceedings  before  the  district  court  of  Florida,  and  was  not 
one  of  the  debts  exempted  by  the  statute  from  the  operation  of  the 
discharge,  it  was  barred  by  that  discharge.  The  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Florida  so  held,  and  its  judgment  must  be  affirmed." 


ALLEN  V.  STATE. 

[52  Fla.  1,  41  South.  593.] 

CRIMINAL  LAW — Former  Jeopardy — Improper  Discharge  of 
Jury. — The  silence  of  a  person  on  trial,  aecnsed  of  crime,  or  his  fail- 
ure to  object  or  protest  against  an  unlawful  discharge  of  the  jury 
before  verdict,  does  not  constitute  a  consent  or  waiver  of  such  dis- 
charge, or  of  his  constitutional  right  not  to  ba  put  twice  in  jeopardy 
for  the  same  offense,     (p.  189.) 

CRIMINAL  LAW— Former  Jeopardy — Wrongful  Discharge  of 
Jury.^ — The  power  of  the  court  to  discharge  a  jury  after  it  has  been 
sworn  in  chief,  before  verdict,  should  be  exercised  only  in  case  of  a 
manifest,  urgent,  or  absolute  necessity,  and  if  the  jury  is  discharged 
for  a  reason  illegally  insuflicient  and  without  an  absolute  necessity  for 
it,  and  without  tlie  defendant's  consent,  the  discharge  is  equivalent 
to  an  acquittal,  and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  any  further  trial,  or 
to  any  subsequent  indictment,     (p.  190.) 

CRIMINAL  LAW— Former  Jeopardy. — A  person  is  in  If  gal 
jeopardy  when  he  is  put  upon  trial,  before  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  upon  indictment  or  information  which  is  sufficient  in 
form  and  substance  to  sustain  a  conviction,  and  a  jury  has  been 
charged  with  his  deliverance,  and  a  jury  is  thus  charged  when  it  has 
been  inipanekd  and  sworn,     (p.  190.) 

G.  C.  Bodell,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.   ■ 

W.  H.  Ellis,  attorney  general,  for  tlie  state. 

^  TATLOTi,  J.     The  plaint  iff  in  error  as  dofondnnt  helow 
Avas   inluiiueJ   ;iL;:iin.st  in   tile   eriniinal   court   of   record  for 
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Duval  county  for  the  crime  of  forgery,  was  tried,  convicted 
and  sentenced,  and  seeks  relief  here  by  writ  of  error. 

On  March  7,  1906,  the  defendant  was  arraigned  and  entered 
a  plea  of  not  guilty,  whereupon  a  panel  of  six  jurors  were 
examined  on  their  voir  dire,  and  were  challenged  for  cause 
both  to  the  array  and  individually,  which  challenges  were 
overruled  by  the  court  and  a  complete  jury  of  six  was  sworn 
in  chief  to  well  and  truly  try  and  true  deliverance  make  be- 
tween the  state  of  Florida  and  the  defendant.  Thereupon 
the  defendant's  counsel  called  the  attention  of  the  court  to 
the  fact  that  one  of  the  witnesses  named  Harrison  indorsed  on 
the  back  of  the  information  as  a  state  witness  was  also  a  wit- 
ness for  the  defense,  and  that  such  witness,  who  lived  a  few 
miles  out  from  Jacksonville,  where  the  trial  was  proceeding, 
was  absent  from  the  courtroom,  and  moved  for  time  to  get  said 
wit]icss.  The  court  then  ordered  the  facts  so  stated  to  be  set 
forth  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit.  The  county  solicitor  there- 
upon moved  the  court  that  the  jury  be  discharged  from  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  casts,  and  that  said  cause  be  contin- 
ued ^  until  the  16th  of  March.  This  motion  of  the  county 
solicitor  was  granted  by  the  court  and  the  jury  discharged. 

On  ]\Iarch  21,  1906,  when  the  cause  was  again  called  for 
trial,  the  defendant,  by  leave  of  the  court,  withdrew  his  plea 
of  not  guilty  and  interposed  a  plea  of  former  jeopardy,  set- 
ting up  the  former  proceedings  above  recited.  To  this  plea 
the  state  interposed  a  demurrer,  which  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained by  the  court,  upon  which  the  defendant  was  put  to 
trial  before  another  jury,  who  returned  the  verdict  of  convic- 
tion to  which  the  writ  of  error  is  addressed.  The  order  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  of  the  state  to  the  defendant's  plea  of 
former  jeopardy  is  assigned  as  error. 

In  this  ruling  the  court  below  erred.  The  discharge  of 
the  former  jury  who  had  been  charged  with  the  defendant's 
case  upon  the  arbitrary  motion  of  the  state's  solicitor  without 
any  necessity  or  legal  reason  therefor,  and  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  defendant,  amounted  to  an  acquittal  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  his  plea  of  former  jeopardy  should  have  been 
sustained,  the  state's  demurrer  thereto  overruled,  and  the  de- 
fendant discharged  without  delay.  It  is  true  that  the  defend- 
ant had  asked  the  court  for  time  to  procure  the  attendance  of 
an  absent  witness  who  resided  a  few  miles  from  the  court,  but 
he  did  not  ask  for  a  continuance  of  the  cause  or  for  a  discharge 
of  the  jury,  and  an  arbitrary  discharge  of  the  jury  under 
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these  circumstances  witliout  his  consent  amounted  to  his.  ac- 
quittal. His  silence  or  failure  to  object  or  protest  against  the 
discharge  of  the  jury  did  not  constitute  a  consent  or  a  waiver 
of  his  constitutional  right:  State  v.  Richardson,  47  S.  C.  166, 
25  S.  E.  220,  35  L.  R.  A.  238.  The  power  of  the  court  to  dis- 
cliarge  a  jury  who  have  been  sworn  in  chief  before  verdict 
should  be  exercised  only  in  case  of  a  manifest,  urgent,  or  abso- 
lute necessity.  If  the  **  jury  are  discharged  for  a  reason  le- 
gally insufficient  and  Avithout  an  absolute  necessity  for  it, 
and  without  the  defendant's  consent,  the  discharge  is  equiva- 
lent to  an  acquittal,  and  may  be  pleaded  as  a  bar  to  any  fur- 
ther trial  or  to   any  subsequent  indictment:    12   C^'c.   Law 

6  Proc,  p.  270,  and  citations;  Grant  v.  People,  4  Park.  Cr. 
Rep.  527;  State  v.  Wamire,  16  Ind.  357;  Teat  v.  State,  53 
Miss.  439,  24  Am.  Rep.  708;  ITelm  v.  State,  66  Miss.  537,  6 
South.  322;  State  v.  McKee,  1  Bail.  (S.  C.)  651,  21.  Am.  Dec. 
499,  and  cases  cited  in  notes;  Cooley's  Constitutional  Limita- 
tions, 7th  ed.,  p.  467,  wdiere  this  great  author  says :  "  A  person 
is  in  legal  jeopardy  when  he  is  put  upon  trial,  before  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  upon  indictment  or  information 
Avliicli  is  sufficient  in  form  and  substance  to  sustain  a  convic- 
tion, and  a  jury  has  been  charged  with  his  deliverance.  And 
a  jury  is  said  to  be  thus  charged  when  they  have  been  impan- 
eled and  sworn":  1  Bishop's  New  Criminal  Law,  sees.  1013, 
1014  et  seq. ;  State  v.  Robinson,  46  La.  Ann.  769, 15  South.  146 ; 
Robinson  v.  Conmionwealth,  88  Ky.  386,  11  S.  W.  210 ;  People 
V.  Cage,  48  Cal.  323,  17  Am.  Rep.  436;  Ex  parte  Clements,  50 
Ala.  459 ;  Bell  v.  State.  44  Ala.  393 ;  Ex  parte  :\Lixwell  JLl 
Xev.  428;  ComiiinnweaUh  v.  Fitzpatrick,  121  Pa.  109,  6  Am. 
St.  Rep.  757,  15  Atl.  466.  1  L.  R.  A.  451 ;  Weinzorpflin  v.  State, 

7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  186;  :\Iiller  v.  State,  8  Ind.  325;  ]\rcCorkle 
V.  State,  14  Ind.  39;  State  v.  Calleudine,  8  Iowa,  286;  Hines 
V.  State,  24  Ohio  St.  134. 

]Many  other  errors  are  assigned  and  argued,  but  as  the  error 
found  completely  disposes  of  the  ease,  it  becomes  unnecessary 
to  notice  any  other  assignment.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
lielow  is  herel)y  reversed  with  directions  to  overrule  the  state's 
chi'murrer  to  the  defendant's  plea  of  former  jeopardy  and  to 
discharge  the  defendant  without  day  at  the  cost  of  Duval 
county. 


An   Acetified  is  in   Jeopnrrly  when  a   jury  is  impanoled   and   sworn  to 
try  him;    and  if   the  jury  is  unnecessarily  or  improperly   discharged 
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without  his  consent,  it  has  been  affirmed  that  he  eannot  again  be 
put  on  trial  for  the  same  offense:  State  v.  Ward,  48  Ark.  36,  3  Am. 
St.  Eep.  213;  State  v.  Nelson,  19  R.  I.  467,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  780,  and 
a&e  the  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 


EX  PARTE  KNIGHT. 

[52  Fla.  144,  41  South.  786.] 

HABEAS  CORPUS  to  Test  Validity  of  Statute. — The  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  cannot  be  used  to  review  a  judgment  of  conviction 
under  which  a  prisoner  is  held  if  the  judgment  is  merely  erroneous, 
but  if  the  judgment  is  assailed  on  the  ground  that  it  is  void  because 
it  is  based  on  a  charge  made  under  an  invalid  provision  of  a  statute, 
and  the  charge  constitutes  no  otTense  under  the  law  of  the  state,  the 
validit}'-  of  the  provision  of  the  statute  defining  the  offense  may  be 
determined  on  habeas  corpus,     (pp.  192,  193.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  of  Acts— Subject  Matter.— 
The  effect  of  a  constitutional  requirement  that  "each  law  enacted 
in  the  legislature  shall  embrace  but  one  subject  and  matter  properly 
connected  therewith,  which  subject  shall  be  briefly  expressed  in  the 
title,"  is  to  render  inoperative  any  provisions  contained  in  the  body 
of  an  act  that  is  not  fairly  included  in  the  subject  expressed  in  the 
title,  or  not  matter  germane  to,  or  properly  connected  with,  that 
subject,     (p.  193.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  to  Acts— Subject  Matter.— 
Under  a  constitutional  requirement  that  the  subject  matter  of  a 
statute  must  be  briefly  expressed  in  the  title,  only  such  provisions 
can  validly  be  incorporated  in  the  body  of  an  act  as  are  fairly  in- 
cluded in  one  subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith,  which 
subject  is  the  one  that  is  expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act,  and  may  be 
as  restrictive  as  the  legislature  desires  to  make  it.     (p.  193.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Restricted  Title  to  Act— Subject 
Matter. — When  the  subject  expressed  in  the  title  to  a  legislative  act 
is  restricted,  only  those  provisions  that  are  fairly  included  in  such 
restricted  subject  afld  matter  properly  connected  therewith  can  legally 
be  incorporated  in  the  body  of  the  act,  even  though  other  provisions 
besides  those  contained  in  the  act  could  have  been  included  in  one 
act  having  a  single  broader  subject  expressed  in  its  title,      (p.  193.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  and  Subject  Matter  of  Stat- 
utes— Interpretation. — In  determining  whether  provisions  in  an  act 
are  embraced  in  one  subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith, 
the  subject  to  be  considered  is  the  one  expressed  in  the  title  of  the 
act,  and  every  fair  intendment  and  reasonable  doubt  should  be 
yielded  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  act,  but  when  it  contains 
provisions  which,  after  yielding  all  fair  intendments  and  reasonable 
doubts,  are  clearly  not  embraced  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  act, 
as  expressed  in  the  title  or  in  matter  properly  connected  with  that 
subject,  such  provisions  are  inoperative  and  without  effect,      (p.  19;!.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  and  Subject  Matter  of  Stat- 
utes.— If  the  subject  of  a  legislative  act  as  expressed  in  its  title  is 
restricted   to   the  subject   of  preventing   "the   cutting  or   moving   of 
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any  tiinbor"  from  certain  lands,  a  provision  in  such  act  to  prevent 
"tlio  gatliering  or  removing  any  turpentine  extracted  from  the  pine 
timber  so  cut  or  boxed"  on  such  lands  cannot  be  said  to  be  fairly 
included  in  the  subject  of  the  act  as  expressed  in  its  title  and  matter 
properly  connected  therewith,  and  it  is  inoi)crative  and  void.  (p. 
195.) 

HABEAS  COEPUS — Void  Statute. — ^If  a  statute  on  which  a 
charge  of  crime  is  made  is  inoperative  and  void,  a  judgment  of  con- 
viction thereon  is  void,  and  per&ons  held  in  custody  under  such  judg- 
ment are  entitled  to  be  discharged  on  habeas  corpus,     (p.  196.) 

R.  McConathy  and  H,  M.  Hampton,  for  the  petitioners. 

W.  H.  Ellis,  attorney  general,  and  E.  W.  Davis,  for  the 
state. 

146  WHITFIELD,  J.  A  petition  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  was  presented  to  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court,  in 
which  it  is  alleged,  in  substance,  that  the  petitioners  were  con- 
victed in  the  court  of  the  county  judge  of  Citrus  county, 
Florida,  upon  a  charge  that  Robert  J.  Knight  and  W.  C. 
Knight,  not  being  the  owners  of  certain  described  lands  in 
Citrus  county  that  had  been  sold  for  taxes  and  had  not  been 
redeemed,  did  "cause  and  procure  divers  persons  ....  to 
enter  said  lands  and  gather  and  remove  turpentine  extracted 
from  the  pine  timber  standing  and  growing  thereon";  that 
upon  appeal  in  a  trial  de  novo  the  petitioners  were  likewise 
convicted  in  the  circuit  court  for  Citrus  county,  and  a  judg- 
ment of  conviction  was  entered  against  them  imposing  a  fine 
of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  each,  or  imprisonment  for 
six  months;  that  said  last  trial  and  judgment  are  final  and 
the  petitioners  are  being  restrained  of  their  liberty  there- 
under, without  due  process  of  law,  in  that  the  court  was 
wholly  without  jurisdiction,  since  the  charge  under  which 
they  were  convicted  is  not  a  crime  under  any  valid  law  of  this 
state.  The  writ  of  halieas  corpus  was  issued  by  the  justice 
as  praj^ed  for,  and  made  returnable  before  the  supreme  court. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  charge  under  which  the  convictious 
were  held  is  not  an  offense  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  because 
that  portion  of  the  act  on  which  the  charge  is  founded  is  in- 
valid in  that  it  is  not  embraced  in  the  subject  expressed  in  the 
title  of  the  act,  and  is  not  matter  properly  connected  there- 
with. 

While  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  cannot  be  used  to  review 
a  judgment  of  conviction  under  which  a  prisoner  is  licld,  if 
the  judgment  is  merely  erroneous,  yet  if  the  judgment  is  as- 
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sailed  on  the  ground  that  it  is  void  because  it  is  based  on  a 
charge  made  under  an  invalid  provision  of  a  ^^'^  statute,  and 
the  charge  constitutes  no  offense  under  the  laws  of  the  state, 
the  validity  of  the  provision  of  the  statute  defining  the  offense 
may  be  determined  on  habeas  corpus:  See  Ex  parte  Bowen, 
25  Fla.  2H,  6  South.  65;  Ex  parte  Hays,  25  Fla.  279,  6  South. 
64;  Bronk  v.  State,  43  Fla.  461,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  31 
South.  248. 

Section  16  of  article  3  of  the  constitution  ordains  that 
"each  law  enacted  in  the  legislature  shall  embrace  but  one 
subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith,  which  sub- 
ject shall  be  briefly  expressed  in  the  title. " 

The  purpose  and  effect  of  this  constitutional  requirement 
is  to  render  inoperative  any  provision  contained  in  the  body 
of  an  act  that  is  not  fairly  included  in  the  subject  expressed 
in  the  title,  or  that  is  not  matter  germane  to  or  properly  con- 
nected with  that  subject.  Only  such  provisions  can  validly 
be  incorporated  in  the  body  of  an  act  as  are  fairly  included 
in  one  subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith.  The 
subject  is  one  that  is  expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act;  and 
such  subject  may  be  as  restrictive  as  the  legislature  desires  to 
make  it.  When  the  subject  expressed  in  the  title  is  restricted, 
only  those  provisions  that  are  fairly  included  in  such  restricted 
subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith  can  legally 
be  incorporated  in  the  body  of  the  act,  even  though  other  pro- 
visions besides  those  contained  in  the  act  could  have  been  in- 
cluded in  one  act  having  a  single  broader  subject  expressed 
in  its  title :  See  State  v.  Palmes,  23  Fla.  620,  3  South.  171 ; 
Holton  V.  State,  28  Fla.  303,  9  South.  716 ;  Webster  v.  Powell, 
36  Fla.  703,  18  South.  441 ;  Wade  v.  Atlantic  Lumber  Com- 
pany, 51  Fla.  628,  41  South.  72 ;  Grover  v.  Trustees,  45  N.  J. 
L.  339 ;  Lewis'  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  sec.  120. 

In  determining  whether  provisions  contained  in  an  act  are 
embraced  in  one  subject  and  matter  properly  connected 
*'*•'*  therewith,  the  subject  to  be  considered  is  the  one  ex- 
pressed in  the  title  of  the  act,  and  every  fair  intendment  and 
reasonable  doubt  should  be  yielded  in  favor  of  the  validit}'  of 
the  legislative  enactments :  State  v.  Bryan,  50  Fla.  293,  39 
South.  929 ;  but  wlien  an  act  contains  provisions,  which,  after 
yielding  all  fair  intendments  and  reasonable  doubts,  are 
clearly  not  embraced  in  the  subject  of  the  act,  as  expressed  in 
the  title  or  in  matter  properly  connected  with  that  subject, 
such  provisions  are  inoperative  and  without  effect:  See  Carr 

Am.    St.    Kop.,    \o\.    1-20 — 13 
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V.  Thomas,  18  Fla.  736 ;  Wade  v.  Atlantic  Lumber  Co.,  51  Fla. 

628,  41  South.  72 ;  State  v.  Palmes,  23  Fla.  620,  3  South.  171. 

The  charge  upon  which  the  petitioners  were  convicted  was 

made  under  chapter  4416,  acts  of  1895,  which  is  as  follows: 

"An  Act  to  Prevent  the  Cutting  or  Removing  of  any  Timber 
from  Lands  Heretofore  or  that  may  Hereafter  be  Sold 
for  Taxes. 

"Be  it  enacted  by  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  Florida: 

"Section  1.  If  any  person  shall  cut  or  cause  or  procure 
to  be  cut  or  aid,  assist  or  be  employed  in  cutting  any  cedar, 
juniper,  cypress,  oak,  pine,  palmetto  or  other  timber  stand- 
ing, growing  or  being  on  any  lands  that  have  heretofore  been 
sold  or  may  hereafter  be  sold  for  taxes,  before  the  lands  are 
redeemed  or  a  tax  deed  issued  for  the  same ;  or  if  any  person 
shall  remove  or  cause  or  procure  to  be  removed,  or  aid  or 
assist,  or  be  employed  in  removing  from  any  of  such  lands 
any  cedar,  juniper,  cypress,  oak,  pine,  palmetto  or  other  tim- 
ber; or  if  any  person  shall  cut  or  box  or  cause  or  procure  to 
be  cut  or  boxed,  or  aid,  assist  or  be  employed  in  cutting  or 
boxing  any  pine  timber  on  said  lands  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
tracting and  gathering  the  turpentine  therefrom,  or  shall 
gather  or  remove  or  cause  to  be  gathered  or  ^^^  removed,  or 
aid,  assist  or  be  employed  in  gathering  or  removing  any  tur- 
pentine extracted  from  the  pine  timber  so  cut  or  boxed ;  or  if 
any  person  shall  in  any  way  by  cutting,  felling,  girdling  or 
otherwise  destroy  or  injure  any  timber  standing,  growiiig  or 
being  upon  said  lands,  he  shall  for  every  such  offense  be 
deemed  and  held  to  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  five  hundred  dollars;  provided,  however,  this  act  shall 
not  apply  to  tlie  owner  or  owners  of  said  lands  at  the  time  the 
lands  were  sold  for  taxes." 

This  is  a  penal  statute  and  should  be  strictly  construed : 
Ex  parte  Bailey,  39  Fla.  734,  23  South.  552  ;  Lewis'  Sutlierland 
on  Statutory  Construction,  sec.  521.  The  title  is  a  part  of  the 
act  and  should  be  c(jnstrued  as  such  in  determining  the  sub- 
ject designed  to  be  reumlated  by  the  act:  See  State  v.  Green, 
36  Fla.  154,  18  South.  334. 

This  act  in  its  body  defines  several  distinct  offenses  and 
seeks  by  a  prescribed  penalty  to  prevent  (1)  the  cutting  of 
timber  standing,  growing  or  being  on  any  lands  sold  for 
taxes  before  the  lands  are  redeemed  or  a  tax  deed  is  issued 
for  the  same;  (2)   the  removing  from  such  lands  of  an\-  tim- 


June,  1906.]  Ex  parte  Knight.  195 

ber;  (3)  the  cutting  or  boxing  of  any  pine  timber  on  such 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  extracting  and  gathering  the  turpen- 
tine therefrom ;  (4)  the  removing  of  any  turpentine  extracted 
from  the  pine  timber  so  cut  or  boxed;  (5)  the  destroying  and 
injuring  of  any  such  timber. 

The  convictions  in  this  case  were  had  upon  a  charge  that 
the  petitioner  did  "cause  and  procure  divers  persons  .  .  .  . 
to  enter"  certain  lands  "and  gather  and  remove  turpentine  ex- 
tracted from  the  pine  timber  standing  and  growing  thereon," 
This  charge  is  based  upon  the  provision  of  the  act  set  out  above, 
that  "if  any  person  .  .  .  .  '^^  shall  ....  cause  to  be  gath- 
ered or  removed  ....  any  turpentine  extracted  from  the 
pine  timber  so  cut  or  boxed,"  on  certain  lands,  "he  ...  . 
shall  be  deemed  and  held  to  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  etc. 
The  question  to  be  determined  is  whether  or  not  the  provision 
of  chapter  4416,  on  which  the  charge  was  based,  is  included 
in  the  subject  expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act  or  matter  prop- 
erly connected  therewith  so  as  to  validly  define  the  offense. 

The  subject  of  the  act  here  considered,  as  expressed  in 
the  title,  is  restricted  to  enactments  "to  prevent  the  cutting 
or  removing  of  any  timber"  from  certain  lands,  and  any  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  body  of  the  act  that  are  fairly  in- 
cluded in  this  restricted  subject  or  matter  properly  connected 
therewith,  are  valid  and  operative.  But  if  any  provision  con- 
tained in  the  body  of  the  act  is  not  fairly  included  in  this  re- 
stricted subject,  to  wit:  "To  prevent  the  cutting  or  removing 
of  any  timber,"  and  is  not  matter  properly  connected  there- 
with, such  provision  is  invalid  and'  inoperative.  Penal  pro- 
visions designed  "to  prevent  the  cutting  or  removing  of  any 
timber"  on  certain  lands  are  included  within  the  restricted 
subject  of  this  act;  but  a  penal  provision  designed  to  prevent 
the  "gathering  or  removing  any  turpentine  extracted  from 
the  pine  timber  so  cut  or  boxed"  on  the  lands  cannot  be  fairly 
included  within  such  subject  and  matter  properly  connected 
tlierewith:  See  State  v.  Fields,  68  S.  C.  148,  46  S.  E.  771; 
Karris  v.  State,  110  Ga.  887,  36  S.  E.  232  ;  State  v.  Great  West- 
ern Coffee  &  Tea  Co.,  171  Mo.  634,  94  Am.  St.  Kep.  802,  71 
S.  W.  1011;  State  v.  Silver,  9  Nev.  227. 

As  the  provision  prescribing  a  penalty  for  "gatlierifig  or 
removing  any  turpentine  extracted  from  tlie  pine  timber"  is 
not  included  in  the  restricted  subject,  to  wit,  "to  prevent  the 
cutting  or  removing  of  an}'  timber"  from  certain  lands,  as 
expressed  in  the  title,   and  is  not  matter  properly  ^"^  con- 
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nected  with  such  subject,  the  provision  is  inoperative  and  of 
no  effect. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  on  which  the  charge  was  founded 
being  invalid  and  the  charge  constituting  no  offense,  the  judg- 
ment of  conviction  based  upon  the  charge  is  void,  and  the  per- 
sons held  in  custody  under  such  judgment  are  entitled  to  be 
discharged. 

The  petitioners  will  be  discharged  from  custody. 

Shackleford,  C.  J.,  and  Taylor,  Cockrell,  Hooker  and  Park- 
hill,   JJ.,  concur. 


The  Writ  of  Habeas  Corpus  cau  be  used  to  attack  the  constitution- 
ality of  a  statute  or  ordinance:  Ex  parte  Kair,  28  Nev.  127,  113  Am. 
St.  Eep.  817;  Ex  parte  Lewis,  45  Tex.  Cr.  Kep,  1,  108  Am.  St.  Rep. 
929;  note  to  Koepke  v.  Hill,  87  Am.  St.  Kep.  174;  although  some 
courts  have  thought  otherwise:  People  v.  District  Court,  33  Colo.  328, 
108  Am.  St.  Kep.  98. 

The  Sufficiency  of  the  Titles  to  Statutes  within  the  requirements  of 
the  constitution  is  discussed  at  length  in  the  notes  to  Crookson  v. 
County  Commissioners,  79  Am.  St.  Kep.  456;  Lewis  v.  Dunne,  80 
Am.  St.  Kep.  267;  Bobel  v.  People,  64  Am.  St.  Kep.  70. 


BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COM^IISSIONERS  v.  BOARD  OF 
PILOT  COIVLMISSIONERS. 

[52  Fla.  197,  42  South.  697.] 

CONSTITUTIONAL   LAW — Taxation   for   County   Purposes. — 

Legislative  authority  to  a  county  to  pay  out  for  other  than  county 
pur[x>ses  money  derived  from  taxes  assessed  and  impos'cd  by  a  county 
is  ill  conllict  with  a  constitutional  provision  that  "the  legislature 
shall  authorize  the  several  counties  in  the  state  to  assess  and  impose 
taxes  for  county  purposes,  and  for  no  other  purposes."     (p.  199.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Construction  of  Statutes.— It  is 
the  duty  of  courts  to  construe  statutes  with  reference  to  tiip  con- 
stitution, and  if  that  is  clearly  violated  by  a  provision  of  a  statute. 
such  provision  must  be  declared  inoperative;  but  if  the  provisidu  is 
not  clearly  in  conflict  with  the  constitution,  or  if  there  is  a  well- 
founded  or  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  pro- 
vision, the  legislative  will  as  expressed  therein  will  be  sustained,  (p. 
199.) 

CONSTITUTIONA.L  LAW — Expenditures  for  Comity  Purposes. 
^Vl.(tlicr  an  expenditure  to  be  made  from  the  funds  derived  bv  a 
county  from  taxes  assessed  and  imposed  by  it  by  virtue  of  legislation 
under  the  constitution  is  or  is  not  for  a  county  purpose,  is  to  bo 
determined  by  the  courts  from  the  facts  of  the  case,  but  when  an 
expenditure  is  authorized  by  the  legislature  as  being  a  count \'  ]nir- 
posr,  the  courts  will  not  interfere  excc'pt  iu  cases  frue  from  all  rcasou- 
able  doubt,     (p.  199.) 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Expenditures  for  County  Pur- 
poses.— If  a  county  purpose  has  been  designated  by  a  statute  which 
directs  that  the  expenses  incurred  by  certain  officers  for  the  protec- 
tion of  ports,  harbors,  bays,  and  rivers  within  the  county,  shall  bo 
audited  and  paid,  this  designation  of  a  county  purpose  will,  in  defer- 
ence to  the  legislative  department,  be  recognized  and  enforced  by 
the  courts  unless  it  clearly  api>ears  that  it  is  not  a  county  purpose 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution,     (pp.  199,  200.) 

COUNTIES — Expenditures  by. — If  the  payment  demanded  of 
a  county  is  for  a  county  purpose,  the  particular  officers  engaged  and 
methods  used  under  a  statute  in  incurring  the  expenditure  do  not 
affect  its  character,     (p.  200.) 

COUNTIES — Protection  of  Harbors. — It  is  competent  for  the 
state,  acting  through  the  counties,  to  protect  the  ports,  harbors,  bays 
and  rivers  therein,  if  the  control  of  the  general  government  within 
its  sphere  is  not  thereby  interfered  with.     (p.  200.) 

COUNTIES — Burden  of  Protecting  Harbors. — When  a  port  or 
harbor  is  within  a  county,  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  im- 
pose upon  the  county  the  burden  of  protecting  it.     (pp.  200,  201.) 

COUNTIES — Supervision  Over  Harbors. — If,  under  a  constitu- 
tion, the  powers  and  duties  of  county  commissioners  are  prescribed 
by  statute,  and  the  statute  does  not  give  them  exclusive  police  or 
other  supervision  over  the  ports  or  harbors  of  the  state,  the  legis- 
lature may  provide  for  the  exercise  of  such  powers  within  a  county 
by  officials  other  than  the  county  commissioners,     (p.  201.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — County  Expenditures. — The  con- 
stitution does  not  require  that  the  legislature  shall  impose  a  limita- 
tion upon  expenditures  incurred  for  county  purposes,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  such  a  limitation  the  legislature  has  plenary  power  within 
proper  county  purposes,     (p,  201.) 

COUNTIES — Protection  of  Harbors.— The  fact  that  the 
greater  part  of  a  harbor  is  within  the  corporate  limits  of  a  city,  and 
under  the  protection  of  the  police  department  thereof,  does  not  re- 
lieve the  county  of  its  powers  and  duties  with  reference  to  the  pro- 
tection of  such  harbor  within  its  territory,     (p,  202.) 

COUNTIES — Protection  of  Harbors, — Even  if  a  harbor  liea 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  more  than  one  county,  and  is  under 
the  police  protection  of  both  counties,  the  state  is  not  thereby  pre- 
cluded from  providing  for  the  protection  of  the  portion  of  the  harbor 
within  one  of  such  counties  at  the  expense  thereof,     (p,  202.) 

COUNTIES — Expenditures  by — Mandamus  to  Enforce. — If  an 
expenditure  by  a  county  is  authorized  by  a  valid  law,  and  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  amount  due  by  the  county  is  ascertained  and  ap- 
proved as  the  law  directs,  there  being  no  question  as  to  bona  fides,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  county  commissioners  to  auflit,  approve,  and  pay 
the  same,  and  such  payment  may  be  enforced  by  mandamus,  (pp. 
202,  203.) 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  directing  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
issue. 

R.  P.  Reese,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Blount  &  Blount,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 
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2o»  WHITFIELD,  J.  Section  5  of  article  9  of  the  consti- 
tution ordains  that  "the  legislature  shall  authorize  the  several 
counties  ....  in  the  state  to  assess  and  impose  taxes  for 
eounly  ....  purposes,  and  for  no  other  purposes." 

Section  5  of  article  8  of  the  constitution  as  amended  in  1899 
provides  that  "The  powers,  duties  and  compensation  of  ...  . 
county  commissioners  shall  be  prescribed  by  law." 

Section  578  of  the  Revised  Statutes  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
county  commissioners  to  "maintain  ....  any  ....  high- 
way in  their  respective  counties"  and  "to  approve  all  ac- 
counts against  tlie  counties."  Other  sections  provide  that  the 
county  conmiissioners  shall  issue  warrants  on  the  county 
treasurer  to  pay  claims  against  the  county  from  county  funds 
in  his  hands. 

Section  438  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  amended  by  chap- 
ter 4171,  acts  of  1893,  provides  that  "The  governor,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  appoint  a 
board  of  pilot  conunissioners  for  each  port  in  this  state,  to 
consist  of  five  members,  who  shall  have  their  offices  for  four 
years,  unless  sooner  removed  by  the  governor;  the  said  board 
is  to  consist  of  citizens  of  said  ~^^  port,  and  the  said  conunis- 
sionere  shall  be  empowered  to  act  as  port  wardens  and  to 
perform  all  the  duties  of  the  same.  They  shall  take  the 
usual  oath  of  office." 

Section  936  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1892,  as  amend. m1 
by  chapter  4370,  acts  of  1895,  provides  that  "It  shall  nut 
be  lawful  for  any  pereon  to  discharge  or  cause  to  be  dis- 
charged, deposit  or  cause  to  be  deposited,  in  the  tide  or  salt 
waters  of  any  bay,  port,  harbor  or  river  of  this  state  any 
ballast  or  material  of  any  kind  other  than  clear  stone  or  rode 
free  from  gravel  or  pebbles,  which  said  clear  stone  or  rock 
shall  be  deposited  or  discharged  only  in  the  construction  of 
inclosures  in  connection  with  wharves,  piers,  jetties,  or  in 
the  construction  of*permanent  bulkheads  connecting  the  solid 
and  permanent  portions  of  wharves." 

Section  950  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that  "The 
board  of  pilot  conmiissioners  of  each  port  shall  take  sudi 
steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  detect  any  violation  in  their 
port  or  watei*s  within  their  jurisdiction  of  the  laws  for  the 
protection  of  ports,  harbors,  bays  and  rivei-s;  and  they  shall 
cause  complaint  to  be  made  for  the  arrest  of  every  offender 
against  such  laws.  And  the  county  commissioners  of  the 
county  in  which  such  pilot  commissioners  are  appointed  shall 
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audit  and  pay  the  expenses  of  the  board  of  pilot  commis- 
sioners, which  shall  be  incurred  under  this  section,  as  other 
charges  against  the  county  are  audited  and  paid." 

It  is  urged  that  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  board  of  pilot 
commissioners  under  section  950  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in 
detecting  violations  of  the  laws  for  the  protection  of  ports, 
harbors,  bays  and  rivers  are  not  for  a  county  purpose  and 
are  therefore  not  a  valid  charge  "**  upon  the  county;  and 
that  the  requirements  of  said  section  that  the  county  com- 
missioners shall  audit  and  pay  such  expenses  as  other  charges 
against  the  county  are  audited  and  paid,  is  not  valid  because 
the  expenses  are  those  incurred  by  the  board  of  pilot  com- 
missioners in  the  exercise  of  powers  belonging  solely  to  the 
county  commissioners,  and  because  no  provision  is  made  by 
the  act  for  the  estimate  of  such  expenses  to  be  submitted  to 
the  county  commissioner  by  the  board  of  pilot  commissioners. 

Under  section  5  of  article  9  of  the  constitution,  the  legis- 
lature cannot  authorize  the  counties  to  assess  and  impose  taxes 
tjxcept  for  county  purposes ;  and  legislative  direction  to  pay 
out  for  other  than  county  purposes  money  derived  from  taxes 
assessed  and  imposed  by  a  county  would  be  in  conflict  with 
the  manifest  purpose  and  intention  of  the  mentioned  consti- 
tutional provision.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  construe 
legislative  acts  with  reference  to  the  constitution,  and  if  the 
constitution  is  clearly  violated  by  a  provision  of  a  statute  such 
provision  should  be  declared  inoperative;  but  if  the  provi- 
sion is  not  clearly  in  conflict  with  the  constitution,  or  if  there 
is  a  well-founded  or  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  provision  the  legislative  will  as  expressed  therein 
should  be  sustained.  Whether  an  expenditure  demanded  as 
to  be  made  from  the  funds  derived  by  a  county  from  taxes 
assessed  and  imposed  by  it  by  virtue  of  legislation  under  the 
constitution,  is  or  is  not  for  a  county  purpose,  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  courts  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
each  particular  case;  but  when  an  expenditure  is  authoriz!.d 
by  the  legislature  as  being  a  county  purpose,  the  courts  will 
not  interfere  except  in  cases  free  from  all  reasonable  doubt. 
When  a  county  purpose  ^^^  has  been  designated  by  a  stat- 
ute which  directs  that  expenses  incurred  by  certain  officers 
for  the  protection  of  ports,  harbors,  bays  and  rivers  within 
the  county,  shall  be  audited  and  paid  by  the  county  commis- 
sioners as  other  charges  against  the  county  are  audited  and 
paid,  such  desigjiation  of  a  county  purpose  will,  in  defer- 
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ence  to  the  legislative  department,  be  recognized  and  enforced 
by  the  courts  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  it  is  not  a  county 
purpose  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  If  the  pay- 
ment demanded  of  a  county  is  for  a  county  purpose,  the  par- 
ticular officers  engaged  and  methods  used  under  a  statute  in 
incurring  the  expenditure  do  not  affect  its  character  as  a 
county  purpose.  A  river,  harbor  or  bay  of  a  port  is  a  pub- 
lic highway,  useful  to  the  people  of  the  county  in  which  it 
is  situated  for  the  purposes  of  navigation  and  commerce.  The 
depth  of  the  water  therein  is  one  of  the  chief  elements  of  its 
value,  and  its  protection  from  injury  of  being  filled  in  is 
within  the  purposes  for  which  county  governments  are  estab- 
lished, even  though  the  harbor  or  bay  be  also  and  largely  used 
for  passage  to  and  from,  and  commerce  with,  points  beyond 
the  county.  It  is  competent  for  the  state  acting  through  the 
counties  to  protect  the  ports,  harbors,  bays  and  rivers  herein 
if  the  control  of  the  general  government  within  its  sphere  is 
not  thereby  interfered  with:  See  Cotton  v.  County  Conunrs. 
of  Leon  County,  6  Fla.  610;  Stockton  v.  Powell,  29  Fla.  1, 
10  South.  688,  15  L.  E.  A.  42 ;  County  Commissioners  of  Du- 
val County  V.  City  of  Jacksonville,  36  Fla.  196,  18  South. 
339,  29  L.  R.  A.  416 ;  Skinner  v.  Henderson,  26  Fla.  121,  7 
South.  464,  8  L.  R.  A.  55;  President  and  Commissioners,  etc. 
V.  State,  45  Ala.  399. 

The  alternative  writ  alleges  that  the  board  of  pilot  com- 
missioners for  the  port  of  Pensacola,  Florida,  has  ^^^  from 
time  to  time  been  informed  that  the  harbor  of  Pensacola  is 
being  shoaled  and  destro^^ed  by  the  deposition  therein  by 
steamships,  vessels  and  individuals,  of  ashes  and  ballast  and 
other  materials ;  that  said  board  under  section  950  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  Florida  employed  one  harbor  policeman  to 
detect  any  and  all  violations  in  the  port  of  Pensacola  and  the 
waters  thereof  of  section  936  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  That 
section  makes  it  unlawful  for  any  person  to  discharge  or 
cause  to  be  discharged,  deposit  or  cause  to  be  deposited,  in 
the  tide  or  salt  waters  of  any  bay,  port,  harbor  or  river  in 
the  state,  any  ballast  or  material  of  any  kind  other  than  clear 
stone  or  rock  free  from  gravel  or  pebbles  used  under  author- 
ity of  law  for  improving  the  harbor. 

It  is  clearly  within  the  power  of  the  state  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  protection  of  its  ports  and  harbors  by  prevent- 
ing the  filling  in  of  waters  used  for  navigation  and  com- 
merce, and  it  may  do  this  through  officers  of  the  county  or 
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otherwise.  When  such  port  or  harbor  is  within  a  county  it 
is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  impose  upon  the  county 
the  burden  of  protecting  such  harbor  or  port,  since  it  affords 
a  means  of  carriage  and  commerce,  useful  to  the  people  of 
the  county,  and  is  within  the  purposes  for  which  county  gov- 
ernments are  established.  The  fact  that  the  protection  is  to 
be  had  under  the  direction  and  control  of  officers  other  than 
the  county  commissioners  does  not  affect  its  character  as  a 
county  purpose.  Under  the  constitution  the  powers  and  du- 
ties of  the  county  commissioners  are  prescribed  by  statute. 
'JDhe  statute  does  not  give  them  exclusive  police  or  other  su- 
pervision over  the  ports  or  harbors  of  the  state  and  the  leg- 
islature may  provide  for  the  exercise  of  such  powers  within 

['" ;»  county  by  officials  other  than  the  county  commissioners.  The 
's**  board  of  pilot  commissioners  are  given  no  power  to  as- 
sess or  impose  taxes  or  to  pay  out  county  funds,  but  only 

._^o  supervise  the  protection  of  the  harbors,  the  expenses  of 

fhich  are  to  be  paid  by  the  county  commissioners  from  county 
mds. 
The  constitution  does  not  require  that  the  legislature  shall 
,-Jmpose  a  limitation  upon  expenditures  incurred  for  county 
purposes,  and  in  the  absence  of  such  a  limitation  the  legis- 
lature has  plenary  power  within  proper  county  purposes : 
lee  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Sangamon  County  v.  City  of 
5pringfield,  63  111.  66, 
The  respondents  urge  that  the  demand  is  not  a  proper 
<>charge  against  the  county,   (1)   because  there  was  no  neces- 
"•^^ity  for  the  employment  of  the  harbor  policeman,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  United  States  government  had  charge  of  the 
harbor  or  port  of  Pensacola,  and  through  its  officers  furnish 
patrol  and  protection  of  said  harbor  from  violations  of  the 
law's  of  the  United  States  for  the  protection  of  harbors;  (2) 
because  the  greater  part  of  the  harbor  of  Pensacola  is  within 
the  city  of  l?ensacola  and  under  its  police  protection;  (3)  be- 
cause the  harbor  of  Pensacola  is  within  Escambia  and  Santa 
Rosa  counties  and  under  their  police  protection ;  and  further 
that  the  county  commissioners  have  exercised  their  best  judg- 
ment and  discretion  in  refusing  payment,  the  port  or  harbor 
being  in  Escambia  and  Santa  Rosa  counties  and  the  expense 
having  been  incurred  by  the  board  of  pilot  commissioners  com- 
posed of  citizens  of  Escambia  and  Santa  Rosa  counties  with- 
out including  Santa  Rosa  county  in  the  liability,  and  no  crime 
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is  alleged  to  have  been  detected  or  prosecution  begun  as  the 
result  of  the  service  rendered. 

The  statute  requires  the  board  of  pilot  commissioners  to 
take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  detect  any  violation 
^^^  of  the  laws  for  the  protection  of  ports,  harbors,  bays  and 
rivers,  and  the  county  commissioners  are  required  to  audit 
and  pay  the  expenses  so  incurred  as  other  charges  against 
the  county  are  audited  and  paid.  Under  this  statute  the  ne- 
cessity for  incurring  expenses  in  detecting  any  violations  of 
the  law  for  the  protection  of  ports,  harbors,  bays  and  rivers 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  board  of  pilot  commissioners,  and 
no  duty  with  reference  to  it  is  imposed  upon  the  county  com- 
missioners except  that  of  auditing  and  paying  for  such  ex- 
penses. The  statute  gives  no  warrant  for  the  exercise  of 
judgment  and  discretion  in  the  matter  by  the  county  com- 
missioners. The  judgment  of  the  county  commissioners  as  to 
the  necessit.y  for  local  protection  of  a  harbor  or  port,  or  that 
such  protection  will  conflict  with  the  authority  of  the  United 
States,  acting  within  its  proper  sphere,  is  not  material  when 
the  statute  makes  it  their  duty  to  pay  the  expenses  incurred 
under  a  statute  for  a  county  purpose.  If  it  be  that  a  portion 
of  the  port  or  harbor  is  within  another  county,  and  that  the 
board  of  pilot  commissioners  is  composed  of  citizens  of  both 
counties,  such  facts  furnish  no  ground  for  the  refusal  by  the 
county  commissioners  to  obey  the  plain  mandate  of  a  valid 
statute.  The  statute  provides  that  steps  shall  be  taken  to 
detect  violations  of  the  law  and  that  the  expenses  hereof  shall 
be  paid  by  the  county.  A  criminal  prosecution  or  the  actual 
detection  of  a  crime  is  not  a  prerequisite  to  the  expenditures 
provided  for.  If  it  be  true  that  the  greater  part  of  the  port 
or  harbor  is  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Pen- 
sacola  and  under  the  protection  of  the  police  department  of 
the  city,  the  county  is  not  thereby  relieved  of  its  powers  and 
duties  with  reference  to  the  protection  of  the  port  or  bay  or 
hnrbor  within  its  territory.  Even  if  the  harbor  of  Pensncola 
lies  '^^^  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  counties  of  Escam- 
bia and  Santa  Rosa,  and  is  under  the  police  protection  of  such 
counties,  the  state  is  not  thereby  precluded  from  providinir 
for  tlie  protection  of  the  portion  of  the  port,  bay  or  harbor 
witliin  Escambia  county  at  the  expense  of  such  county. 

AVhen  an  expenditure  by  a  county  is  authorized  by  a  valid 
law  and  the  i-orre'-tness  of  the  amonnt  dne  by  the  county  is 
ascertained  and  approved  as  the  law  directs,  there  being  no 
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question  as  to  bona  fides,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  county  com- 
missioners to  audit,  approve  and  pay  the  same,  and  such  pay- 
ment may  be  enforced  by  mandamus. 

The  demurrer  to  the  alternative  writ  was  properly  over- 
ruled, and  there  was  no  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to 
the  answer. 

The  award  of  the  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  is  affirmed. 

Shaekleford,  C.  J.,  and  Cockrell,  J.,  concur. 

Taylor,  Hocker  and  Parkhill,  JJ.,  concur  in  the  opinion. 


Covnty  aiid  Municipal  Purposes  for  which  the  power  of  taxation  may 
be  exrrcised  are  discussed  in  Bush  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  159  N. 
Y.  212,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  538;  Manning  v.  Devil's  Lake,  13  N.  Dak.  47, 
112  Am.  St.  Eep.  652;  Maydwell  v.  Louisville,  116  Ky.  885,  105  Am. 
St.  Rep.  245;  Fawcett  v.  Mount  Airy,  134  N.  C.  125,  101  Am.  St. 
Rep.    825. 


JANES  V.  CITY  OF  TAMPA.  . 

[52   Fla.   292,  42   South.   729.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Defects  in  Streets— LlabUlty 
for. — If  two  causes  comljine  to  produce  an  injury  both  in  their  nature 
proximate,  the  one  being  a  defect  in  a  city  street  and  the  other 
some  accident  for  which  neither  party  is  responsible,  such  as  the 
accident  of  a  horse  running  away  beyond  control,  the  city  is  liable, 
provided  the  owner  of  the  horse  was  not  at  fault,  and  the  injury 
would  not  have  been  sustained  but  for  the  defect  in  the  street.  But 
there  can  be  no  recovery  if  the  accident  be  caused  by  the  unskillful- 
ness  or  want  of  care  of  the  owner  or  driver  of  the  horse,  or  if  it 
can  be  shown  that  either  of  them  by  any  want  of  care  directly 
caused  the   accident,     (p.  205.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Obstruction  In  Street— Lia- 
bility for. — If  an  injury  to  a  horse  would  not  have  been  sustained  but 
for  an  obstruction  in  a  street  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  city, 
and  there  was  no  negligence  or  fault  on  the  port  of  tue  owner  of  the 
horse  or  his  servant,  the  city  is  liable,     (p.  200.) 

"W.  F.  Himes,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

293  WHITFIELD,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error  broni?ht  an 
action  in  the  circuit  court  for  nillsl)orough  county  to  recover 
from  the  city  of  Tainpa  damages  for  one  horse  killed  and 
one  injured  by  contact  with  obstructions  in  the  street  of  said 
city.  A  demurrer  to  the  declaration  was  sustained  and  judof- 
ment  entered  for  the  defendant,  to  which  a  writ  of  error  was 
taken.     The  declariUion  alleges  that  the  city  "wrongfully  and 
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negligently  suffered  and  permitted  divers  large  quantities  of 
lumber,  brick,  stone  and  other  building  materials  to  be  placed 
and  remain  on  Florida  avenue  and  Tyler  street  in  said  city 
at  about  the  intersection  of  said  streets,  and  negligently  and 
wrongfully  suffered  and  permitted  said  lumber,  brick,  stone 
and  building  materials  to  extend  across  and  occupy  more  of 
said  streets  than  was  necessary,  to  wit,  more  than  one-half 
of  Florida  avenue  at  said  intellection  and  a  large  portion 
of  Tyler  street  at  said  intersection,  and  to  remain  and  con- 
tinue therein  on,  to  wit,  the  twenty-third  day  of  August,  1905, 
and  during  the  night-time  of  said  day;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant wrongfully  and  negligently  permitted  such  lumber,  brick, 
stone  and  building  materials  to  so  remain  after  the  defend- 
ant had  ^^*  notice  thereof,  in  and  across  said  streets  during 
the  night-time  of  said  day  and  after  dark,  without  being  in- 
closed with  any  fence  and  without  any  lighted  lanterns  or 
other  sufficient  protection  or  signals  placed  thereon  or  about 
the  same  to  guard  such  lumber,  brick,  stone  and  building  ma- 
terials or  to  denote  the  presence  thereof;  that  on  the  said 
date  last  mentioned  a  team  of  the  plaintiff,  a  carriage  and 
two  horses,  each  of  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars, managed  and  driven  by  a  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  dur- 
ing the  night-time  of  said  day,  becoming  frightened  by  the 
whistle  of  a  locomotive,  became  temporarily  unmanageable, 
and  then  passing  along  on  Florida  avenue,  in  consequence 
of  the  carelessness,  negligence  and  improper  conduct  of  the 
defendant  and  by  reason  of  said  lumber,  brick,  stone  and 
building  materials  so  allowed  to  be  and  remain  in  said  streets, 
as  aforesaid,  came  in  contact  with  and  struck  upon  and  against 
the  said  lumber,  brick,  stone  and  building  materials,  and 
by  reason  thereof  one  of  the  horses  was  then  and  there  in- 
stantly killed  and  the  other  horse  seriously  bruised,  wounded 
and  injured,  without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff."  In  another  count  of  the  declaration  similar 
allegations  are  made  and  in  addition  thereto  it  is  alleged  that 
an  ordinance  of  the  said  city  required  that  when  building 
material  is  placed  in  the  street  "the  portion  of  the  street  or 
sidewalk  so  allowed  to  be  used  shall  be  inclosed  with  a  suffi- 
cient fence  and  lighted  lanterns  shall  be  fixed  to  said  fence 
and  shall  be  kept  burning  from  twilight  through  the  whole 
of  the  night."  Under  a  demurrer  it  was  claimed  that  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injuiy  complained  of  is  shown  to  have 
arisen  from  the  ])];iintiff's  horses  becoming  frightened;  that 
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it  ^^^  is  not  shown  that  Florida  avenue  at  the  place  where 
the  injury  occurred  was  so  defective  that  the  same  was  dan- 
gerous to  travel  thereon  in  the  ordinary  manner;  that  it  was 
not  incumbent  upon  defendant  to  keep  and  maintain  its 
street  in  such  a  condition  as  to  be  safe  for  unmanageable 
teams  but  only  for  ordinary  and  customary  travel  thereover; 
that  it  was  not  shown  what  officer  of  the  city  had  notice  of 
the  defect  complained  of  or  that  said  defect  had  remained 
for  such  a  length  of  time  as  the  defendant  would  have  been 
presumed  to  have  noticed  it.  The  order  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer is  assigned  as  error. 

The  question  presented  is  whether  the  city  is  liable  for 
injuries  sustained  under  the  conditions  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion. 

AVhere  two  causes  combine  to  produce  an  injury,  both  in 
their  nature  proximate,  the  one  being  a  defect  in  a  city  street 
and  the  other  some  accident  for  which  neither  party  is  re- 
sponsible, such  as  the  accident  of  a  horse  running  away  be- 
yond control,  the  city  is  liable,  provided  the  plaintiff  was 
not  at  fault  and  the  injury  would  not  have  been  sustained 
but  for  the  defect  in  the  street.  There  can  be  no  recover^' 
if  the  accident  be  caused  by  the  unskillfulness  or  want  of 
eare  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  driver,  or  if  it  can  be  shown  that 
the  plaintiff  by  any  want  of  care  directly  caused  the  acci- 
dent: See  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  4th  ed.,  sec. 
1007 ;  City  of  Tallahassee  v.  Fortune,  3  Fla.  19,  52  Am.  Dec. 
358 ;  3  Abbott  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  1055,  and 
authorities  cited  in  notes;  Ring  v.  City  of  Cohoes,  77  N.  Y. 
83,  33  Am.  Rep.  574;  Hull  v.  City  of  Kansas,  54  Mo.  598, 
14  Am.  Rep.  487 ;  City  of  Atlanta  v.  Wilson,  59  Ga.  544,  27 
Am.  Rep.  396 ;  Wilson  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  60  Ga.  473 ;  see. 
also,  Baldwin  v.  Greenwoods  Turnpike  Co.,  40  Conn.  238.  16 
Am.  Rep.  33 ;  Hunt  v.  Town  of  Pownall,  9  Vt.  411 ;  Iley  '■''''  v. 
Philade]i)hia,  81  Pa.  44,  22  Am.  Rep.  733;  City  of  Joliet 
V.  Shufcldt,  144  111.  403,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  453,  32  N.  E.  969, 
18  L.  R.  A.  750;  Gilson  v.  Delav.-are  &  H.  C.  Co.,  65  Vt.  213. 
36  Am.  St.  Rep.  802,  and  notes  on  page  830,  26  All.  70; 
Campbell  v.  City  of  Stillwater,  32  I\rinn.  308,  50  Am.  Rep. 
567,  20  N.  W.  320;  Sturgis  v.  Kountz,  165  Pa.  358,  30  Atl. 
976,  27  ]..  R.  A.  390;  Baldridge  &  Courtney  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Cnrtnll.  75  Tex.  628.  13  S.  W.  8;  Ilampsun  v.  Taylor,  15 
R.  I.  83,  8  Atl.  331,  23  Atl.  732. 
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The  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the  city  wrongfully 
and  negligently  permitted  lumber,  brick,  stone  and  building 
materials  to  occupy  more  than  was  necessary,  to  wit,  more 
than  one-half  of  one  street  and  a  large  portion  of  another 
street  at  the  intersection  of  the  two  streets,  and  to  so  remain 
after  the  city  had  notice  thereof  and  during  the  night,  with- 
out being  inclosed  with  any  fence  and  without  any  lighted  lan- 
terns or  other  sufficient  protection  or  signals  placed  thereon 
or  about  the  same  to  guard  such  lumber,  brick,  stone  and 
building  materials  or  to  denote  the  presence  thereof,  and  that 
plaintiff's  team  during  the  night-time  becoming  frightened 
by  the  whistle  of  a  locomotive,  became  temporarily  unmanage- 
able, and  by  reason  of  such  obstruction  of  the  street,  came  in 
contact  with  and  struck  upon  and  against  said  lumber,  brick, 
stone  and  building  materials,  and  by  reason  thereof  plain- 
tiff's horse  was  killed  and  another  injured  without  fault  or 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  states  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, since  if  the  injury  would  not  have  been  sustained  but 
for  the  obstruction  in  the  street  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
the  city,  and  there  was  no  negligence  or  fault  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  or  his  servant,  the  city  is  liable.  The  allega- 
tion as  to  notice  of  the  obstruction  is  general  in  its  terras, 
hut  it  is  an  allegation  of  notice,  and  if  the  character  of  the 
allegation  is  such  as  to  prejudice,  ^^'  embarrass  or  delay  the 
fair  trial  of  the  action,  compulsory  amendment  can  be  made 
under  the  statute.  The  notice  or  want  of  notice  of  the  ob- 
struction is  more  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  and 
the  general  allegation  is  sufficient  in  view  of  the  allegation  as 
to  the  character  of  the  obstruction.  The  allt?gations  as  to  the 
extent  and  nature  of  the  obstruction  and  the  lack  of  light  or 
other  safeguards  at  night  are  sufficient  to  show  the  street  was 
in  a  seriously  defective  condition  even  for  ordinary  travel. 

The  declaration  was  sufficient  to  require  a  response  from 
the  defendant  as  to  the  facts  alleged. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  is  remanded  for 
further  proceedings. 

Shackleford,  C.  J.,  and  Cockrell,  J.,  concur. 

Taylor,  Ilocker  and  Parkhill,  JJ.,  concur  in  the  opinion. 


For  Ann>or:lies  upon  the  question  involved  in  tbe  prinei])al  case,  see 
the  note  t<i  iMill.  y"  v.  FlfTiiii);,'sln;rg,  in,",  Am.  St.  Rep.  279;  Bell  v. 
^\':^^■r^o.  iL'o  Mlil'.  :;>>■.  Si    Am.  St.  Ecp.  204;  Cleveland  v.  Bangor,  87 

Mo.   23'J,  47  Am.   fci.    lUu.   .".LiG. 
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MUGGE  V.  TAMPA  "WATERWORKS  COMPANY. 

[52  ria.  371,  42  South.  81.] 

CORPORATIONS — Waterworks  Company — ^Liability  of  for 
Damages  Caused  by  Fire. — If  a  waterworks  company  enters  into  a 
contract  with  a  city  under  which  it  enjoys  extensive  franchises  and 
privileges,  such  as  the  exclusive  right  to  furnish  water  to  the  city 
and  its  inhabitants  for  a  long  period,  the  right  to  have  special  taxes 
levied  on  the  property  of  the  citizens  for  its  benefit,  the  right  to  use 
the  streets  with  its  mains  and  hydrants,  and  the  right  to  charge  tolls 
and  regulate  the  use  of  water,  it  thereby  assumes  the  public  duty 
of  furnishing  water  for  extinguishing  fires,  and  for  negligence  in 
the  discharge  of  this  duty,  whereby  a  fire  department,  adequately 
equipped  and  prepared,  is  not  furnished  with  water,  and  property  is, 
on  account  of  such  negligence,  destroyed  by  fire,  such  water  com- 
pany is  liable  in  an  action  of  tort  to  the  property  owner  for  the  dam- 
ages thus  suffered  by  him.     (p.  219.) 

Lunsford  &  Dickenson,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Sparkman  &  Carter  and  P.  O.  Knight,  for  the  defendant 
in  error. 

371  HOCKER,  J.  Robert  Mugge  sued  the  Tampa  Water- 
works Companj^,  a  corporation  organized  and  existing  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  Florida,  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Hillsborough  county,  and  in  his  declaration  alleges  in  sub- 
stance, that  on  and  before  the  23d  of  May,  1905,  the  defend- 
ant company  owned  and  operated  and  has  ever  since  owned 
and  operated  a  plant  and  waterworks  for  the  public  and 
private  supply  of  water  within  the  city  of  ^''^  Tampa,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  a  franchise  granted  by  the  city  of  Tampa 
to  W.  A.  Jeter  and  A.  E.  Boardman,  their  associates,  succes- 
sors and  assigns,  and  a  contract  made  and  entered  into  be- 
tween the  city  of  Tampa  and  Jeter  and  Boardman,  embraced 
in  an  ordinaTiec  of  said  city  numbered  7,  adopted  by  the  city 
eouueil,  which  is  made  a  part  of  the  declaration  as  Exhibit 
"A,"  along  with  other  ordinances  marked  Exhibits  "B," 
"C"  and  "D."  That  the  city  council  was  duly  authorized 
to  pass  said  ordinances  and  make  said  contract;  that  said 
contract  was  assigned  to  the  defendant  company  and  accepted 
by  it,  and  it  has  ever  since  1st  of  Januaiy,  1889,  operated  its 
Materworks  system  under  it;  that  under  said  ordinances  and 
contract  the  defendant  companj'-  was  granted  the  franchise 
and  right  to  lay  pipes,  erect  hydrants,  fountains  and  other 
structures  in  and  on  all  the  streets  and  i^ublic  ways  of  tlie 
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city,  the  exclusive  right  and  privilege  to  construct  and  oper- 
ate its  waterworks  for  the  term  of  thirty  years,  the  right  to 
receive  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  an- 
num from  the  city  as  rental  for  one  hundred  and  ten  double 
nozzle  hydrants  to  be  placed  on  the  streets  not  farther  apart 
than  four  hundred  feet,  and  forty-five  dollars  per  annum  for 
all  additional  hydrants  to  be  installed  as  the  city  might  grow; 
the  right  to  have  sufficient  taxes  levied  and  collected  annually 
on  all  taxable  property  in  the  city  to  meet  the  payment  of 
hydrant  rentals  for  public  fire  service,  and  also  a  special  tax 
to  be  levied  and  collected  for  such  purposes,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds kept  as  a  separate  fund  to  be  exclusively  devoted  to  the 
pnjanent  of  such  hydrant  rentals;  and  that  this  special  tax 
for  hydrant  rentals  has  been  levied  annually,  collected  and 
paid  to  the  defendant  company.  That  in  consideration  of 
these  riglits.  franchises  and  rentals  the  defendant  company 
agreed  to  erect  waterworks,  with  a  reservoir  capable  of  holding 
^''^  one  hundred  thousand  gallons  of  water,  sufficient  to  give  a 
pressure  on  the  mains  and  from  a  hydrant  located  at  the  in- 
tersection of  Washington  and  Franklin  streets,  and  through 
one  hundred  feet  of  fire  hose  and  a  one  inch  nozzle,  to  throw 
a  stream  of  water  vertically  to  a  height  or  distance  of  fifty 
feet,  giving  a  first-class  fire  protection ;  that  it  should  erect 
one  hundred  and  ten  double  nozzle  In'drants  of  the  usual  pat- 
tern with  nozzles  to  fit  the  fire  department  hose;  that  it  should 
maintain  a  standard  pressure  of  forty  pounds  to  the  square 
inch  on  the  water  mains  of  said  waterworks  from  its  stand- 
pipe  or  reservoir  during  the  life  of  the  contract;  that  the 
waterworlvs  company  should  assume  all  liabilities  to  pereons 
and  property  arising  from  constructing  or  operating  the  same; 
that  the  principal  and  primary  consideration  moving  the 
city  to  grant  the  franchises  and  rights  aforesaid,  as  stipu- 
lated in  the  ordinance,  was  to  provide  for  and  secure  to  tlie 
citizens,  residents  and  property  OAviiers  of  the  city  better  pro- 
tection against  fires;  that  said  contract  was  made  and  acqui- 
esced in  by  the  defendant  company  for  the  benefit  of  citi- 
zens and  property  owners  of  the  city,  including  the  plaintiff, 
wlio  was  at  tlie  time  of  making  the  contract,  and  ever  since 
has  biM'u  a  citizen,  property  owner  and  taxpayer  in  said  city; 
that  on  the  li3d  of  ^lay,  1905.  tlie  defendant  company  liad  in 
use  a  water  plant,  mains,  hydrants  and  reservoir  or  tank,  ade- 
quate for  a  lirst-class  fire  protection;  tliat  ])rior  to  tliat  day 
the  city  of  Tampa  had  provided  and  wiis  then  maintaining 
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at  great  expense  a  first-class  fire  department,  and  thoroughly 
equipped  fire-  stations  in  the  four  wards  of  the  city;  that 
on  said  23d  of  IMay,  1905,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a 
two-story  brick  building,  sixty  feet  wide  by  one  hundred  feet 
in  length,  located  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  intersection 
of  Franklin  and  ^''*  Caro  streets  in  said  city;  that  said  build- 
ing was  occupied  by  a  tenant  and  caught  on  fire  and  was 
burned  on  that  day;  that  when  the  building  caught  on  fire 
the  tenant  immediately  turned  in  fire  alarm,  and  in  less  than 
ten  minutes  and  before  the  fire  had  gained  any  headway  or 
done  any  appreciable  damage  three  fire  companies,  from  as 
many  stations,  well  equipped  and  ready  for  action,  were  on 
the  scene;  that  the  nozzles  and  hose  were  in  every  respect 
adequate  and  sufficient,  and  were  attached  to  hydrants  in 
easy  reach  of  plaintiff's  building,  and  near  enough  to  have 
afforded  water  adequate  for  the  ready  extinguishing  of  the 
fire,  if  there  had  been  sufficient  water  in  the  water  mains 
and  forty  pounds  pressure  to  the  square  inch  on  said  mains, 
or  had  there  been  pressure  sufficient  to  throw  a  stream  of 
water  fifty  feet  high  as  provided  in  the  contract.  In  addi- 
tion, one  of  the  fire  companies  had  at  the  fire  within  ten- 
minutes  after  it  broke  out  a  powerful  fire  engine  capable  of 
throwing  from  eight  hundred  to  nine  hundred  gallons  of 
water  a  minute,  and  of  giving  a  pressure  of  over  three  hun- 
dred pounds  to  the  square  inch,  and  of  generating  a  head 
of  one  hundred  pounds  of  steam  in  five  or  six  minutes,  and 
with  a  capacity  for  coupling  three  sets  of  four-inch  hose, 
and  of  forcing  simultaneously  a  stream  from  each  entirely 
over  or  into  any  portion  of  said  building,  which  engine  was 
immediately  under  sufficient  steam  and  coupled  to  one  of  the 
hydrants  close  to  said  building,  and  in  short,  that  every  suffi- 
cient arrangement  was  made  to  extinguish  the  fire  before 
damage  resulted,  but  that  notwithstanding  the  promptness  of 
the  fire  department,  and  the  sufficiency  of  its  appliances,  the 
water  mains  on  account  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
company  were  found  without  appreciable  pressure  and  failed 
to  yield  any  appreciable  flow  of  water,  and  thus  solely  by 
reason  ^'^  of  the  persistent,  careless,  Avillful  and  wanton  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  defendant  company  in  not  supply- 
ing the  water  mains  and  hydrants  with  water  and  water  pres- 
sure as  required  by  the  contract,  the  plaintiff's  building  was 
destroyed  by  fire;  that  plaintiff,  relying  on  the  defendant  to 
comply  with  its  contrai't.  and  on  the  efficiency  of  the  fire  de- 
Am.   St.  Rep.,   Vol.   120 — 14 


210  American  State  Reports,  Vol,  120.      [Florida, 

partment,  had  no  fire  insurance  on  his  building.  Plaintiff 
claims  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.  The  foregoing  contains 
the  substance  of  the  declaration,  and  exhibits,  which  occupy 
thirty-one  pages  of  the  record. 

It  appears  from  the  first  ordinance,  which  contains  the  con- 
tract, that  the  city  guaranteed  the  interest  on  eighty  thou- 
sand dollars  of  the  water  company's  bonds  for  thirty  years  at 
six  per  cent,  the  city  agreeing  to  pay  the  same  and  apply  the 
amount  to  the  rental  of  the  hydrants.  The  amount  of  the 
bonds  on  which  interest  was  to  be  paid  was  subsequently  in- 
creased to  one  hundred  and  two  thousand  dollars  and  the  num- 
ber of  hydrants  was  increased  to  meet  the  necessities  of  a 
rapidly  growing  city. 

The  declaration  was  demurred  to  on  the  following  grounds: 
1.  Said  declaration  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action;  2.  It 
shows  there  has  been  no  breach  of  the  contract  between  the 
city  and  the  defendant;  3.  It  shows  no  privity  of  contract 
between  the  defendant  and  plaintiff  so  as  to  give  plaintiff  a 
right  to  sue  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  between  the  defend- 
ant and  the  city  of  Tampa ;  4.  The  alleged  breach  of  contract 
was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  loss;  5.  The 
city,  in  making  the  contract  with  the  defendant  to  supply 
water  for  extinguishing  fires,  was  simply  performing  ^'^  its 
public  and  governmental  duty  and  a  brcarh  of  the  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  does  not  authorize  suit  by  a  tax- 
payer. 

On  a  hearing  the  demurrer  was  sustained  and  a  judgment 
rendered  dismissing  the  suit.  The  case  is  here  on  writ  of 
error  from  this  judgment. 

In  view  of  the  great  importance  of  this  case  and  of  the 
conflicting  views  of  the  courts  upon  the  question  involved 
the  facts  set  up  in  the  declaration  have  been  stated  at  some 
length,  in  order  that  they  may  be  compared  and  contrasted 
with  those  given  in  the  cases  cited  in  the  briefs,  and  to  which 
we  shall  allude. 

In  the  case  of  Nickerson  v.  Bridgeport  Hydraulic  Co.,  46 
Conn.  24,  33  Am.  Rep.  1  (the  first  American  case  bearing  on 
the  question),  it  was  held:  "Where  a  water  company  organ- 
ized for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  inhabitants  of  a  city 
with  water  contracted  with  the  city  to  supply  the  city  hydrants 
with  water,  and  by  their  neglect  to  do  so  the  fire  department 
of  the  city  was  not  able  to  extinguish  a  fire  occurring  in  the 
city,  it  was  held  that  the  water  company  was  not  liable  in 
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damages  to  the  owner  of  the  property  burned,  for  the  neglect 
to  supply  the  water."  An  examination  of  the  opinion  shows 
that  the  court  regarded  the  declaration  as  exceedingly  defec- 
tive, and  as  showing  no  such  state  of  facts  as  appear  in  the 
case  at  bar. 

The  next  American  case  is  that  of  Davis  v.  Clinton 
377  Waterworks  Co.,  54  Iowa,  59,  37  Am.  Rep.  209,  6  N.  W. 
126.  The  waterworks  company  in  that  case  contracted  with 
the  city  of  Clinton  to  supply  water  to  be  used  by  the  city 
for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  fires.  In  speaking  of  the' 
contract  the  court  says:  "It  is  sufficient  to  state  that  the  par- 
ties thereto  were  the  city  and  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  in  no  sense  was  a  party  to  the  contract."  In  hold- 
ing that  there  was  no  privity  of  contract  between  the  parties 
the  court  further  says:  "It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  agents 
or  officers  of  the  city  employed  by  the  municipal  government 
to  supply  water,  improve  the  streets  or  maintain  good  order 
are  liable  to  a  citizen  for  loss  or  damage  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  failure  to  perform  their  duties  and  obligations  in  this 
respect."  The  court  thus  treats  the  water  company  as  an 
agent  or  officer  employed  by  the  city,  and  not  as  a  business 
enterprise  organized  and  operated  for  the  profit  and  advan- 
tage of  the  water  company. 

The  following  cases,  and  perhaps  one  or  two  others,  follow 
in  time  and  are  in  line  with  these  two,  viz. :  Wainwright  v. 
Queens  County  Water  Co.,  78  Hun,  146,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  987 ; 
Nichol  v.  Huntington  Water  Co.,  53  W.  Va.  348,  44  S.  E. 
290;  Foster  v.  Lookout  Water  Co.,  3  Lea  (Tenn.),  42  j  Fow- 
ler v.  Atkins  City  Waterworks  Co.,  83  Ga.  219,  20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  313,  9  S.  E.  673;  Wilkinson  v.  Light,  Heat  &  Water 
Co.,  78  Miss.  389,  28  South.  877 ;  House  v.  Houston  Water- 
works Co.,  88  Tex.  233,  31  S.  W.  179,  28  L.  R.  A.  532 ;  Ferris  v. 
Carson  Water  Co.,  16  Nev.  44,  40  Am.  Rep.  485 ;  Bush  v.  Arte- 
sian Hot  and  Cold  Water  Co.,  4  Idaho,  618,  95  Am.  St.  Rep. 
161,  43  Pac.  69 ;  LT^iah  City  v.  Uldah  Water  &  Imp.  Co.,  142 
Cal.  173,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  107,  75  Pac.  773,  64  L.  R.  A.  231 ; 
Fitch  V.  Seymour  Water  Co.,  139  Ind.  214,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
258,  37  N.  E.  982 ;  Britton  v.  Green  Bay  &  Ft.  H.  Waterworks 
Co.,  81  Wis.  48,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  51  N.  W.  84;  s''®  Hows- 
mon  v.  Trenton  Water  Co.,  119  Mo.  304,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
654,  24  S.  W.  784,  23  L.  R.  A.  146 ;  Mott  v.  Cherryvale  Water 
&  Mfg.  Co.,  48  Kan.  12,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  28  Pac.  989,  15 
L.  R.  A.  375;  Eaton  v.  Fairbury  Waterworks  Co.,  37  Neb. 
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546,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  510,  56  N.  W.  201,  21  L.  R.  A.  653 ; 
Becker  v.  Keokuk  Waterworks,  79  Iowa,  419,  18  Am.  St.  Rep. 
377,  4  N.  W.  694.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  the  various 
contracts  are  not  always  alike,  but  the  doctrine  of  a  want  of 
privity  of  contract  between  a  projx'rty  owner  and  the  watci- 
company  runs  through  them  all.  The  notion  that  a  water 
company  exercising  francliises  and  enjoying  important  privi- 
leges owes  a  public  duty  to  the  proi:)erty  owner  to  live  up  to  its 
contract  is  generally  ignored  or  denied.  For  instance,  in  the 
ca.se  of  IMott  v.  Cherry  vale  Water  &  INIfg.  Co.,  48  Kan.  12, 
30  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  28  Pac.  989,  15  L.  R.  A.  375,  the  court 
lield  that  wliere  a  city  contracts  with  a  water  company  to  fur- 
nish a  supply  of  water  for  use  in  extinguishing  fires,  sui-h 
supply  to  be  paid  for  by  a  levy  of  taxes  upon  the  taxpayers 
of  the  city,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  city  ordinance  which  the 
water  company  accepts,  the  water  company  agrees  that  it 
will  pay  all  daniaiz(\s  that  may  accrue  to  any  citizen  of  the 
city  by  reason  of  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  compan^y  to  sujv 
ply  a  sufficient  amount  of  water,  or  a  failure  to  supply  the 
same  at  the  proper  time,  or  by  reason  of  any  negligence  of  the 
water  company,  there  is  no  such  privity  of  contract  between 
a  citizen  or  resident  and  the  water  company  as  will  authorize 
him  to  maintain  an  action  against  it  for  the  injury  or  destruc- 
tion of  his  property  by  fire  caused  by  the  failure  of  the  water 
company  to  fulfill  its  contract.  In  some  of  these  cases  the 
doctrine  is  advanced  that  the  power  to  supply  water  is  a  gov- 
ernmental one  and  that  as  a  city  is  not  liable  for  negligence 
in  exercising  the  power,  therefore  a  person  or  corporation 
who  contracts  with  the  city  to  supply  water  is  not  liable  for 
negligence  either  to  the  ^'^  city  or  an  individual:  Ukiah 
City  v.  Ukiah  Water  &  Imp.  Co.,  142  Cal.  173,  100  Am.  St. 
Rep.  107,  75  Pac.  773,  65  L.  R.  A.  231 ;  Wainwright  v.  Queens 
County  Water  Co.,  78  Ilun,  146,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  987. 

In  the  case  of  Britton  v.  Green  Bay  &  Ft.  H.  Waterworks 
Co.,  81  Wis.  48,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  51  N.  W.  84,  the  con- 
tract required  the  company  to  supply  said  city  and  the  inlia'hi- 
tants  thereof  with  water  for  public  and  private  uses,  for  pub- 
lic and  private  consumption  and  for  putting  out  fires.  It  was 
held  tliat  there  was  no  contract  between  the  water  company 
and  private  individuals;  that  the  water  company  was  bound 
by  its  contract  to  the  city  alone;  that  the  company  was  not 
requii-ed  by  law  to  furnish  water  to  put  out  fires,  and  assunKMi 
no  su'-h  duty  to  the  public  by  its  contract;  that  it  contracted 
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to  do  so,  not  because  it  was  its  duty  to  the  public,  but  because 
it  deemed  it  profitable  to  itself,  and  was  willing  to  be  thus 
bound  by  its  voluntary  contract.  But  the  doctrine  of  these 
cases  has  not  met  with  universal  acceptance.  It  has  been  re- 
pudiated in  Paducah  Lumber  Co.  v.  Paducah  Water  Supply 
Co.,  89  Ky.  340,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  536,  12  S.  W.  554,  13  S.  AV. 
249,  7  L.  R.  A.  77;  Duncan's  Exrs.  v.  Owensboro  Water  Co., 
12  Ky.  Law  Rep.  824,  15  S.  W.  523 ;  Graves  County  Water 
Co.  V.  Ligon,  112  Ky.  775,  66  S.  W.  725 ;  Gorrell  v.  Greens- 
boro Water  Supply  Co.,  124  N.  C.  328,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  598, 
32  S.  E.  720,  46  L.  R.  A.  513.  In  this  last  case  the  contract 
between  the  city  and  the  water  company  was  very  similar  to 
the  one  at  bar  so  far  as  the  duties  of  the  latter  are  concerned. 
Judge  Clark  rendered  the  opinion  in  the  case.  Among  other 
things  it  is  said:  "It  is  true  the  plaintiff  is  neither  a  party 
nor  privy  to  the  contract,  but  it  is  impossible  to  read  the  same 
without  seeing  that,  in  warp  and  woof,  in  thread  and  filling, 
the  object  is  the  comfort,  ease  and  security  from  fire  of  the 
people,  the  citizens  of  Greensboro.  This  ^^^  is  alleged  by  the 
eleventh  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  and  is  admitted  by  the 
demurrer.  The  benefit  to  the  nominal  contracting  party,  the 
city  of  Greensboro,  as  a  corporation,  is  small  in  comparison, 
and  taken  alone,  would  never  have  justified  the  grants,  con- 
cessions, privileges,  benefits  and  payments  made  to  the  water 
company.  Upon  the  face  of  the  contract,  the  principal  bene- 
ficiaries of  the  contract  in  contemplation  of  both  parties 
thereto  were  the  water  company  on  the  one  hand  and  the  indi- 
vidual citizens  of  Greensboro  on  the  other.  The  citizens  were 
to  pay  the  taxes  to  fulfill  the  money  consideration  named, 
and  furnishing  the  individual  citizens  with  adequate  supply 
of  water  and  the  protection  of  their  property  from  fire  was 
the  largest  duty  assumed  by  the  company.  One  not  a  party 
or  privy  to  a  contract,  but  who  is  a  beneficiary  thereof,  is  en- 
titled to  maintain  an  action  for  its  breach  (quoting  authori- 
ties). And  even  wlien  the  beneficiary  is  only  one  of  a  ela.s.s 
of  persons,   if   the   class   is   sufficiently   designated    (quoting 

authorities) Especially  is  this  so  when  the  beneficiaries 

are  the  citizens  of  a  municipality  whose  votes  authorized  the 
contract  and  whose  taxes  discharged  the  financial  burdens  the 
contract  entails.  The  oiificials  who  executed  the  contract  are 
technically  the  agents  of  the  corporation,  but  tlie  corporation 
itself  is  the  agent  of  the  peojile,  wlio  an^  thus  effectively  the 
principals  of  the  contr.u  t.     The  accc])tance  of  the  contract 


214  American  State  Reports,  Vol,  120.      [Florida, 

by  the  water  company  carries  with  it  the  duty  of  supplying 
all  persons  along  its  mains  (quoting  authorities)."  Judge 
Clark  refers  to  the  case  of  Paducah  Lumber  Co.  v.  Paducah 
Water  Supply  Co.,  89  Ky.  340,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  536,  12  S. 
W.  554,  13  S.  W.  249,  7  L.  R.  A.  77,  as  holding  "that  where 
a  party  undertakes  to  furnish  water  in  such  mode  and  quan- 
tity that  it  may  be  used  to  extinguish  fires  in  the  city  in  which 
it  is  to  be  supplied,  damages  sustained  ^^*  by  the  destruction 
of  buildings  by  the  failure  to  so  furnish  such  water  is  a 
natural  and  proximate  consequence  of  such  breach  of  the  un- 
dertaking," and  says  this  opinion  is  based  upon  sound  reason. 
He  quotes  authorities  to  show  that  if  the  city  buildings  were 
destroyed  by  fire  through  the  failure  of  the  water  company  to 
furnish  water  as  provided  by  the  contract,  the  city  could  re- 
cover. Referring  to  the  three  Kentucky  cases,  he  says:  "The 
decisions,  however,  in  other  states  where  the  question  has 
been  presented  are  the  other  way.  But  this  is  case  of  the 
first  impression  in  this  state,  and  decisions  in  other  states  have 
only  pereuasive  authority.  They  have  only  the  consideration 
to  which  the  reasoning  therein  is  entitled.  They  are  to  be 
weighed,  not  counted.  "We  should  adopt  that  line  which  is 
most  consonant  wdth  justice,  and  'the  reason  of  the  thing.'  " 
He  refers  to  Judge  Freeman's  note  to  Britton  v.  Green  Bay 
and  Fort  Howard  Water  Works  Co.,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  in 
which  he  saj's:  "As  none  of  the  courts  (the  majority)  have 
fairh^  faced  what  seems  to  be  the  logical  result  of  these  de- 
cisions, viz.,  that  the  injured  person  is  thus  left  without  any 
remedy  at  all,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  subject  is  left  in 
an  extremely  unsatisfactory  position,"  resulting  in  a  re- 
ductio  ad  absurdum  "resting  on  the  narrow  technical  basis 
that  a  citizen,  because  not  a  party  to  the  contract,  cannot  sue. 
wherea,s  authorities  are  numerous  that  a  beneficiary  of  a  eon- 
tract,  though  not  a  party  or  privy,  may  maintain  an  action 
for  its  breach,"  quoting  7  American  and  English  Enc^'clopedi;! 
of  Law,  second  edition,  pages  105-108.  The  latter  part  of  this 
opinion  refutes  the  contention  that  such  a  construction  of  the 
contract  makes  the  water  company  an  insurer.  Such  a  con- 
struction simply  requires  the  water  company  to  do  that  which 
it  has  agreed  to  do,  no  more  and  no  less.  The  contract  is  the 
measure  "^^  of  its  duty,  and  the  water  company  was  held  to 
be  liable  in  damages  to  a  citizen  whose  property  was  destroyed 
by  fire  owin<j:  to  the  failure  of  the  water  company  to  supply 
water  fur  uxtiuiiuishing  fires  as  it  had  agreed  to  do. 
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In  the  ease  of -Fisher  v.  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Co.,  128 
N,  C.  375,  38  S.  E.  912,  it  was  decided  that  the  water  company 
was  liable  in  an  action  for  tort  where  it  failed  to  supply  water, 
and  damage  by  fire  resulted  from  such  failure  to  the  property 
of  a  citizen.  These  views  of  the  supreme  court  of  North  Caro- 
lina were  tested  in  the  United  States  circuit  court  for  the 
western  district  of  North  Carolina  in  the  case  of  Guardian 
Trust  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Co.,  115 
Fed.  184.  The  question  arose  in  this  way:  The  Guardian 
Trust  and  Deposit  Company  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose  two  mort- 
gages against  the  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Company.  Judg- 
ment creditors  of  the  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Company  in- 
tervened and  insisted  that  their  judgments  under  a  statute  of 
North  Carolina  had  priority  over  the  mortgages  though  ren- 
dered after  the  mortgages  were  given.  The  statute  in  express 
terms  provided  that  mortgages  on  the  property  or  earnings  of 
incorporated  companies  should  not  have  power  to  exempt 
such  property  from  execution  for  the  satisfaction  of  any 
judgment  ol)tained  in  the  state  courts  for  labor,  "torts  com- 
mitted by  such  incorporation,  its  agents  or  employes,  whereby 
any  person  is  killed,  or  any  person  or  property  injured,  any 
clause  Or  clauses  in  such  mortgage  to  the  contrary  notv^ith- 
standing."  The  judgments  of  the  interveners  were  obtained 
for  the  failure  of  the  water  supply  company  to  furnish  water 
to  extinguish  the  fire  by  which  the  property  of  the  interveners 
was  destroyed,  and  recited  that  the  damages  were  given 
"^^  for  the  tortious  injury  and  damage  done  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant. 

In  the  case  of  Fisher  v.  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Co.,  128 
N.  C.  375,  38  S.  E.  912,  the  supreme  court  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff was,  under  the  facts  of  the  case,  entitled  to  declare  in  tort. 
The  question  in  the  United  States  circuit  court  was  whether  the 
supreme  court  of  North  Carolina  had  decided  correctly  in 
holding  that  the  judgments  of  the  interveners  were  for  torts. 
The  federal  court  says  "the  question  is  not  whether  the  judg- 
ment be  valid,  but  whether  it  is  a  judgment  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  to  be  given  priority  to  the  claim  of  the  mortgagees, 
wlio  were  not  parties  to  the  suit  in  which  it  was  obtained," 
and  says  that  the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina  had  de- 
clined to  pass  upon  this  question  of  priority  under  the  statute 
in  Fislier  v.  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Co.,  128  N.  C.  375, 
38  S.  E.  912.  After  stating  that  the  statute  gave  priority  to 
judgments  for  torts  committed   by  such  incorporation,  etc., 
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it  proceeds:  "In  the  case  at  bar  property  was  injured  because 
of  the  alleged  not^'ligeuce  of  the  Greensboro  Water  Supply 
Company.  Would  an  action  for  tort  lie?  The  Greensboro 
Water  Supply  Company  had  assumed  the  obligation  of  sup- 
plying the  city  and  its  inhabitants  with  water  for  domestic 
purposes,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  fires. 
The  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina  had  held  in  the  case  of 
Gorrell  v.  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Co.,  124  N.  C.  328,  70 
Am.  St.  Rep.  598,  32  S.  E.  720,  46  L.  R.  A.  513,  that  an  action 
would  lie  against  the  corporation  as  well  on  the  part  of  the 
city  council  as  on  that  of  any  citizen  of  the  city.  The  judg- 
ments before  us  establish  the  fact  that  such  a  supply  of  water 
for  the  purpose  of  fire  was  not  furni.shed.  They  also  estab- 
lish the  fact  that  the  failure  to  do  so  was  because  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants.  Is  such  negligence  the  foundation  for 
an  action  in  tort?"  ^'^^  It  then  states  that  notwithstanding 
the  code  procedure,  the  distinction  between  causes  of  action 
ex  contractu  and  ex  delicto  still  remains.  It  then  proceeds : 
"The  Greenboro  Water  Supply  Company,  as  has  been  seen, 
was  under  the  obligation  of  a  contract  to  furnish  a  full  supply 
of  water  to  the  city  and  its  inhabitants  for  sundry  purposes, 
including  that  of  fire.  And  under  this  obligation  it  was  its 
duty  to  do  whenever  needed.  Besides  this — indeed,  to  facili- 
tate the  performance  of  this  obligation  and  in  consideration  of 
this  obligation — it  was  clothed  with  valuable  franchises,  under 
which  it  used  the  streets  of  the  city  in  laying  its  mains. 
Under  its  obligations,  it  was  to  furnish  the  city  and  its  citi- 
zens with  one  of  the  necessaries  of  life,  and  was  bound  to 
furnish  all  that  desired  it,  who  paid  the  price  imposed.  It 
served  the  public,  and  to  this  extent  was  a  quasi  public  cor- 
poration, bound  to  the  discharge  of  a  public  duty"  (quoting 
authorities).  "So  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Avater  company  to 
furnish  the  water  for  fire,  a  duty  arising  out  of  an  express 
contract  and  out  of  the  franchises  granted  to  it  for  the  pur- 
poses of  public  utility  and  need.  It  did  not  fulfill  this  duty." 
The  court  then  quotes  Chitty  and  other  autliorities  to  the 
eti'ect  that  "while  normally  a  breach  of  contract  gives  rise 
to  a  cause  of  action  ex  contractu,  a  contract  may  impose  a 
duty  on  the  ])art  of  the  defendant  as  party  to  it  for  the  viola- 
tion of  which  the  plaintitf  may  recover  ex  contractu  or  ex 
delicto,  at  his  option."  The  court  then  concludes  that  the 
judgments  of  the  interveners  were  for  torts,  and  that  they 
had  priority  over  the  mortgages.     This  case  was  then  taken 
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to  the  United  Stntes  supreme  court  on  certiorari  and  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  was  affirmed:  Guardian  Trust  & 
D.  Co.  V.  Fisher,  200  U.  S.  57,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  186,  50  L.  ed. 
367.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  majority  opinion  of  the 
court  and  in  the  course  of  it  ^^^  discusses  the  relation  of 
the  water  supply  company  to  the  citizen.  He  uses  this  lan- 
guage: "And  here  we  are  met  with  the  contention  that,  inde- 
pendently of  contract,  there  is  no  duty  on  the  part  of  the  water 
company  to  furnish  an  adequate  supply  of  water;  that  the 
city  owes  no  such  duty  to  the  citizen,  and  that  contracting 
with  a  company  to  supply  water  imposes  upon  the  company 
no  higher  duty  than  the  city  itself  owed,  and  confers  upon 
the  citizen  no  greater  right  against  the  company  than  it  had 
against  the  city;  that  the  matter  is  solely  one  of  contract  be- 
tween the  city  and  the  company,  for  any  breach  of  which 
the  only  right  of  action  is  one  ex  contractu  on  the  part  of  the 
city.  It  is  true  that  a  company  contracting  with  a  city  to 
construct  waterworks  and  supply  water  may  fail  to  com- 
mence performance.  Its  contractual  obligations  are  then 
Avith  the  city  only,  which  may  recover  damages,  but  merely 
for  breach  of  contract.  There  would  be  no  tort,  no  negli- 
gence, in  the  total  failure  on  the  part  of  the  company.  It 
may  also  be  true  that  no  citizen  is  a  party  to  such  a  contract, 
and  has  no  contractual  or  other  right  to  recover  for  the  failure 
of  the  company  to  act;  but,  if  the  company  proceeds  under  its 
contract,  constructs  and  operates  its  plant,  it  enters  upon  a 
public  calling.  It  occupies  the  streets  of  the  city,  acquires 
rights  and  privileges  peculiar  to  itself.  It  invites  the  citizens, 
and  if  they  avail  themselves  of  its  conveniences,  and  omit 
making  other  and  personal  arrangements  for  a  supply  of 
water,  tlicn  the  company  owes  a  duty  to  them  in  the  discharge 
of  its  public  calling,  and  a  neglect  by  it  in  the  discharge  of 
the  obligations  imposed  by  its  charter,  or  by  contract  with 
the  city,  may  be  regarded  as  a  breach  of  absolute  duty,  and 
recoveiy  may  be  had  for  such  neglect.  The  action,  however, 
rjso  j^.  j-jQ^  yjjg  fQj.  ijreach  of  contract,  but  for  negligence  in 
the  discharge  of  such  duty  to  the  public,  and  is  an  action  for 

tort Even  if  the.  water  company  was  under  no  con- 

ti-act  obligations  to  construct  waterworks  in  the  city,  or  to 
supply  the  citizens  with  water,  yet,  having  undertaken  to  do 
so,  it  comes  under  an  implied  obligation  to  use  reasonable 
care;  and  if.  through  its  negligence,  injury  results  to  an  indi- 
vidual, it  becomes  liable  to  him  for  the  damages  resulting 
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therefrom,  and  the  action  to  recover  is  for  a  tort,  and  not  for 
breach  of  contract." 

It  is  contended  by  the  defendant  in  error  that  the  only 
question  before  the  United  States  courts  in  these  cases  was 
whellior  the  judgments  rendered  in  the  North  Carolina  courts 
were  in  tort  or  on  contract,  and  that  the  question  of  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  at  all  was  not  passed  on.  But  it  seems 
to  us  that  both  of  these  courts  passed  on  the  question  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  in  tort,  and  that  they  upheld  that 
right.  For  if  the  plaintiffs  did  not  have  the  right  to  sue  in 
tort,  then  it  follows  that  their  judgment  could  not  have  hccn 
given  priority  over  the  mortgages.  It  was  for  the  purpose 
of  discovering  the  nature  of  the  judgments,  as  being  ex  con- 
tractu or  ex  delicto,  that  these  courts  entered  into  an  examina- 
tion of  the  facts  upon  which  the  judgments  were  predicated, 
and  that  examination  led  to  the  conclusion  that  they  were 
properly  judgments  in  tort.  Certainly  there  is  nothing  in  the 
opinions  of  these  courts  that  suggests  a  doubt  of  the  correctness 
of  the  reasoning  of  the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina,  but 
on  the  contrary  that  reasoning  is  supported  and  strengthened. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  liability  in  damages  of  a  cor- 
poration which  had  undertaken  a  public  duty  to  be  performed 
^^"^  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  St.  Louis,  for  a  neg- 
ligent performance  of  that  duty,  the  case  of  Lampert  v. 
Laclede  Gas  Light  Co.,  14  ]\Io.  App.  376,  furnishes  an  in- 
structive examination  of  some  of  the  conflicting  English  and 
American  autliorities.  The  opinion  is  delivered  by  the  em- 
inent Judge  Seymour  D.  Thompson,  and  the  eondnsion  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  first  headnote,  as  follows:  "A  contract  with  a 
municipality  for  the  repairing  of  street  lamp  posts  and  light- 
ing the  lamps  raises  a  public  duty  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tractor to  be  perfomied  for  the  benefit  of  the  citizens  of  the 
munici]\Tlity  distributively. "  There  is  also  an  interesting 
discussion  of  the  conflicting  cases  in  1  Farnham  on  Waters 
and  Watercourses,  sec.  160b.  The  author  in  reviewing  the 
cases  of  Gorrell  v.  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Co.,  12-i  N.  C. 
328,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  598,  32  S.  E.  720,  46  L.  R.  A.  513,  and 
Duncan  v.  Owensboro  Water  Co.,  12  Ky.  Law  Rep.  824,  15 
S.  W.  523,  in  Avliich  it  was  "held  that  a  contract  between  a 
municipal  cori)oration  and  a  water  company  by  which  the 
latter  airreed  to  furnish  water  direct  from  the  pumps  for  the 
use  of  the  fire  department  whenever  an  alarm  was  given,  is 
an  agreement  for  the  benefit  of  the  proj)erty  owners  of  the 
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city  as  well  as  for  the  municipality;  and  as  the  consideration 
for  the  contract  was  paid  by  the  property  owner  in  the  way 
of  taxes  he  has  a  right  of  action  against  snch  water  company 
for  an  injury  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  neglect  of  the 
company  to  furnish  sufficient  water  for  the  extinguishment 
of  a  fire  by  which  his  property  was  destroyed,"  says:  "These 
decisions  strike  at  the  root  of  the  matter  and  disclose  the  con- 
tract in  its  true  light.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  taxpayer  is 
the  instigator  of  the  contract;  that  he  furnishes  the  consid- 
eration for  it,  and  that  he  is  the  one  for  whom  it  is  made,  and 
that  the  municipality  is  merely  his  agent  in  executing  it. 
Under  such  circumstances  there  ^****  is  no  reason  why  he 
should  not  maintain  an  action  for  injuries  inflicted  on  him 
by  the  breach.  Some  courts  have  attempted  to  meet  and 
answer  this  contention These  decisions  do  not  satis- 
factorily meet  the  issue  raised.  The  mere  assertion  that  there 
is  no  privity  of  contract  does  not  do  away  with  the  facts  of 
the  case The  nonliability  of  the  water  company  de- 
pends, not  on  the  liability  of  the  taxpayer  to  maintain  the 
action,  but  on  the  failure  of  the  water  company's  contract 
to  cover  the  liability  sued  for."  "What  we  undcretand  from 
this  discussion  is  that  the  contract  of  the  water  company  is 
the  measure  of  its  duty  to  the  property  owner,  and  therefore 
of  its  li;;bility.  It  is  impossilile  to  reconcile  the  conflicting 
views  of  the  courts  and  law-writers  upon  the  question  at  bar. 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  views  expressed  by  Justice  Brewer  of 
the  United  States  supreme  court,  and  Justice  Clark  of  North 
Carolina  presented  in  the  cases  mentioned,  when  applied  to 
facts  such  as  are  disclosed  in  the  record  before  us,  are  the 
most  logical  and  reasonable,  and  most  nearly  satisfy  the  sense 
of  justice  and  right.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  defend- 
ant in  error,  enjoying  as  it  does,  extensive  franchises  and 
privileges  ui'.der  its  contract,  such  as  the  exclusive  right  to 
furnish  water  to  the  city  and  its  inhabitants  for  thirty  years, 
the  right  to  have  special  taxes  levied  on  the  property  of  the 
citizen  for  its  benefit,  the  right  to  use  the  streets  with  its 
mains  and  hydrants,  the  right  to  charge  tolls  and  regulate 
the  use  of  water,  not  to  mention  others,  has  assumed  the  pub- 
lic duty  of  furnishing  water  for  extinguishing  fires,  accord- 
ing to  the  terins  of  its  contract,  and  tliat  for  negligence  in 
the  discharge  of  this  duty,  where])y  the  fire  department  ade- 
quately equipped  and  prepared  was  not  furnished  with  water 
according  to- the  contract,  and  the  '**^  property  of  the  prop- 
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erty  owner  was,  on  acoount  of  such  negligence  in  furnishing 
water,  destroyed,  it  is  liable  to  him  for  the  damages  suffered, 
in  an  action  of  tort.  We  are  further  of  opinion  that  the 
declaration  sufficiently  alleges  the  tort,  that  it  was  not  amen- 
able to  the  demurrer,  and  that  the  circuit  judge  erred  in 
sustaining  the  same. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  at  the  cost  of  the  defendant  in 
error,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

Taylor,  and  Parkhill,  JJ.,  concur. 

Shackleford,  C.  J.,  and  Cockrell  and  Whitfield,  JJ.,  concur 
in  the  opinion. 


If  a  Mnvicipal  Corporation  Contractu  with  a  Water  Company  to 
furnish  water  to  be  used  in  extinguishing  fires,  the  company  is  not  liable, 
according  to  some  authorities,  at  the  suit  of  a  taxjiaytr  whose  proii- 
erty  is  destroyed  by  fire  through  the  conijtany's  failure  to  su])ply 
sulllcient  water:  Allen  etc.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  fehrevc])ort  W.  W.  Co.,  113  La. 
1091,  104  Am.  St.  Kep.  525,  and  eases  cited  in  the  cross-refc n  nee  note 
thereto.  Other  authorities,  although  they  are  probably  in  tlie  minor- 
ity, take  a  different  and  more  reasonable  view:  See  the  note  to  Baxter 
V.   Camp,   71  Am,   St.   Bep.   196. 


BURTON  V,  Me^.riTjLAN. 

[52  Fla.  469,  42  South.  840.] 

CONVEYANCE— Avoidance  of,  for  Thread  or  Undue  In- 
fluence.— A  wife  may  avoid  a  deed  of  her  separate  property  induced 
and  obtained  from  her  by  threats  of  the  imprisonment  of  her  hus- 
band, no  matter  whether  the  threat  is  of  lawful  or  unlawful  impris- 
onment,     (p.  230.) 

MAXIM  "IN  PARI  DELICTO"  does  not  Apply  to  a  case  where 
a  married  woman  sues  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  her  separate  property 
made  by  her  under  express  or  implied  threats  of  the  prosecution  of 
her  husband  for  crime,  and  to  save  him  from  prosecution,  whether 
the  threatened  prosecution  is  lawful  or  unlawful,  when  she  was  sick 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  does  not  appear  to  have 
had  abundr.nt  opportunity  for  consideration  and  consullation  with 
disinterested  advisers,     (p.  231.) 

Blount  &  Blount,  for  the  appellants. 

I\Iax\vell  &  Reeves  and  Avery  &  Avery,  for  the  appellee, 

-^"'^  ITOrKKR,  J.     On  the  Stli  of  July,  1905,  Beverly  II. 
Burton   aud  .Mary  A.  BurLou,  his  wife,  filed  a  bill  against 
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A.  M.  Mc^Millan  in  the  circuit  court  of  Escambia  county  con- 
taining, with  an  amendment  thereto,  the  following  allega- 
tions : 

"1.  That  the  said  Beverly  H.  Burton  is  and  has  been  for 
years,  the  husband  of  INlary  A.  Burton,  and  that  they  and 
'*''®  the  said  A.  M.  IMclMillan  are  citizens  and  residents  of 
Escambia  county,  Florida. 

"2.  That  prior  to  May  8,  A.  D.  1905,  the  said  Mary  A. 
Burton  Avas  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  real  estate  in 
the  city  of  Pensacola  described  in  Exhibit  *A'  hereto  at- 
tached and  prayed  to  be  made  a  part  hereof,  and  that  on 
said  IMay  8th.  she  and  the  said  Beverly  H.  Burton  and  their 
family  of  chiklren  were  occupying  the  same  as  a  homestead. 

"3.  That  also  at  the  said  time  the  said  Beverly  H.  Bur- 
ton was  tlie  owner  of  certain  furniture  and  other  personal 
property  which  then  was,  and  still  is,  in  the  house  described 
in  Exiiibit  'A,'  Avhich  personal  property  is  fully  set  forth 
and  described  in  Exhibit  'B, '  hereto  attached  and  made  a 
part  hereof.  The  said  Exhibit  'B'  also  describes  certain 
pergonal  property  belonging  to  May  Burton,  the  daughter 
of  the  comjilainants  herein,  but  the  property  so  belonging  to 
her  is  distinguished  in  said  exhibit  from  the  property  be- 
longing to  the  complainant,  Beverly  H.  Burton,  by  having 
the  dcs  ription  therein  underscored. 

"4.  That  for  many  years  prior  to  said  May  8,  A.  D.  1905, 
the  said  Beverly  H.  Burton  was  the  deputy  clerk  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Escambia  county,  Florida,  having  been  ap- 
pointed to  such  position  by  the  defendant,  A.  M.  IMcMillan ; 
that  in  the  course  of  the  conduct  of  said  business,  it  became 
the  duty  of  the  said  complainant  to  handle  vouchers  drawn 
upon  the  public  funds  of  said  Esi-ambia  county,  and  just 
prior  to  said  May  8th,  the  said  A.  M.  IMc^Iillan  arrived  at 
the  conclusion  that  certain  of  the  moneys  belonging  to  said 
county  had  been  embezzled,  or  made  away  with,  or  wrong- 
fully obtained  by  some  person  in  the  office  of  the  said  A.  M. 
iMe^rillan,  clerk  of  the  said  circuit  court,  and  the  said  de- 
fendant accused  the  said  ^'^  complainant  of  being  sucli  per- 
son committing  said  wrong. 

"5.  That  the  said  complainant  was  naturally  much  dis- 
turbed by  the  making  of  said  charge,  and  hy  the  stigma  that 
would  be  cast  upon  himself  and  liis  family  if  a  criminal 
prosecution  should  be  instituted  upon  the  idea  that  he  was 
the  person  guilty  of  the  embezzlement  or  diversion  aforesaid, 
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and  was  desirous  of  avoiding  the  said  prosecution.  The  said 
defendant  was  also  desirous  of  raising  money  with  which  ta 
pay  the  amount  of  the  deficit  in  the  said  funds,  and  the  said 
Mc^Milhin,  stating  to  the  said  comphiinant,  Beverly  II.  Bur- 
ton, tliat  he  and  the  state  auditor  had  been  schoolmates,  prom- 
ised the  said  complainant  that  if  he  would  cause  his  wife  to 
deed  to  him  the  real  estate  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  would 
himself  convey  to  him  the  personal  property  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  would  procure  his  daughter.  IMay  Burton, 
to  also  convey  the  personal  property  described  in  Exhibit  'B' 
belonging  to  her,  he,  the  said  McMillan,  would  so  arrange 
that  no  criminal  prosecution  should  be  instituted  against  the 
said  complainant,  and  contracted  with  the  complainant  that 
no  such  prosecution  should  occur. 

"6.  That  relying  upon  the  said  promise  of  the  said  de- 
fendant, and  solely  upon  the  consideration  thereof,  the  said 
complainant  procured  that  his  said  wife  should  be  willing 
to  make  a  conveyance  of  the  said  property,  and  that  his  said 
daughter  should  be  willing  to  make  a  bill  of  sale  of  her  said 
property,  and  thereupon  the  complainants  executed  and  de- 
livered in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  between  the  de- 
fendant and  the  said  Beverly  H.  Burton,  complainant,  a 
deed  to  the  said  property,  a  copy  of  which  deed  is  fully  and 
carefully  and  accurately  set  forth  in  Exhibit  'A'  heretofore 
mentioned,  and  that  the  said  complainant  and  his  said  wife, 
and  his  said  daughter  also,  upon  the  ^'^  said  consideration, 
and  relying  upon  the  said  contract,  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  said  defendant  the  bill  of  sale  for  the  property  men- 
tioned therein,  a  copy  of  said  bill  of  sale  being  Exhibit  'B' 
hereto  attached.  And  that  immediately  upon  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  said  instruments  to  the  defendant,  he 
caused  the  same  to  be  recorded  in  the  proper  books  of  record 
in  Escambia  county. 

"1.  That  in  violation  of  the  said  contract  and  of  his  said 
promise,  after  the  defendant  had  received  the  said  deed  and 
the  said  bill  of  sale,  he  did  not  procure  that  there  should  be 
no  criminal  prosecution  against  the  said  complainant,  Bev- 
erly II.  Burton,  for  the  said  alleged  crime,  but  upon  the  con- 
trary, he,  the  said  defendant,  has  himself  instituted  a  prose- 
cution before  J.  R.  Landrum,  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  sec- 
ond district  of  l']scambia  county,  Florida,  for  the  said  crime, 
and  has  cinspd  the  said  complainant  to  be  arrested  and 
brou^iht  bLi'ure  the  said  justice  of  the  peace,  and  to  furnish. 
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bond  for  his  appearance  for  trial  upon  said  charge  before 
the  criminal  court  of  record  of  the  said  Escambia  county. 

"8.  That  the  real  property  hereinbefore  mentioned  was 
the  homestead  of  the  said  Beverly  H.  Burton  and  his  said 
wife  and  family,  and  not  subject  to  exemption  (?)  against 
the  complainant,  Beverl}'^  H.  Burton,  and  that  the  said  com- 
plainant was  not  possessed  of  more  than  a  thousand  dollars 
of  personal  property  in  the  state  of  Florida,  and  therefore 
that  the  said  personal  property  conveyed  by  him  as  afore- 
said to  defendant  was  exempt  from  execution  against  him, 
the  complainant  alleging  that  it  was  of  a  value  much  less 
than  one  thousand  dollars. 

"9.  That  complainants  are  advised  and  believe,  and  there- 
fore aver  that  since  the  sole  consideration  upon  which  the 
said  conveyance  and  the  said  bill  of  sale  were  executed 
'*''^  was  the  consideration  aforesaid,  and  since  the  said  con- 
sideration has  failed,  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  the  said 
conveyance  and  the  said  bill  of  sale  canceled  and  annulled, 
and  have  a  reconveyance  of  the  said  property  by  the  said  de- 
fendant. 

"10.  That  the  complainant,  Mary  A.  Burton,  only  became 
aware  of  the  charges  made  by  the  defendant  that  her  said 
husband  had  embezzled  the  funds  of  the  said  county,  on  the 
day  before  the  making  of  the  conveyance  and  the  bill  of  sale 
aforesaid,  by  the  statement  of  her  husband  that  such  charge 
had  been  made,  and  upon  the  same  day,  the  defendant  came 
to  the  house  of  complainants  and  remained  for  a  very  long 
time,  persuading  and  influencing  him  and  her  to  make  the 
said  conveyance  and  bill  of  sale,  promising,  as  aforesaid,  that 
if  they  sliould  be  made,  he  would  see  that  no  prosecution 
would  be  brought  against  the  complainant,  Beverly  PI.  Bur- 
ton ;  that  the  said  complainant  was  loth  to  make  the  said 
instruments,  because  the  effect  of  transferring  the  property 
therein  mentioned  to  the  defendant  would  be  to  leave  her 
and  her  children  (of  which  she  has  and  then  had  four)  with- 
out a  home  or  furniture,  and  penniless,  but  she  has  been  sick 
with  a  nervous  disease  for  many  years,  and  her  nerves  were 
so  affected,  and  her  mind  so  weakened  by  the  shock  of  the 
communication  to  her,  and  the  threatened  exposure  of  her 
said  hvisband  and  the  conse(iuent  imprisonment  of  him  in 
the  penitentiary,  that  she  yielded  and  consented  to  execute 
the  said  instruments,  and  did  so.  That  the  time  elapsing 
between  her  first  knowledge  of  the  charge  against  her  said 
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luusband  and  the  oxecution  of  llio  said  papers  was  only  the 
time  between  the  late  morning  of  a  Sunday  and  the  early 
morninj^  of  the  next  day,  and  that  during  this  time,  the  de- 
fendant had  two  interviews  with  her  and  prevailed  ^'''*  upon 
her  to  execute  the  said  papers,  and  that,  finally,  when  she 
did  so,  she  was  so  weak  and  unstrung  that  she  was  compelled 
to  get  up  from  a  sick  bed  to  execute  them,  and  that  but  for 
her  said  nervous  and  shocked  condition  and  the  influence  of 
the  defendant  and  his  promise  aforesaid,  she  would  not  have 
executed  the  same.  And  that  complainants  are  advised,  be- 
lieve and  aver  that  the  said  execution,  made  under  the  cir- 
cuuLstances  aforesaid,  was  under  duress,  not  binding  upon 
the  complainants,  and  should  be  set  aside  by  a  court  of  equity. 

"To  the  end,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  may,  to  the 
best  and  utmost  of  his  remembrance,  knowledge,  informa- 
tion and  belief,  but  not  under  oath,  his  oath  being  hereby 
expressly  waived,  full,  true  and  perfect  answer  make  to  the 
premises,  and  that  this  honorable  court  may  decree  that  the 
said  conveyance  and  the  said  bill  of  sale  to  the  defendant 
may  be  canceled  and  annulled,  and  that  the  s^id  defendant 
shall  reconvey  the  same  to  the  complainants. 

"And  that  the  complainants  shall  have  such  other  and 
further  relief  as  in  the  premises  unto  this  court  shall  seem 
meet  and  fit. 

"Complainants  pray  process  of  subpoena  according  to  law 
and  the  usual  course  of  this  court,  directed  to  the  defendant, 
A.  M.  McMillan." 

To  the  bill  as  amended  the  defendant  demurred,  on  the 
grounds:  "1.  That  it  does  not  appear  from  the  allegations  of 
the  bill  of  complaint  that  the  complainants  are  entitled  to 
any  discovery  frt)n),  or  relief  against,  the  defendant;  and  2. 
That  the  said  bill  of  complaint  is  multifarious."  On  the 
13th  of  February,  1906,  the  circuit  judge  sustained  ^''^  this 
demurrer  generally,  and  gave  leave  to  the  complainants  to 
amend  their  bill  if  they  be  so  advised,  on  or  before  the  rule 
day  in  IMarch,  1906.  The  complainants  failing  to  amend 
their  bill,  on  application  of  the  respondent,  the  circuit  judge, 
on  the  12th  of  March,  1906,  made  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill 
of  complaint  and  the  amended  bill  of  complaint;  that  tlie 
L-onii)lainants  go  lience  without  day,  and  that  the  respond- 
ent recover  his  costs  by  execution.  From  this  decree  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  June  term  of  this  court. 
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The  appellants  assign  as  errors  that:  1.  The  court  erred 
in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  amended  bill;  2.  That  the 
court  erred  in  dismissing  the  bill  of  complaint  as  amended; 
3.  That  the  court  erred  in  rendering  a  final  decree  for  the 
defendant ;  4.  That  the  court  erred  in  not  dismissing  the  bill 
"without  prejudice." 

The  briefs  of  the  respective  solicitors  of  the  parties  cover 
the  whole  range  of  the  law  pertinent  to  the  facts  of  the  case 
and  very  ably  present  their  respective  views  of  its  proper 
application. 

The  positions  taken  by  the  appellee  in  support  of  the  de- 
cree below  are  that  the  bill  does  not  allege  that  any  prose- 
cution was  threatened  or  that  any  violence  or  menace  of  any 
kind  was  offered  to  secure  the  execution  of  the  instrument 
attacked ;  that  the  bill  should  have  shown  clearly  that  Burton 
was  threatened  with  unlawful  imprisonment,  for  if  he  was 
threatened  with  lawful  imprisonment  and  the  acts  of  the 
complainant  in  procuring  the  deed  amounted  to  the  com- 
pottiiding  of  a  felony,  no  relief  could  be  granted  the  com- 
plainants under  the  application  of  the  well-known  maxim 
"In  pari  delicto,  melior  est  conditio  "*'**  def endentis. "  Many 
authorities  are  cited  in  support  of  these  contentions.  Among 
them  Landa  v.  Obert,  45  Tex.  539;  Shattuck  v.  Watson,  53 
Ark.  147,  13  S.  W.  516,  7  L.  R.  A.  551 ;  Plant  v.  Gunn,  2 
Wood,  372,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,205 ;  Swartzer  v.  Gillett,  2  Finn. 
(Wis.)  238;  Gregor  v.  Hyde,  62  Fed.  107,  10  C.  C.  A.  290; 
Moore  v.  Adams,  8  Ohio,  372,  32  Am.  Dec.  723 ;  Eddy  v.  Her- 
rin,  17  Me.  338,  35  Am.  Dec.  261;  Girty  v.  Standard  Oil 
Co.,  1  App.  Div.  (N.  Y.)  224,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  369;  Sanford 
v.  Sornborger,  26  Neb.  295,  41  N.  W.  1102;  Kirkpatrick  v. 
Clark,  132  Ul  342,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  531,  24  N.  E.  71,  8 
L.  R.  A.  511;  Smith  v.  Rowley,  66  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  502;  Weber 
V.  Barrett,  125  N.  Y.  18,  25  N.  E.  1068 ;  Knapp  v.  Hyde,  60 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  80;  Catlin  v.  Henton,  9  Wis.  476;  Columbia 
Lodge  V.  IManning  (N.  J.),  38  Atl.  444;  Rock  v.  Mathews,  35 
W.  Va.  531.  14  S.  E.  137,  14  L.  R.  A.  508 ;  Allison  v.  Hess, 
28  Iowa,  388 ;  Compton  v.  Bunker  Hill  Bank,  96  111.  301,  36 
Am.  Rep.  147.  These  cases  sustain  the  general  contention 
that  in  order  to  obtain  relief  against  a  contract  made  under 
threats  of  criminal  prosecution  it  must  be  shown  that  the 
threats  were  of  unlawful  imprisonment,  otherwise  the  maxim 
"In  pari  delicto"  applies  and  the  courts  give  no  relief  to 
either  party.     Crantiiiu'  that  the  bill  as  amended  sufficiently 
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alleges  that  a  criminal  proseeiition  was  tlireatencd,  none  of 
tlie.se  are  based  on  facts  exactly  similar  to  the  one  at  bar. 
In  Smith  v.  Rowley,  66  Barb.  502,  Weber  v.  Barrett,  125 
N.  Y.  IS,  25  N.  E.  10G8,  Girty  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  1  App. 
Div.  224,  37  N.  Y.  Snpp.  369,  efforts  were  made  to  relieve 
from  the  contracts  of  married  women,  and  the  maxim  was 
applied;  but  in  none  of  these  were  there  allegations  that  the 
m.irried  women  when  the  contracts  were  made  were  in  other 
than  normal  health.  Indeed,  we  have  not  been  able  to  find 
any  case  Avliere  this  maxim  has  been  applied  either  to  a  woman 
or  man  under  the  conditions  alleged  in  the  tenth  paragraph 
of  the  bill  as  amended.  On  the  contrary  another  '^'^'^  ques- 
tion is  presented,  and  there  is  abundant  authority  that  re- 
gard should  be  had  to  the  age,  sex  and  condition- of  the  par- 
ties, and  to  the  circumstances  surrounding  them  at  the  time 
of  making  the  contract  in  order  to  determine  whether  undue 
influence  was  exercised,  whether  the  act  was  voluntary  or 
induced  by  duress ;  and  if  conditions  existed  showing  that  the 
parties  were  not  dealing  at  arms '-length,  that  there  was  no 
equality  of  situation  and  the  judgment  of  one  was  overborne 
by  sickness  and  apprehensions  of  disaster  and  disgrace,  the 
ma:nm  of  "In  pari  delicto"  does  not  apply.  Under  such 
circumstances  the  question  is  simply  one  of  undue  influence. 
Particularly  there  are  many  and  very  high  authorities  hold- 
ing that  the  maxim  does  not  apply  when  the  relation  of 
father  and  son,  husband  and  wife,  or  other  near  relation- 
ship exists.  Williams  v.  Bayley,  decided  by  the  honso  of 
lords  of  England  in  1866,  reported  in  volume  1  Law  Reports. 
English  and  Irish  Appeal  Cases,  page  200,  is  a  leading  case 
along  this  line,  and  is  frequently  referred  to  in  the  American 
cases  sustaining  similar  view.  In  this  case  a  son  carried  to 
bankers,  of  whom  he,  as  well  as  his  father,  was  a  customer, 
certain  promissory  notes  with  his  father's  name  upon  them 
as  indorser.  These  indorsements  were  forgeries.  On  one 
occasion  the  father's  attention  was  called  to  the  fact  that  a 
promissory  note  of  his  son  with  liis  (the  father's)  name  on 
it  was  lying  at  the  banker's  dishonored.  He  seemed  to  have 
lommnnir-ated  the  fact  to  the  son,  who  immediately  redeemed 
it;  but  there  was  no  direct  evidence  to  show  whether  the 
father  did  or  did  not  really  understand  the  nature  of  the 
transaction.  The  fact  of  the  forger}^  was  afterward  discov- 
ered;  the  son  did  not  deny  it;  the  bankers  insisted  (though 
without  any  direct  threat  of  a  prosecution)   on  a  settlement 
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to  which  the  father  was  to  be  a  ^''^  party ;  he  consented,  and 
executed  an  agreement  to  make  an  equitable  mortgage  of  his 
property.  The  notes  with  the  forged  indorsements  were  then 
delivered  up  to  him.  "Held,  that  the  agreement  was  invalid. 
A  father  appealed  to  under  such  circumstances,  to  take  upon 
himself  a  civil  liability,  with  the  knowledge  that  unless  he 
does  so  his  son  will  be  exposed  to  a  criminal  prosecution,  with 
a  moral  certainty  of  a  conviction,  even  though  that  is  not  put 
forward  by  any  party  as  a  motive  for  the  agreement,  is  not 
a  free  and  voluntary  agent,  and  the  agreement  he  makes  under 
such  circumstances  is  not  enforceable  in  equity."  The  father 
in  this  case  was  relieved  of  his  contract  because  when  he  made 
it  he  was  under  pressure  of  relieving  his  son  from  a  criminal 
prosecution,  and  was  not  a  free  and  voluntary  agent. 

In  the  case  of  Harris  v.  Carmody,  131  Mass.  51,  41  Am. 
Rep.  188,  it  was  held,  "A  father  may  avoid  a  mortgage  which 
he  has  been  induced  to  sign  by  threats  of  the  prosecution 
and  imprisonment  of  his  son."  In  the  opinion  by  Morton, 
J.,  it  is  said:  "At  common  law,  as  a  general  rule,  the  defense 
of  duress  per  minas  must  be  sustained  by  pi'oof  of  threats 
which  create  a  reasonable  fear  of  loss  of  life,  or  of  great 
bodily  harm  or  of  imprisonment,  of  the  person  to  whom  the 
threats  are  made,  and  one  man  cannot  avoid  his  obligation 
by  reason  of  duress  to  another.  There  is  a  well-settled  ex- 
ception to  this  rule  in  the  ease  of  husband  and  wife,  all  the 
authorities  agreeing  that  each  may  avoid  a  contract  if  it 
was  made  to  relieve  the  other  from  duress:  Shepherd's 
Touchstone,  61,  Met.  Con.  28,  and  note;  Robinson  v.  Gould, 
11  Cush.  55,  and  eases  cited."  The  opinion  proceeds  to  say 
the  relation  of  parent  and  child  is  within  the  exception,  quot- 
ing Bnyly  v.  Clare,  2  Brownl.  275,  276;  IM.  7  Ja.  B.  per  Coke, 
Id.;  1  Rolle  Abr.  687,  pis.  4-6;  Bacon's  Maxims,  reg.  ^to  ig, 
and  other  authorities.  The  opinion  proceeds  to  say  that  "the 
exception  in  favor  of  husband  and  wife  is  not  based  solely 
on  the  fiction  that  they  are  in  law  one  person,  but  rather  upon 
the  nearness  and  tenderness  of  the  relation." 

In  the  case  of  Morse  v.  Woodworth,  155  Mass.  233,  27  N. 
E.  1010,  29  N.  E.  525,  it  is  held  that:  "One  who  reasonably 
believes  that  another  has  committed  a  crime,  and  who  by 
threats  of  prosecution  and  imprisonment  for  the  crime  over- 
comes the  will  of  the  other  and  induces  him  to  execute  a  con- 
tract which  he  would  not  have  made  voluntarily,  cannot  en- 
force the  contract  if  the  otlicr  attempts  to  avoid  it  on  the 
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ground  of  duress.**  The  opinion  is  instructive.  Among 
other  things,  it  is  said:  "It  has  sometimes  been  held  that 
throats  of  imprisonment,  to  constitute  duress,  must  be  of  un- 
lawful imprisonment.  But  the  question  is  whether  the  threat 
is  of  imprisonment  which  will  be  unlawful  in  reference  to 
the  conduct  of  the  threatencr  who  is  seeking  to  ol)tain  a  con- 
tract by  his  threat.  Imprisonment  that  is  suffered  through 
the  execution  of  a  threat  which  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
forcing  a  guilty  person  to  enter  into  a  contract  may  be  law- 
ful against  the  authorities  and  the  public,  but  unlawful  as 
against  the  threatener,  when  considered  in  reference  to  his 
(ilTort  to  use  for  his  private  benefit  processes  provided  for  the 
protection  of  the  public  and  the  punishment  of  crime.  One 
who  has  overcome  the  mind  and  will  of  another  for  his  own 
advantage,  under  such  circumstances,  is  guilty  of  a  perver- 
sion and  abuse  of  laws  which  were  made  for  another  pur- 
pose, and  he  is  in  no  position  to  claim  the  advantage  of  a 
formal  contract  obtained  in  that  way,  on  the  ground  that  the 
rights  of  the  parties  are  to  be  determined  by  their  language 
and  their  overt  acts,  without  reference  to  the  influences  wliich 
moved  them."  The  court  admits  '^^^  that  there  are  decisions 
the  otlier  way,  but  holds  that  this  view  of  the  subject  rests 
on  sound  principles,  and  is  in  conformity  with  the  most  re- 
cent decisions  in  such  cases  both  in  England  and  America. 

In  Mack  v.  Prang,  104  Wis.  1,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  848,  79  N. 
W.  770,  45  L.  R.  A.  407,  it  is  held:  "Threats  to  prosocnto 
a  man  for  embezzlement  unless  his  wife  executes  a  mortgr!.::e 
on  her  separate  property  to  secure  his  debt  constitutes  duress 
and  avoids  her  mortgage  obtained  thereby":  See  note  to  this 
case  in  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  850,  where  other  cases  are  cited  to 
the  same  effect. 

In  Galusha  v.  Sherman,  105  Wis.  263,  81  N.  W.  405,  47 
L.  R.  A.  417,  a  suit  in  equity  was  brought  to  set  aside  a  note 
and  mortgage  on  the  ground  of  duress.  It  was,  among  otiior 
things,  held:  "If,  in  making  a  contract,  one  party  to  Iho 
transaction  be  inr-apable  of  exercising  his  free  will  by  renson 
of  threats  made  by  the  other  for  the  purpose  of  prodiiiii.: 
such  condition,  to  the  end  that  he  may  obtain  such  contract, 
such  party  may,  at  his  option,  repudiate  such  contract  on  the 
ground  of  duress."  "What  constitutes  duress  is  matter  of 
law;  whether  duress  existed  in  a  particular  transaction  is 
matter  of  fact.  There  is  no  legal  standard  of  resistance  which 
a  pcrs'iu  acted  upon  must  come  up  to  at  his  peril  of  being 
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remediless  for  a  wrong  done  to  him,  and  no  general  rule  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  facts  to  produce  duress.  The  doctrine 
that  in  order  to  produce  duress  by  threats  there  must  be  such 
threats  as  are  reasonably  necessary  to  control  by  fear  the 
free  will  power  of  a  person  of  ordinary  firmness  and  cour- 
age is  not  the  true  doctrine  or  the  law  of  this  state." 

In  Benedict  v.  Roorae,  106  IMich.  378,  64  N.  W.  193,  it  is 
held:  "A  mortgage  executed  by  a  wife  under  an  implied 
threat  of  a  criminal  prosecution  against  her  husband  is  ob- 
tained by  duress  and  undue  influence  equally,  as  if  *^^  given 
under  an  express  threat  of  prosecution."  This  was  a  bill 
brought  by  a  married  woman  to  set  aside  a  mortgage  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  executed  under  duress. 

The  case  of  Leflore  County  v.  Allen  went  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Mississippi  twice;  reported  in  78  Miss.  671,  29  South. 
161,  under  the  style  of  Allen  v.  Leflore  County,  and  in  80 
Miss.  298,  31  South.  815,  under  the  title  of  Leflore  County 
V.  Allen,  It  is  held  in  that  case,  "Where  the  wife  of  a  de- 
faulting county  treasurer  is  threatened  by  a  district  attor- 
ney with  the  prosecution  of  her  husband  unless  she  conveys 
all  of  her  property  to  the  county,  and  refuses,  but  subse- 
quently, while  her  husband  is  still  living  and  liable  to  prose- 
cution, conveys  a  part  of  her  property  on  a  renewal  of  the 
application,  her  deed  is  void  as  the  result  of  duress."  In 
the  statement  of  the  facts  it  is  said:  "It  does  not  appear  that 
the  threats  were  repeated  at  the  time  she  signed  the  deed 
last  presented  to  her,"  but  the  court  granted  her  relief. 

The  case  of  Gorringe  v.  Reed,  23  Utah,  120,  90  Am.  St. 
Rep.  692,  63  Pac.  902,  is  somewhat  like  the  one  at  bar.  A 
suit  in  equity  was  brought  by  a  wife  to  set  aside  a  deed  made 
by  her  under  threats  of  prosecution  of  her  husband.  It  is 
held:  "A  wife  may  avoid  a  contract  obtained  by  threats  of 
imprisoning  her  husband,  and  it  is  of  no  consequence  whether 
the  threat  is  of  lawful  or  unlawful  imprisonment";  and  fur- 
ther, "Equity  may  grant  relief  from  unlawful  transactions 
if  public  policy  so  requires  when  the  parties,  though  in  de- 
licto, are  not  in  pari  delicto."  This  case  is  instructive,  and 
many  authorities  are  quoted  to  sustain  the  law  as  stated; 
among  them,  1  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sees.  288,  300; 
Morse  v.  Woodworth,  155  IMass.  233,  27  N.  E.  1010,  29  N.  E. 
525 ;  Williams  v.  Bayley,  L.  R.  1  E.  &  I.  Eq.  200 ;  Benedict 
V.  Roome,  106  Mich.  378,  64  N.  W.  193,  and  a  great  ^^^  ^any 
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others  giving  the  modem  law:  See  notes  in  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
850. 

In  Adams  v.  Irving  Nat.  Bank  of  New  York,  116  N.  Y. 
60G,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  447,  -23  N.  E.  7,  6  L.  R.  A.  491,  it  is 
held:  "In  relation  to  husband  and  wife,  parent  and  child, 
each  may  avoid  a  contract  induced  and  obtained  by  threats 
of  imprisonment  of  the  other,  and  it  is  of  no  consequence 
whether  the  threat  is  of  lawful  or  unlawful  imprisonment. 
The  principle  which  underlies  all  this  class  of  cases  is,  that 
whenever  a  party  is  so  situated  as  to  exercise  a  controlling 
influence  over  the  conduct  and  interest  of  another,  contracts 
thus  made  will  be  set  aside."  Many  authorities  are  cited  to 
sustain  these  principles.  To  the  same  effect,  see  Ilensinger 
V.  Dyer,  147  Mo.  219,  48  S.  W.  912. 

In  Ileaton  v.  Norton  County  State  Bank,  5  Kan.  App.  498, 
47  Pac.  576,  it  is  held:  "When  the  execution  by  the  wife  of 
a  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  family  homestead  is  obtained 
by  threats  of  the  arrest  of  her  husband,  such  deed  will  be 
held  invalid  and  void  on  the  ground  of  undue  influence,  even 
though  the  threatened  arrest  and  imprisonment  is  for  an 
offense  of  which  the  husband  is  guilty.  The  unlawful  use  of 
criminal  process,  or  the  threatened  unlawful  use  of  criminal 
proceedings,  is  itself  unlawful,  and  no  advantage  will  be  sus- 
tained by  the  courts."  To  the  same  effect,  see  Hargreaves  v. 
Korcek,  44  Neb.  660,  62  N.  W.  1086,  where  many  author- 
ities are  cited,  among  them,  IMorse  v.  Woodworth,  155  ^^Jass. 
233,  27  N.  E.  1010,  29  N.  E.  525;  Lomerson  v.  Johnston,  -14 
N.  J.  Eq.  93,  13  Atl.  8;  Coffman  v.  Lookout  Bank,  5  Lea 
(Tenn.),  232,  40  Am.  R€p.  31;  City  National  Bank  of  Day- 
ton  V.  Kusworm,  88  Wis.  188,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  880,  59  N.  W. 
564,  26  L.  R.  A.  48,  and  notes,  where  numerous  authorities 
are  cited;  Bell  v.  Campbell,  123  Mo.  1,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  505, 
25  S.  W.  359. 

Bentley  v.  Robson,  117  INIich.  691,  76  N.  W.  146,  is  a 
^^•''  case  where  a  mortgage  was  given  by  an  old  woman  sev- 
enty j^ears  of  age  who  was  told  that  she  would  have  to  sign 
the  mortgage  to  save  her  son  in  law  from  jail,  and  the  mort- 
gage was  held  void  for  duress. 

In  Central  Bank  of  Frederick  v.  Copeland,  18  INld.  305, 
81  Am.  Dec.  597,  it  was  held:  "Equity  will  not  enforce  a 
contract  against  one  who  although  acting  voluntarily,  yet  in 
fact  apiv'ai-s  to  have  executed  the  contract  with  a  mind  so 
subdued  by  harshness,  cruelty  or  extreme  distress,  or  appre- 
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hensions  short  of  legal  duress  as  to  overpower  and  control 
the  will." 

In  Foley  v.  Greene,  14  R.  I.  618,  51  Am.  Rep.  419,  it  was 
held:  "A  security  executed  by  a  mother  to  protect  her  son 
from  exposure  and  prosecution  for  such  embezzlement  is  in- 
valid." In  this  case  the  mortgage  was  executed  to  one  Ilan- 
ley  and  assigned  to  Greene.  The  court  in  the  opinion  says: 
^'It  is  true  there  was  no  direct  threat  by  Hanley,  but  there 
was  a  pressure  exerted,  which  had  the  effect,  and  was,  doubt- 
less, intended  to  have  the  effect  of  a  threat":  1  Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  13th  ed.,  sec.  239;  2  Pomeroy's  Equity  Juris- 
prudence, 3d  ed.,  sees.  942,  951. 

It  is  also  contended  for  the  appellee  that  a  conveyance 
of  land  made  in  consideration  of  forbearing  a  prosecution 
is  an  executed  contract,  and  will  not  be  set  aside  by  a  court 
of  equity.  But  the  authorities  cited  to  support  this  conten- 
tion reach  their  conclusions  under  the  theory  that  the  maxim 
"In  pari  delicto"  applies,  and  it  seems  to  us  that  in  cases 
where  the  parties  do  not  stand  "in  pari  delicto,"  as  where 
one  of  the  parties,  under  the  duress  of  threats  executes  a 
deed  of  land  to  save  one  dear  to  him  from  exposure,  disgrace 
and  ruin,  no  such  distinction  is  made:  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
,of  Law,  2d  ed.,  416,  417;  Ileaton  v.  Norton  County  State 
Bank,  5  Kan.  App.  498,  47  Pac.  576;  Leflore  ^^**  County 
V.  Allen,  80  I\Iiss.  298,  31  South.  815.  See  1  Page  on  Con- 
tracts, sec.  266 ;  9  Cyc.  443  to  456,  inclusive. 

No  question  is  raised  here  that  the  bill  was  obnoxious  to 
demurrer  because  of  any  formal  defect  or  technicality,  but 
it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellee  that  the  case  was  squarely 
decided  on  its  merits  and  not  upon  any  technicality,  or  even 
upon  an  inadvertent  omission. 

We  think  the  foregoing  authorities  sustain  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  maxim  "In  pari  delicto"  should  not  be  ap- 
plied to  a  case  where  a  married  woman  sues  to  set  aside  a 
deed  of  her  separate  property  made  by  her  under  express 
or  implied  threats  of  the  prosecution  of  her  husband,  and  to 
save  him  from  prosecution,  whether  the  threatened  prosecu- 
tion was  lawful  or  unlawful,  when  she  was  sick  and  nervous, 
and  when  she  does  not  appear  to  have  had  abundant  oppor- 
tunity for  consideration  and  consultation  with  disinterested 
advisers. 

The  bill  as  amended  shows  substantially  that  Mrs.  Bur- 
ton only  became  aware  that  her  husband  was  charged  with 
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embezzling  the  funds  of  the  county  on  the  day  before  the 
deed  was  made;  that  the  defendant  came  to  her  house  twice 
and  persuaded  and  influenced  her  to  make  the  deed;  that 
she  was  sick,  her  nerves  affected,  and  her  mind  weakened  by 
the  shock  of  the  comnmnication,  and  the  threatened  exposure 
of  her  hus])and  and  his  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary; 
that  the  defendant  promised  if  she  would  make  the  deed 
he  could  and  would  arrange  that  no  prosecution  be  brought 
against  her  husband ;  that  she  was  loth  to  make  the  deed  as 
it  would  leave  her  and  her  four  children  without  a  home  and 
penniless;  that  she  had  only  from  late  Sunday  morning  to 
eai'ly  Monday  morning  to  deliberate;  that  she  had  to  get  out 
of  a  sick-bed  to  execute  the  deed,  and  that  she  would  not 
have  executed  the  ^^'*  deed  but  for  her  nervous,  unstrung 
and  shocked  condition,  and  the  promise  of  the  defendant. 

It  does  not  seem  to  us  that  ]\Irs.  Burton  Avas  simply  per- 
suaded by  the  defendant  to  execute  the  deed  and  yielded  to 
his  persuasion.  He  presented  to  her  the  alternative,  by  the 
clearest  implication,  of  her  husband's  prosecution  for  em- 
bezzlement, if  she  did  not  execute  the  deed,  for  unless  she 
did  so  he  Avould  not  be  moved  to  prevent  it.  We  think  the 
allegations  of  the  bill  entitle  Mrs.  Burton  to  relief. 

The  decrees  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  bill  as  amended 
and  dismissing  it  are  reversed  at  the  cost  of  the  appellee, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  in  conform- 
ity with  law. 

Taylor  and  Pai-khill,  JJ.,  concur. 

Shack] eford,  C.  J.,  Cockrell  and  Whitfield,  JJ.,  concur  in 
the  opinion. 


The  BuJe  of  Pari  Delicto  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Hobbs  v.  Boat- 
right,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  724, 
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SUPERIOR  COAL  AND  MINING  COMPANY  v.  KAISER 

[229  111.  29,  82  N.  E.  239.] 

MINING  EMPLOYE,   When  does  not  Assume   the  Risk.— If 

two  experienced  miners  examine  the  ribs  and  face  of  an  entry  where 
one  of  them  is  to  work,  and  such  ribs  and  face  present  an  appearance 
of  safety,  the  jury  is  justified  in  finding  that  he  did  not  assume  the 
risk,  and  that  he  exercised  due  care  and  caution  for  his  own  safety, 
and  had  the  right  to  assume  that  the  mine  owners  had  discharged 
any  duty  which  they  owed  him  in  reference  to  any  dangers  that 
'night  arise  from  the  proximity  of  a  cross-cut  to  his  entry,     (p.  235.) 

MINE  OWNER,  When  Guilty  of  Want  of  Due  Care  for  His  Em- 
ployes.— If  a  mine  owner,  by  making  a  thorough  examination,  would 
have  discovered  and  might  liave  averted  a  danger  from  which  an  em- 
ploye was  subsequently  injured,  there  is  a  failure  to  discharge  a  duty 
which  rests  on  the  owner  of  a  mine  to  use  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence to  ascertain  that  the  employe  is  provided  with  a  safe  place  in 
which  to  work.     (p.  235.) 

MINING  EMPLOYE,  Duty  of,  for  His  Own  Safety.— While  a 
miner  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  defects  which  are  patent,  he  is  not 
required  to  make  an  examination  for  hidden  defects,  and  may  act 
on  the  presumption  that  the  mine  owners  have  used  reasonable  care, 
(p.  235.) 

MINE  OWNERS,  Duty  of,  to  Provide  Safe  Place  for  Work 
Notwithstanding  Changing  Conditions. — The  rule  which  requires  the 
master  to  furnish  a  safe  place  to  work  applies,  although  the  servant 
is  employed  in  constantly  producing  changes  and  temporary  condi- 
tions, as  in  mining,  for  the  time  being  more  or  less  dangerous,  if  the 
servant  has  no  part  in  producing  the  condition  which  leads  to  his 
injury,      (p.  236.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Fellow-servant,  Question  of,  When 
for  the  Jury. — Whether  a  miner  working  in  an  entry  and  the  machine 
runners  and  shooters  working  in  a  cross-cut  were  fellow-servants  is  a 
question  for  the  jury,  where  the  miner  did  not  work  in  the  cross-cut 
at  any  time.      (p.  236.) 

Action  by  an  employe  of  a  coal  mine  against  the  owners 
thereof  for  injuries  received  by  the  plaintiff  while  working 
in  the  mine.  Two  parallel  entries  in  the  mine,  known  as  the 
fifth  and  sixth,  were  being  run  toward  the  west,  the  fifth  be- 
ing extended  farther  than  the  sixth.  A  cross-cut,  about  nine- 
teen feet  wide,  was  being  run  from  the  fifth  toward  the  sixth 
entry,  each  entry  being  about  twenty-four  feet  in  width.     In 

(233) 
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<irivin?:  the  cross-cut  through  the  west  entry  the  intersection 
went  tlirough  the  south  rib  of  the  west  entry,  leaving  a  hole 
or  opening  from  the  cross-out  into  the  entry.  The  plaintiff 
chnrgod  that  the  defendant  "carelessly  and  negligently  di- 
rected, allowed  and  permitted  said  cross-cut  to  be  developed 
in  advance  of  and  so  close  to  the  rib  and  face  of  said  sixth 
west  entry  as  to  loose,  crack  and  weaken  the  rib  and  face 
of  such  west  entry  at  a  point  where  the  plaintiff  was  at  work.  '* 
and  that  in  consequence  thereof  he  was  injured,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  notice  of  this  condition,  or  by  the  exercise  of 
due  care  and  caution  might  have  known  of  it,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  exercised  due  care  for  his  safety  and  did  not  know  of 
the  dangerous  condition.  The  defendant  contended  that  the 
development  in  the  cross-cut  did  not  extend  beyond  the  south 
rib  of  the  sixth  entry,  and  that  the  face  of  the  coal  in  the 
cross-cut,  when  finished,  was  straight  in  line  with  such  south 
rib. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  on  the  morning  of  November  4. 
1905,  he  went  to  his  place  of  work,  and  both  he  and  his 
"buddy"  examined  the  coal  in  the  face  of  the  entry,  and. 
sounding  it  with  a  pick,  conr^luded  it  was  safe,  and  went  to 
work.  About  10  o'clock  of  the  same  day,  his  right  foot  was 
injured  by  the  falling  of  coal  from  the  face  of  the  sixth 
entry.  The  defendant's  mine  manager  testified  that  he  was 
in  the  cross-cut  of  the  sixth  entry  on  the  same  morning  be- 
fore plaintiff's  arrival  at  work,  and  examined  the  coal  and 
that  it  looked  solid  and  safe  to  him.  Verdict  and  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  A  motion  by  the  defendant  for 
a  new  trial  was  overruled,  and  an  appeal  prosecuted  to  the 
appellate  court,  which  affirmed  the  judgment. 

Schacfer,  Farmer  &  Kruger,  for  the  appellant. 

Webb  &  Webb,  for  the  appellee. 

^2  VICKERS,  J.  It  is  admitted  that  appellee  was  injured 
by  a  fall  of  coal  at  the  time  and  place  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion. He  ba.ses  his  right  of  recovery  upon  the  theory  tliat 
his  injuries  are  directly  attributable  to  the  carelessness  and 
negligence  of  appellant  in  failing  to  exercise  reasonable  care 
and  caution  to  provide  him  with  a  reasonably  safe  place  in 
which  to  work,  by  allowing  the  cross-cut  to  be  developed  in 
advanr-e  of  and  so  close  to  the  rib  and  face  of  the  sixth 
west  riitry  as  to  loosen,  cra^k  and  weaken  the  rib  and  face 
of  the  entry  at  the  point  where  he  was  at  work. 
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At  the  close  of  appellee's  evidence,  and  again  at  the  close 
of  all  the  evidence,  appellant  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  of  not  guilty.  This  the  court  re- 
fused to  do,  and  it  is  contended  that  such  refusal  was  error, 
])ocause  the  evidence,  with  all  the  legitimate  and  natural  in- 
ferences which  may  be  drawn  therefrom,  was  insufficient  to 
sustain  the  verdict  for  appellee. 

It  is  first  insisted  that  "the  appellee  assumed  the  risk  of 
the  injury  from  the  negligence  charged  in  the  declaration." 
The  evidence  shows  that  appellee,  on  the  day  of  the  injury, 
examined  the  coal  in  the  face  of  the  sixth  west  entry  before 
beginning  work  and  that  it  appeared  to  be  solid  and  safe.  The 
appellant's  mine  manager  says  that  he  examined  the  face  of 
the  sixth  west  entry  on  the  same  morning-,  before  appellee 
arrived,  and  that  it  was  safe.  If,  upon  examination  by  two 
experienced  miners,  the  ribs  and  face  of  the  entry  where  ap- 
pellee worked  presented  the  appearance  of  safety,  the  jury 
were  justified  in  finding  that  appellee  did  not  assnme  the  risk 
and  that  he  had  exercised  due  care  and  caution  for  his  own 
safety.  When  he  examined  the  coal  in  the  face  of  the  entry 
where  he  was  to  work  and  found  ^^  it  apparently  safe,  he  had 
the  right  to  assume  that  appellant  had  discharged  its  duty 
toward  him  in  reference  to  any  dangers  that  might  arise  from 
the  proximity  of  the  cross-cut  to  his  entry.  Appellant's  mine 
manager  had  been  in  the  cross-cut  on  the  morning  of  the 
injury,  but  he  admits  that  he  did  not  sound  the  face  of  the 
coal  in  the  cross-cut,  and  determined  from  its  appearance 
alone  that  it  was  solid.  If  he  had  made  a  thorough  examina- 
tion of  the  face  the  danger  might  have  been  discovered  by 
him  and  the  injury  averted.  The  failure  to  do  so  was  a  fail- 
ure to  discbarge  the  duty  which  rested  upon  appellant  to 
use  reasonable  care  and  diligence  to  ascertain  that  appellee 
was  being  provided  with  a  safe  place  in  which  to  work. 
While  appellee  was  bound  to  take  notice  of  defects  which  were 
patent,  he  was  not  required  to  make  an  examination  for  hid- 
den defects,  and  he  might  properly  act  upon  the  presumption 
that  appellant  had  used  reasonable  care  in  developing  the 
cross-cut  and  that  it  had  examined  it  for  danger  before  per- 
mitting him  to  go  to  work:  Ilines  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ligas,  172 
111.  315,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  38,  50  N.  E.  225;  Leonard  v.  Kin- 
nare,  174  111.  532,  51  N.  E.  688 ;  City  of  La  Salle  v.  Kostka, 
190  111.  130,  60  N.  E.  72 ;  Himrod  Coal  Co.  v.  Clark,  197 
111.  514,  64  N.  E.  282.     The  rule  that  the  servant  assumes  the 
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ordinary  risks  incident  to  the  work  or  business  in  which  he 
is  engaged  presupposes  that  the  master  has  performed  the 
duties  of  care,  caution  and  vigilance  which  the  law  places 
upon  him:  Western  Stone  Co.  v.  Muscial,  196  111.  382,  89 
Am.  St.  Rep.  325,  64  N.  E.  664. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  rule  which  requires  the  master  to 
furnish  a  safe  place  to  work  does  not  apply  in  the  case  at 
bar,  for  the  reason  that  this  rule  cannot  be  invoked  in  that 
class  of  cases  in  which  the  servant  is  employed  in  constantly 
producing  changes  and  temporary  conditions  for  the  time 
being  more  or  less  hazardous.  To  this  we  cannot  assent. 
This  rule  does  not  appl}'-  here,  for  the  reason  that  appellee 
had  no  part  in  producing  the  condition  which  led  to  his 
injury.  He  watohed  the  condition  of  the  face  of  the  entry 
where  he  was  employed.  The  dangerous  condition  was  ^^  de- 
veloped in  another  locality  by  the  development  of  the  cross- 
cut. He  had  not  worked  upon  the  face  of  the  entry  between 
the  time  he  examined  it  in  the  morning  and  the  occurrence 
of  the  injury.  He  had  produced  no  change  in  that  regard. 
He  was  occupied  in  loading  coal  that  had  been  cut  out  by  the 
machine. 

Appellant  urges  that  the  negligence  charged  in  the  declara- 
tion in  this  case  is  not  shown  by  the  proof  to  have  been 
the  proximate  cause  of  appellee's  injury.  The  substance  of 
the  charge  referred  to  in  the  declaration  is,  that  the  condi- 
tion which  led  to  the  injury  was  produced  by  the  develop- 
ment of  the  cross-cut  in  advance  of  the  sixth  west  entry  and 
by  the  shooting  of  coal  at  that  point,  whereby  the  face  of 
the  entry  was  weakened  so  that  it  fell  and  produced  the  in- 
juiy.  We  have  examined  the  evidence  in  the  record  witli 
reference  to  this  point,  and  we  are  unable  to  agree  with  ap- 
pellant that  there  was  no  evidence  which  fairly  tends  to  sup- 
port the  declaration. 

Appellant  contends  that  appellee  and  the  machine  runners 
and  shooters  working  in  the  sixth  west  entry  and  the  cross- 
cut were  fellow-servants.  This  statement  is  not  in  accord 
with  the  facts.  The  evidence  is  that  appellee  did  not  work 
in  the  cross-cut  at  any  time.  The  only  theory  on  wiiich  ap- 
pellant can  invoke  the  fellow-servant  n  le  is,  that  appellee, 
working  in  the  sixth  west  entry,  and  the  machine  runners 
and  shooters  working  in  the  cross-cut  were  fellow-servants. 
Under  the  evidence  in  this  ease  the  question  of  fellow-ser- 
vants is  one  of  fact  to  be  detenniued  by  the  jury.     There- 
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fore  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court,  and  its  affirmance  by 
the  appellate  court,  are  conclusive  upon  us  on  this  point. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record  and  the  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court  is  affirmed. 


The  Duty  of  Mine  Owners  to-  Prevent  Injury  to  Their  Employes  is 
the  subject  of  a  uote  to  Wcllston  Coal  Co.  v.  Smith,  87  Am.  St.  Rep. 
557. 

The  Doctrine  of  Assumption  of  Bisks  in  the  law  of  master  and  ser- 
vant is  discussed  at  length  in  the  notes  to  Houston  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  De 
Walt,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  «86;  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Gibson,  98  Am. 
St.  Eep.  314. 


WINN  V.  BLACKMAN. 

[22.^  111.  198,  82  N.  E.  215.] 

ELECTIONS — Tampering  with  Ballots,  When  not  Presumed. — 

Although  it  appears  that  a  number  of  tickets  were  counted  as  straight 
for  a  particular  party  by  the  officers  of  an  election,  and  no  one 
noticed  a  cross  on  any  of  them  indicating  a  vote  for  a  candidate  of 
another  party,  yet  if  it  appears,  on  a  recount,  that  such  ballots  did 
not  liave  a  cross  on  them  indicating  a  vote  for  siuch  candidate,  it  will 
not  be  presumed  that  they  have  been  tampered  with  in  the  mean- 
time, and  he  should  be  given  the  benefit  of  them.     (p.  242.) 

ELECTIONS — Distin^ishing  Marks  on  Ballots,  What  are  not. — 
The  fact  that  a  cross  is  so  marked  that,  upon  examination  of  the 
back  of  a  ballot,  the  marking  can  be  traced  does  not  establish  the  ex- 
istence of  a  distinguishing  ^ark  on  account  of  which  the  ballot  can 
be  rejected,  there  being  no  evidence  tending  to  show  how  or  for  what 
purpose  the  marking  was  made.     (p.  244.) 

ELECTIONS — Indorsing  Initials  of  a  Judge  upon  the  Ballots. — 
The  provision  of  statute  requiring  the  indorsement  of  the  initials  of 
one  of  the  judges  on  ballots  is  mandatory,  and  without  it  the  ballot 
cannot  be  counted,      (p.  245.) 

ELECTIONS — Ballots,  Indorsing  of,  must  be  in  the  Judge's 
Own  HanduTiting,  and  One  Judge  cannot  Indorse  for  Another. — 
Under  a  statute  providing  that  the  judge  of  election  who  hands  a 
ballot  to  a  voter  shall  indorse  his  initials  thereon,  and  that  no  ballot 
without  siich  indorsement  shall  be  allowed  to  be  deposited  in  tlie 
ballot-box,  one  judge  cannot  authorize  another  to  indorse  his  initials, 
snd  if  such  indorsement,  though  so  authorized,  is  made  on  a  ballot, 
it  cannot  be  counted,      (p.  245.) 

ELECTIONS — Ballot,  When  not  so  Marked  that  It  cannot  be 
Counted. — if  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  a  ballot  to  show  that  it 
has  ever  been  counted,  except  that  there  is  a  slight  roughing  of  the 
surface  inside  the  party  circle,  indic^ating  that  something  has  been 
erased  by  a  rubber,  the  ballot  should  be  rejected,      (p.  240.) 

ELECTIONS — Ballots  having  a  V-Shaped  Mark  Instead  of  a 
Cross. — If  in  the  square  of  a  ballot  opposite  the  name  of  a  candidate 
till  re  is  no  cross,  but  instead  a  marking  resembling  a  V  appears,  the 
ballot  should  be   rejef'ted.      (p.   246.) 

ELECTIONS — Defective  Marking  in  the  Party  Circle. — Where 
the  marking  iu  a  puny  circle,  though  not  a  cro.;.s,  may  be  desiguated 
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as  two  crosses,  yet  if  it  appears  to  have  been  properly  made  by  one 
who  is  very  nervous,  the  ballot  should  be  counted  for  the  candidate 
of  the  party  in  whose  circle  the  marking  appears,     (p.  247.) 

ELECTIONS— Marks  Which  will  not  be  Held  to  be  Distin- 
guishing,— If  a  ballot  is  properly  marked  in  the  party  circle  and  has 
also  upon  it  other  marks  made  by  a  pencil,  forming  a  figure  not 
resembling  any  known  object  and  very  difficult  to  be  described,  it 
will  not  be  treated  as  a  distinguishing  mark,  requiring  the  rejection 
of  the  ballot,     (p.  247.) 

ELECTIONS. — A  Distinguishing  Mark  Prohibited  by  the  Law 
is  such  a  mark  as  will  separate  and  distinguish  the  particular  ballot 
from  other  ballots  cast  at  the  election.  It  is  some  sort  of  mark  put 
upon  a  ballot  to  indicate  who  cast  it,  and  to  furnish  means  of  evad- 
ing the  law  as  to  secrecy,     (p.  248.) 

ELECTIONS — Distinguishing  Marks. — Whether  a  Given  Mark 
upon  a  Ballot  is  or  is  not  a  Distinguishing  Mark  is  largely,  if  not 
wholly,  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  from  the  original  ballot 
itself,  and  where  that  ballot  is  certified  to  an  appellate  court,  it  has 
as  good  an  opportunity  to  determine  this  question  as  had  the  trial 
court,     (p.  249.) 

ELECTIONS. — To  Warrant  the  Rejection  of  a  Ballot  Because 
of  a  Distinguishing  Mark,  the  court  should  be  able  to  say  that  such 
mark  was  placed  on  the  ballot  by  the  voter  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tinguishing it  from  the  others,     (p.  249.) 

ELECTIONS — Distinguishing  Marks,  Marks  Made  by  a  Voter, 
When  are  not. — It  is  not  every  mark  or  blot  i)laced  upon  a  ballot  by  a 
voter  that  is  a  distinguishing  mark,  nor  should  the  ballot  be  re- 
jected because  there  is  upon  it  some  mark  which  the  court  believes 
would  enable  the  voter  who  east  the  ballot  to  identify  it  as  the  one 
made  by  him.     (p.  249.) 

ELECTIONS — Distinguishing  Mark. — ^A  Small  "t"  near  the 
bottom  of  a  ballot  made  near  an  ink  blot  warrants  the  court  in  re- 
jecting the  ballot,  on  the  ground  that  ^uch  letter  may  have  been 
intended  as  a  distinguishing  mark.     (p.  251.) 

ELECTIONS — Distinguishing  Mark — Writing  the  Name  of  a 
Candidate  Already  Printed  on  a  Ballot. — Where  a  ballot  having  the 
candidates  of  three  parties  appears  with  a  cross  in  a  party  circle  and 
a  cross  in  the  squares  opposite  the  name  of  each  of  the  candidates  of 
that  party,  and  with  the  name  of  one  of  sxich  candidates  erased  by 
drawing  several  lines  through  it,  and  in  its  place  the  name  is  written 
of  a  candidate  whose  name  appears  among  the  candidates  of  another 
party,  there  is  nothing  amounting  to  a  distinguishing  mark  or  other- 
wise unlawful  on  this  ballot,  and  it  should  be  counted  for  the  person 
whose  name  appears  to  be  so  written,     (p.  252.) 

BALLOTS — Distinguishing  Marks — Writing  of  Names  on  a 
Ballot. — The  writing  of  a  name  on  a  ballot,  not  directly  in  connection 
with  any  office,  does  not  constitute  a  distinguishing  mark,  when,  from 
attending  circumstances,  it  is  probable  that  the  object  of  the  voter 
was  to  vote  for  the  person  named  for  an  office  respecting  which  one 
of  the  parties  had  no  name  printed  on  the  ballot,     (p.  253.) 

ELECTION — Distinguishing  Marks. — The  fact  that  three  small 
strokes  of  a  pencil  appear  near  the  margin  of  a  ballot  does  not  re- 
quire that  it  be  excluded  as  containing  a  diMinguishing  mark.  (p. 
253.) 

ELECTIONS. — The  Marking  of  Two  or  More  Party  Tickets  in 
the  Circle  nullifies  the  ballot  only  so  far  as  both  tickets  bear  names 
of  candidates  for   the   same   ofiice.      (p.   254.) 

ELECTIONS — Mutilated  Ballots,  When  Properly  Rejected. — 
A  ballot  mutihiud  i  y  biiiig  cut  acros-s  one  end,  taking  off  a  part  of 
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the  names  of  all  the  candidates  for  that  office  of  one  party  with  a 
single  exception,  and  also  the  circle  opposite  the  name  of  that  party 
and  all  squares  opposite  to  names  of  its  candidates,  and  having  a  cross 
in  the  circle  of  the  other  party,  and  a  cross  near  the  name  of  certain 
candidates,  neither  cross  appearing  within  the  square,  is  properly  re- 
jected,    (p.  254.) 

ELECTIONS — Index  Hand  Pointing  to  a  Name. — If  a  ballot 
is  marked  in  a  party  square,  but  has  also  a  cross  in  the  square  op- 
posite the  name  of  a  candidate  of  the  other  party,  and  below  an  in- 
dex hand  pointing  to  such  name,  the  object  of  the  voter  is  apparently 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  election  ollicers  to  his  vote  for  such  can- 
didate, and  not  to  use  a  distinguishing  mark,  and  the  ballot  should 
be  counted,     (p.  254.) 

ELECTIONS — Distinguishing  Marks. — The  fact  that  a  mark- 
ing in  a  i>arty  circle  is  by  three  straight  lines  crossing  in  the  middle 
and  forming  a  six-pointed  star  does  not  require  the  ballot  to  be  re- 
jected as  bearing  a  distinguished  mark.     (p.  255.) 

ELECTIONS.— Ballots  Picked  Up  Off  a  Floor  after  the  voting 
was  over  and  marked  "void"  are  properly  excluded,     (p.  255.) 

ELECTIONS. — A  Ballot  Which  does  not  Bear  the  Initials  of 
Any  of  the  Judges  on  its  back  is  properly  rejected,     (p.  255.) 

ELECTIONS. — A  Ballot  on  Which  the  Whole  Face  of  Several 
Squares  is  blaclvcncd  by  a  lead  pencil,  but  which  has  no  cross  in  any 
of  its  circle  or  squares,  is  properly  rejected.      (pp.  255,  256.) 

J,  E.  Dyas  and  F.  K.  Dunn,  for  the  appellant. 

H.  S.  Tanner,  Frank  T.  O'Hair,  James  K.  Lauher  and 
Stewart  W.  Kineaid,  for  the  appellee. 

301  VICKERS,  J.  At  the  election  in  November,  1906, 
Howard  M.  Winn  was  the  Republican  and  John  I.  Blackman 
was  the  Democratic  candidate  for  sheriff  in  Edgar  county. 
By  the  official  canvass  of  the  votes  Winn  received  three 
thousand  four  hundred  and  forty-eight  votes  and  Blackman 
tliree  thousand  four  hundred  and  twenty-two.  Blackman 
iilcd  a  petition  to  contest  the  election,  alleging  errors  in  the 
t^ount  of  the  votes*  in  the  various  precincts  of  the  county. 
Winn  answered  the  petition  and  denied  the  alleged  errors, 
charg(,'d  counter-errors,  and  alleged  that  in  the  second  pre- 
cinct of  Young  America  township  the  ballots  had  been  fraud- 
ulently changed  so  as  to  show  a  greater  number  of  votes  for 
iJlackman  and  a  less  number  for  Winn  than  were  cast  for 
them,  respectively,  and  counted  by  the  judges.  On  the  trial 
of  the  contest  in  the  county  court  of  Edgar  county  the  court 
found  that  Blackman  had  received  three  thousand  four  hun- 
dred and  twenty-one  votes  and  that  AYinn  had  received  three 
thousand  three  hundred  and  ninety-six  votes  and  declared 
Blackman  duly  elected,  and  rendered  judgment  against  Winn 
for  costs,  from  wliicli  he  has  prosecuted  tiiis  appeal. 
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On  the  hearing  the  ballots  were  all  produced  and  recounted, 
and  there  were  three  thousand  three  hundred  and  forty-eight 
votes  counted  for  appellant  and  three  thousand  three  hun- 
dred and  forty-six  for  appellee  without  objection.  Included 
in  appellee's  three  thousand  three  hundred  and  forty -six  votes 
are  eight  votes  from  the  second  precinct  of  Young  America 
township  which  appellant  charges  were  ^^^  changed  after  the 
ballots  had  been  cast,  so  as  to  increase  the  vote  of  appellee  eiglit 
votes  and  decrease  the  vote  of  appellant  eight  votes.  There 
were  one  hundred  and  seventy-four  ballots  that  were  objected 
to  by  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties.  Of  these  one  hundred 
and  seventy-four  ballots  the  court  counted  forty-eight  for 
appellant  and  seventy-five  for  appellee,  making  the  total 
vote,  as  finally  determined  by  the  court,  three  thousand  three 
hundred  and  ninety-six  for  appellant  and  three  thousand 
four  hundred  and  twenty-one  for  appellee.  The  remaining 
fifty-one  ballots  of  the  one  hundred  and  seventy-four  that 
were  objected  to,  the  court  held  illegal  and  refused  to  count 
them  for  either  party.  The  errors  and  cross-errors  assigned 
bring  up  for  review  the  rulings  of  the  court  on  substantially 
all  of  these  various  ballots. 

Appellant  insists  that  the  evidence  shows  that  eight  bal- 
lots counted  by  the  court  for  appellee  were  shown  to  have 
been  tampered  with  and  marked  for  the  appellee  when  they 
should  have  been  counted  for  appellant.  These  ballots  were 
marked  in  the  Republican  circle  and  were  straight  Republi- 
can ballots  except  that  a  distinct  cross  appears  on  each  of 
them  opposite  the  name  of  appellee.  There  is  nothing  on  the 
face  of  any  of  these  ballots  that  tends  to  discredit  them  or  to 
raise  a  suspicion  that  they  were  not  in  the  same  condition 
when  opened  in  court  that  they  were  in  •when  they  left  the 
hands  of  the  voters.  The  evidence  upon  which  appellant 
relies  to  prove  that  these  eight  ballots  had  been  changed 
after  they  were  voted  is  the  testimony  of  the  three  election 
judges  in  the  township  where  they  were  cast  and  the  Repub- 
lican and  Prohibition  challengers  who  were  present,  together 
with  the  fact  that  the  returns  from  that  precinct  showed  that 
these  eight  ballots  had  been  counted  by  the  election  judges 
for  appellant.  There  were  one  hundred  and  ninety-five  votes 
east  in  the  second  precinct  in  the  town  of  Young  America,  of 
which,  by  the  I'cturns  of  the  election  judges,  the  appellant  re- 
ceived eiizlity-five  and  appellee  ninety-four.  The  remainder  of 
the  voters  cither  cast  their  ballots  for  the  Prohibition  candidate 
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or  did  not  vote  for  sheriff.  On  the  final  count  by  the  county 
court  appellant's  vote  was  reduced  to  seventy-seven  and  ap- 
pellee's was  increased  to  one  hundred  and  two. 

203  'pjjg  testimony  of  the  witnesses  upon  which  the  appel- 
lant relies  shows  that  when  the  judges  were  ready  to  commence 
the  canvass  of  the  votes  the  ballots  were  first  taken  out  of 
the  ballot-box,  unfolded  and  examined,  and  the  straight  Re- 
publican ballots  were  placed  in  one  pile  on  the  table,  the 
straight  Democratic  ballots  in  another,  the  straight  Prohibi- 
tion ballots  in  a  third,  and  the  mixed  or  scratched  ballots 
were  placed  in  a  fourth  pile.  One  of  the  judges,  Mr.  Stone, 
drew  the  ballots  from  the  ballot-box  and  passed  them  to  Mr. 
Bren,  another  of  the  judges,  who  unfolded  them  and  deter- 
mined which  of  the  piles  they  belonged  to,  and  placed  them 
accordingly.  After  the  ballots  were  all  drawn  from  the 
ballot-box  and  classified,  as  above  stated,  they  were  then 
counted  three  times,  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  num- 
ber of  ballots  corresponded  with  the  number  of  names  on 
the  tally  sheet.  The  eight  votes  in  question  were  placed  in 
the  pile  of  straight  Republican  ballots.  After  the  ballots  had 
all  been  canvassed  they  were  then  strung  on  a  wire,  the  Re- 
publican ballots  first.  Democratic  second,  Prohibition  next 
and  then  the  mixed  or  scratched  ballots,  the  ballots  going 
on  face  down.  The  ends  of  the  wire  were  then  brought  to- 
gether and  fastened  and  the  ballots  placed  in  a  sack  and 
sealed  up  and  put  in  charge  of  one  of  the  judges  of  the  elec- 
tion. It  is  not  contended  that  the  sack  had  been  opened  or 
the  ballots  disturbed  in  any  way  after  they  were  sealed  up 
by  the  judges  on  the  night  of  the  election.  When  the  sack 
was  opened  in  court  the  ballots  were  taken  off  in  the  re- 
verse order  from  which  they  were  placed  on  the  wire,  the 
Republican  ballots  coming  off  first,  the  Democratic  ballots 
second,  the  Prohibition  next  and  the  mixed  ballots  last.  The 
ballots  came  off  face  upward.  This  is  accounted  for  ]iy  the 
fact  that  the  ballots  were  taken  off  of  the  opposite  end  of  the 
wire  from  where  they  were  put  on.  Upon  an  examination 
of  the  so-called  straight  Republican  ballots  the  eight  ballots 
in  question  were  found  plainly  marked  in  the  Republican 
circle  and  a  plain,  distinct  cross  opposite  appellee's  ^**'*  name 
on  the  Democratic  ticket.  These  eight  ballots  were  not  found 
in  a  group,  but  were  scattered  promiscuously  through  the 
Republican  straight  ballots. 
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Appellant's  contention  is,  that  if  these  ballots  had  been 
marked  for  appellee  at  the  time  the  canvass  Avas  made,  the 
persons  present  making  the  canvass  would  necessarily  have 
discovered  it,  and  the  fact  that  they  did  not  see  a  cross  oppo- 
site the  name  of  appellee  in  any  of  these  ballots  is  sufficient 
to  warrant  the  court  in  finding  that  the  ballots  were  not  so 
marked  at  the  time  the  canvass  was  made.  It  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  it  was  very  extraordinary  that  these  judges  and 
the  two  challengers  would  overlook  this  number  of  scratched 
ballots.  Such  a  mistake  could  not  happen  except  through  the 
gross  carelessness  and  inattention  of  these  election  officers. 
A  glance  at  the  ballots  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  see  a  cross 
opposite  appellee's  name,  and  still  there  is  not  a  particle  of 
evidence  that  anyone  had  any  opportunity  to  falsify  these 
ballots  unless  it  was  some  one  of  the  persons  who  were  in  the 
room  during  the  time  the  canvass  was  being  made.  There  is 
some  evidence  that  other  persons  than  the  challengers  and 
the  election  officers  were  in  the  room  occasionally  when  the 
canvass  was  being  made  (persons  who  were  admitted  to  make 
inquiry  as  to  the  result),  but  it  is  not  pretended  that  any  of 
these  persons  handled  any  of  the  ballots  or  had  any  oppor- 
tunity to  do  so.  If  the  ballots  were  fraudulently  tampered 
with,  it  must  have  occuri-ed  during  the  canvass  and  in  the 
presence  of  the  election  judges.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that 
any  of  the  election  officials  would  be  guilty  of  committing  a 
criminal  offense  by  tampering  with  these  ballots,  nor  can  it 
be  supposed  that  they  would  be  so  utterly  indifferent  to  the 
discharge  of  their  duties  as  to  permit  any  unauthorized  per- 
son to  handle  the  ballots,  whereby  an  opportunity  would  be 
afforded  to  perpetrate  such  a  fraud.  The  most  charitable 
view,  and  to  our  minds  the  most  reasonable,  is,  that  the  elec- 
tion officials  overlooked  these  ballots,  and  when  they  saw  the 
cross  in  the  '^^  Republican  circle  they  did  not  make  an  ex- 
amination further,  but  concluded  that  the  ballots  were 
straight  Republican  ballots  and  classified  them  accordingly. 
We  more  readily  come  to  this  conclusion  when  we  consider 
that  in  the  counting  of  the  ballots  that  occurred  after  they 
had  been  separated  into  piles  the  ballots  Avere  not  handled, 
but  they  were  counted  by  turning  up  the  corners  of  the  bal- 
lots as  one  Avould  count  the  leaves  in  a  book.  ^Ir.  Bren  tes- 
tifies tliat  while  he  did  not  see  any  cross  opposite  tlie  name 
of  appellee  on  those  !)allots.  yet  he  sa.ys  that  such  crosses 
miglit  have  been  there  and  he  overlooked  them.     Bren  is  the 
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election  judge  who  unfolded  the  ballots  and  determined  which 
class  they  belonged  to.  The  other  witnesses  did  not  examine 
them  as  much  as  Bren  did.  In  our  opinion  the  county  court 
properly  counted  these  eight  ballots  for  appellee. 

Appellant  next  insists  that  the  court  erred  in  rejecting 
twenty-three  ballots  (being  exhibits  11  to  33)  in  the  second 
precinct  of  Embarrass  township.  These  ballots  were  all  very 
similar  and  were  all  straight  Republican  ballots,  and  they 
were  all  rejected  for  the  same  reason  — that  they  had  distin- 
guishing marks  on  them.  These  twenty-three  ballots  were  each 
marked  with  a  proper  cross  in  the  Republican  circle  and  by  a 
iross  opposite  the  name  of  each  candidate  for  a  county  office 
on  the  Republican  ballot.  There  were  no  other  marks  of  any 
kind  or  character  upon  any  of  these  ballots,  except  in  bal- 
lots 17  and  29  a  cross  was  placed  opposite  each  of  the  can- 
didates for  the  General  Assembly,  and  in  ballot  24  a  cross 
was  placed  in  the  square  opposite  the  name  of  Charles  A. 
Allen,  candidate  for  representative.  In  all  other  respects 
these  ballots  are  regular  and  free  from  any  marks  or  blem- 
ishes. The  ballots,  when  examined  from  the  back,  show  a 
trace  of  the  pencil  mark — that  is,  there  is  a  slightly  raised 
or  embossed  appearance  on  the  back  of  the  ballots,  indicat- 
ing that  the  marking  had  been  done  with  a  somewhat  heavier 
hand  than  was  necessary  or  that  a  hard  lead  pencil  had  been 
used,  so  as  to  make  the  imprint  of  the  marking  visible  from 
-****  the  back.  Appellee  contends  that  marking  a  ballot  in  this 
way  is  a  distinguishing  mark,  and  the  county  court  sus- 
tained that  view.  To  this  we  cannot  assent.  Upon  an  ex- 
amination of  a  large  number  of  other  ballots,  we  find  that 
it  is  possible  to  locate  the  cross  from  the  imprint  of  the 
pencil  on  the  back  of  the  ballots.  In  fact,  there  are  many 
ballots  in  the  record  on  which  one  can  locate  the  marking 
by  simply  rubbing  the  fingers  over  the  surface  of  the  back 
of  the  ballot,  without  looking  at  it  at  all.  The  paper  upon 
which  the  ballots  are  printed  is  a  white,  soft,  cheap  book 
paper,  and  by  placing  a  sheet  of  blotting  paper  under  the 
ballot  an  ordinary  stroke  of  a  lead  pencil  will  be  plainly 
traceable  on  the  back.  It  is  true  that  it  was  not  necessary 
that  the  voter  should  mark  both  the  circle  and  the  squares 
in  order  to  vote  a  particular  ticket,  but  it  is  well  known  that 
many  voters  do  so  mark  their  tickets.  It  is  not  shown  or 
claimed  that  the  persons  who  voted  these  tickets  did  not  in- 
tend to  vote  them  exactly  as  they  were  marked,  and  there 


244  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.       [Illinois, 

is  no  evidence  that  these  ballots  were  marked  in  this  particu- 
lar manner  in  order  to  distinguish  them  from  other  ballots. 

Appellee  contends  that  because  twenty-three  of  these  bal- 
lots were  voted  in  the  same  precinct,  marked  in  substantially 
the  same  way,  it  is  evidence  that  there  was  some  one  on  the 
outside  interested  for  appellant  who  was  buying  these  votes 
and  some  one  on  the  inside  watching  for  the  appearance  of  the 
crosses  on  the  back  of  the  ticket,  and  that  in  some  way  in- 
formation would  be  conveyed  to  the  purchaser  on  the  out- 
side that  the  ballot  had  been  delivered  according  to  contract, 
so  that  the  voter  could  receive  the  consideration  that  was 
agreed  to  be  paid.  The  most  serious  objection  to  appellee's 
contention  on  this  point  is,  that  there  is  no  evidence  in  this 
record  to  support  it.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  would 
be  a  very  dangerous  rule  to  hold  that  a  ballot  is  to  be  re- 
jected and  the  voter  deprived  of  his  constitutional  right  to 
vote,  if,  upon  an  examination  of  the  back  of  the  ballot,  the 
marking  of  the  ballot  can  be  traced.  If  such  rule  were 
^^"^  applied  in  this  case  it  Avould  deprive  appellant  of  twenty- 
three  votes  and  appellee  would  lose  as  many  for  the  same 
reason,  and  perhaps  more.  In  fact,  our  attention  is  called 
to  sixty-five  ballots  which  were  counted  for  appellee,  the 
markings  of  which  are  discernible  from  the  back  of  the  bal- 
lot. While  it  is  true  a  distinguishing  mark  which  will  jus- 
tify the  rejection  of  a  ballot  may  appear  upon  the  back  as 
well  as  upon  the  face  of  the  ballot,  still  the  mere  fact  that  the 
imprint  of  the  pencil  with  which  the  voter  marks  the  face  of 
his  ballot  maj^  be  discernible  upon  examination  of  the  back 
of  the  ballot,  and  which  occurs  through  mere  inadvertence 
and  without  the  Itnowledge  of  the  voter,  cannot  be  held  to  be 
such  distinguishing  mark.  There  is  no  contention  that  these 
twenty-three  Republican  ballots  were  cast  by  Democrats  or 
that  there  was  any  corresponding  decrease  from  the  normal 
Democratic  vote  in  this  precinct. 

The  court  erred  in  rejecting  the  twenty-three  ballots  for 
appellant  in  the  second  precinct  of  Embarrass  townsliip,  an<l 
they  should  be  counted  for  appellant. 

It  is  next  urged  by  appellant  that  the  court  erred  in  re- 
fusing to  count  five  ballots  for  appellant  (being  exhil)its  166 
to  170,  inclusive)  cast  in  the  first  precinct  of  Young  Amer- 
ica. The  objection  that  appellee  makes  to  these  five  ballots 
is,  that  they  did  not  have  the  initials  of  one  of  the  jndiiri:'s 
indorsed  on  the  back  thereof  by  the  same  judge  whose  in- 
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itials  appeared  thereon.  The  judges  of  this  township  were 
T.  J.  Coffman,  S.  S.  Gough  and  William  Turley.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  when  the  polls  were  opened  it  was  agreed 
among  the  judges  that  Coffman  should  indorse  his  initials 
on  the  ballots,  that  Turley  should  take  them  from  the  voters 
and  place  them  in  the  ballot-box  and  that  Gough  should  at- 
tend to  the  register.  This  method  was  followed.  When 
Coffman  went  to  dinner  some  question  was  made  as  to 
whether  he  had  signed  up  enough  ballots  for  use  in  his  ab- 
sence. Before  he  went  to  his  dinner  Coffman  said  to  the 
other  judges,  **If  you  need  any  more,  go  ahead  and  sign 
^**^  them  yourselves."  One  of  the  other  judges,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  Coffman,  signed  Coffman 's  initials  "T.  J.  C.*'  on  the 
five  ballots  in  question  and  they  were  handed  out  to  voters 
and  were  voted.  The  county  court  sustained  the  objection  to 
thesQ  ballots.  They  were  all  cast  for  appellant.  Section  22 
(paragraph  186)  of  the  Australian  ballot  law  (2  Starr  & 
Curtis'  Statutes,  p.  1688)  provides  that  "one  of  the  judges 
shall  give  the  voter  one,  and  only  one,  ballot,  on  the  back  of 
which  such  judge  shall  indorse  his  initials  in  such  manner 
that  the}''  may  be  seen  when  the  ballot  is  properly  folded"; 
and  section  26  of  the  same  chapter  provides,  that  "no  ballot 
without  the  official  indorsement  shall  be  allowed  to  be  de- 
posited in  the  ballot-box  and  none  but  ballots  provided  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  counted." 
The  indoi-sement  of  the  initials  of  one  of  the  judges  under 
these  sections  of  the  statute  is  mandatory,  and  without  it 
the  vote  cannot  be  counted:  Kelly  v.  Adams,  183  111.  193,  55 
N.  E.  837 ;  Caldwell  v.  McElvain,'  184  111.  552,  56  N.  E.  1012. 
The  statute  contemplates  that  the  judge  who  passes  the  bal- 
lot to  the  voter  should  indorse  his  initials  on  the  ballot  in  his 
own  handwriting:  Choisser  v.  York,  211  111.  56,  71  N.  E.  940. 
In  the  case  last  above  cited,  in  condemning  the  use  of  a  rubber 
stamp  for  indorsing  the  ballots,  this  court  said:  "The  stat- 
ute is,  not  only  that  the  initials  of  one  of  the  judges  shall 
be  placed  upon  the  ballot,  but  tliat  the  particular  judge 
who  hands  the  ballot  to  the  voter  shall  indorse  his  initials 
thereon.  Every  man's  handwriting  possesses  certain  pc;;nli- 
arities  which  tend  to  distinguish  it  from  every  otlier  hand- 
writing. By  writing  his  initials  upon  ballots  the  judge 
doing  so  should  be  able  to  distinguish  those  which  are  genu- 
ine, and  could  generally  do  so."  If  the  judge  wlio  passed 
out  these  five  ballots  had  indorsed  his    own    initials    upon 
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them  there  would  be  no  quostion  about  the  regularity  of  the 
ballots,  but  the  statute  was  not  complied  with  by  his  in- 
dorsing the  initials  of  CofFman  thereon.  There  was  no  er- 
ror in  refusing  to  count  these  five  ballots  for  appellant. 

a<>.>  ^^\(,  iijive  thus  far  disposed  of  twenty-eiglit  of  the  fifty- 
ono  rejected  ballots,  leaving  twenty-three  yet  to  be  considered. 
Of  the  remaining  twenty-three  ballots  that  were  not  countod 
for  either  party  by  the  court,  appellee  insists  that  Nos.  95, 
103,  104,  110,  111,  118,  119,  121,  161  and  173  should  have 
been  counted  for  him,  while  appellants  insists  that  these  bal- 
lots were  properly  rejected  by  the  court,  and  that  Nos.  96,  97, 
101,  102,  106,  107,  164  and  172  should  have  been  counted  for 
appellant  and  that  Nos.  35,  94,  116,  117  and  120  should  not 
have  been  counted  for  appellee.  Appellee  objects  to  forty- 
three  other  ballots  that  were  counted  for  appellant  but  has 
not  insisted  upon  his  objections  in  his  brief,  and  for  that  rea- 
son these  objections  will  be  considered  as  \vaived.  We  will 
now  consider  appellant's  specific  objections  to  individual  bal- 
lots. 

Ballot  No.  96  is  a  blank  ballot.  There  is  nothing  on  the 
face  of  it  to  indicate  that  it  had  ever  been  voted,  except  ther(.' 
is  a  slight  rougliing  of  the  surface  inside  the  Republican  cir- 
cle, indicating  that  something  might  have  been  erased  by  the 
use  of  a  rubber.  It  is  impossible  to  say  wliat  mark  or  siuii 
may  have  been  erased  from  this  circle.  The  closest  investi- 
gation does  not  disclose  a  trace  of  a  cross.  The  court  properly 
rejected  No.  96. 

Ballot  No.  97  was  rejected  by  the  court  because  there  is 
no  cross  either  in  the  circle  or  opj)osite  the  name  of  ap- 
pellant. This  ruling  appellant  insists  is  erroneous.  The  bal- 
lot is  marked  witli  a  cross  opposite  the  name  of  each  candi- 
date on  the  Republican  ticket  for  which  the  voter  intended 
to  vote  on  that  ticket.  Opposite  the  name  of  appellant,  in- 
side the  square,  is  a  pencil  mark  like  this  f^.  There  is  no 
point  inside  the  square  where  there  is  an  intersection  of  tlie 
lines  which  can  be  called  a  cross.  The  character  seeni.s  to 
have  been  made  by  a  short  stroke  of  the  pencil,  followed 
by  another  short  stroke  at  right  angles  with  the  first.  There 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  attempt  on  the  part  of 
the  voter  to  make  a  cross,  and  this  ballot  was  properly  re- 
jected uinler  the  authority  of  Parker  v.  Orr,  158  ill.  GU9,  41 
N.  E.  1UU2,  30  L.  R.  A.  227. 
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^*®  Ballot  No.  101  was  rejected  by  the  court  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  a  distinguishing  mark  upon  it.  This  ballot 
has  one  line  drawn  across  the  circle  of  the  Republican  ticket 
and  then  it  has  a  cross  in  each  of  the  squares  of  the  Repub- 
lican ticket.  It  is  this  pencil  line  drawn  across  the  circle 
which  led  the  court  to  reject  the  ballot.  In  this  we  think 
there  was  error.  Evidently  the  voter,  knowing  the  two  meth- 
ods by  which  he  could  vote  a  straight  Republican  ticket,  first 
concluded  to  make  a  cross  in  the  circle  and  drew  one  line, 
then  changed  his  mind  and  concluded  to  mark  each  of  the 
squares,  and  accordingly  put  a  cross  in  all  of  the  Republican 
squares  of  the  ticket,  thereby  voting  a  Republican  ticket  by 
that  mctliod.  "We  reach  this  conclusion  from  the  fact  that 
the  ballot  shows  an  intention  to  vote  a  straight  Republican 
ticket.  A  mark  of  this  character,  which  can  reasonably  be 
explained  consistently  with  the  honest  purpose  of  the  voter 
and  which  was  manifestly  made  through  mistake,  inadver- 
tence or  because  he  changed  his  mind  as  to  the  method  by 
which  he  intended  to  mark  his  ballot,  is  not  a  distinguishing 
mark,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.  This  ballot,  in  our 
opinion,  should  have  been  counted  for  appellant. 

Ballot  102  was  rejected  by  the  court  for  the  alleged  reason 
that  it  also  had  distinguishing  marks  upon  it.     This  ballot 

was  marked  in  the  Republican  circle  in  this  way  ^^.  There 
is  in  this  ballot  a  perfect  cross  in  the  Republican  circle,  and 
the  only  irregularity  is  in  the  semi-circle  which  connects 
three  points  of  the  cross  together.  This  was  evidently  simply 
a  little  flourish  of  the  pencil,  and  not  made  as  a  distinguish- 
ing mark.  We  think  this  ballot  should  have  been  counted 
for  the  appellant  under  the  authority  of  Parker  v.  Orr,  158 
111.  609,  41  N.  E.  1002,  30  L.  R.  A.  227. 

Appellant  insists  that  ballot  106.  which  was  rejected  by 
the  court,  should  have  been  counted  for  him.  The  only  mai-k 
upon  this  ballot  is  found  in  the  Republican  circle,  and  is 
like  this  (m^-  The  court  rejected  this  ballot,  either  becau-o 
there  was  no  cross  in  the  circle  or  because  the  marking  ^^^  in 
the  circle  was  a  distinguishing  mark.  There  are  two  crosses 
in  the  Republican  circle.  We  think  the  ballot  should  have 
been  counted.  The  character  found  in  the  Republican 
circle  indicates  to  our  minds  that  it  was  probably  put 
there  by  some  one  who  was  very  nervous— so  much  so  that 
it  was  with  great  difllf-ulty  that  a  cross  was  made.  We  tliink 
that  the  marking  on  this  ballot  belongs  to  the  same  class  aa 
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two  ballots  passed  on  in  Parker  v.  Orr,  158  111,  609,  41  N.  E. 
1002,  30  L.  R.  A.  227,  and  under  the  authority  of  that  ease 
the  manifest  intention  of  the  voter  should  prevail  and  the 
ballot  be-  counted  as  it  was  manifestly  intended  by  the  voter. 
This  ballot  should  be  counted  for  appellant. 

Ballot  107  was  rejected  by  the  court  because  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  there  was  a  distinguishing  mark  upon  it. 
This  ballot  is  properly  marked  in  the  Republican  circle  with 
a  cross.  On  the  lower  right-hand  corner,  on  the  face  of  the 
ballot,  there  is  a  light  pencil  line  almost  straight,  about  one 
inch  and  a  quarter  long;  the  line  then  turns  almost  at  right 
angle  and  runs  in  a  curve  about  one  inch;  there  is  then  a 
little  jog  or  fork  and  the  line  runs  back  toward  the  first 
stroke  almost  parallel  with  the  second  line,  forming  a  sort 
of  triangular  figure  that  does  not  resemble  anything  with 
which  we  are  acquainted.  The  lines  of  this  character  are 
very  lightly  and  somewhat  irregularly  drawn.  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  this  mark  ought  not  to  be  hold  as  a  dis- 
tinguishing mark.  It  is  true  that  it  is  possible  that  it  might 
have  been  placed  on  the  ballot  by  the  voter  for  the  purpose 
of  distinguishing  it  from  other  ballots,  yet  it  is  also  possible 
that  such  a  character  might  have  gotten  on  the  ballot  through 
inadvertence  or  mistake.  It  is  a  mark  that  is  very  difficult 
to  describe,  and  we  do  not  see  how  a  voter  could  with  any 
certainty  describe  such  mark  so  that  another  person  would 
be  able  with  certainty  to  identify  the  ballot.  The  distin- 
guishing mark  prohibited  by  the  law  is  such  a  mark  as  will 
separate  and  distinguish  the  particular  ballot  from  other 
ballots  cast  at  the  election.  It  is  some  sort  of  ^^-  a  mark 
put  upon  the  ballot  to  indicate  who  cast  it,  and  to  furnish 
the  moans  of  evading  the  law  as  to  secrecy:  Pierce  v.  Peoi)le. 
197  111.  432,  64  N.  E.  372;  Eexroth  v.  Schein,  200  111.  80,  69 
N.  E.  420.  In  the  case  last  above  cited,  on  page  100,  this 
court  said:  "Therefore,  not  every  mark  made  by  a  voter  on 
his  b;illot  which  may  separate  and  distiiiguisli  tlie  pjirtirular 
ballot  from  other  ballots  cast  at  the  election  will  nciossarily 
result  in  the  sV'daration  that  the  ballot  is  invalid.  If  it  ap- 
])cars  fr>:in  the  face  of  the  ballot  that  such  marks  or  writings 
were  placed  thereon  as  the  result  of  an  honest  effort  on  the 
part  of  the  voter  to  indicate  his  choice  of  candidates  among 
those  to  be  voted  for  at  the  election,  and  that  the  voter  did 
not  thereby  intend  or  attempt  to  indicate  who  voted  the  bal- 
lot, the  ballot  should  not  bu  rejcoted  as  to  candidates  for  whom 
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there  is  thereon  a  choice  expressed  in  compliance  with    the 
requirements  of  the  statute." 

Whether  a  given  mark  upon  a  ballot  is  or  is  not  a  dis- 
tinguishing mark,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Australian 
ballot  law,  is  largely,  if  not  wholly,  a  question  of  fact:  Kelso 
V.  Wright,  110  Iowa,  560,  81  N.  W.  805;  Perkins  v.  Bertrand, 
192  111.  58,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  Gl  N.  E.  405.  This  question 
jnust  be  determined  from  an  inspection  of  the  original  ballot 
itself.  The  original  ballots  in  this  case  have  been  certified 
to  this  court  and  we  have  examined  them,  consequently  the 
trial  court  did  not  have  any  better  opportunity  for  determin- 
ing these  questions  than  is  afforded  this  court  by  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  original  ballots.  In  order  to  warrant  the  rejec- 
tion of  a  ballot  because  of  a  distinguishing  mark,  the  court 
should  be  able  to  say  that  such  mark  was  placed  there  by  the 
voter  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  his  ballot  from  others : 
3  Current  Law,  p.  1172;  Rexroth  v.  Schein,  206  111.  80,  69 
N.  E.  240.  It  is  not  every  mark  or  blot  that  may  be  placed 
on  the  ballot  by  the  voter  himself  that  is  a  distinguishing 
mark,  nor  should  a  ballot  be  rejected  because  there  appears 
upon  it  some  mark  which  the  court  believes  would  enable  the 
voter,  who  cast  the  ballot  to  identify  it  as  the  ballot  voted 
by  him.  The  Australian  ballot  -^^  law  does  not  contemplate 
that  the  voter  will  ever  see  his  ballot  again  after  it  is  depos- 
ited in  the  ballot-box.  By  carefully  studying  the  face  of  his 
ballot  the  voter  could  readily  recognize  the  ballot  he  had 
voted  by  the  manner  in  which  the  crosses  had  been  made, 
or  by  an  almost  inconceivable  number  of  things  which  might 
be  upon  the  ballot  or  be  placed  there  by  the  voter  without 
any  thought  that  he  was  marking  it  for  the  purpose  of  iden- 
tification. The  title  of  the  act,  as  well  as  the  general  sco]:)e 
of  its  various  provisions,  indicates  that  one  of  the  main  pur- 
poses sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Australian  ballot  law 
is  to  preserve  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot.  There  is  no  express 
})rovision  in  our  statute  that  a  ballot  containing  a  distinguish- 
ing mnrlc  is  to  be  rejected,  and  the  ground  upon  which  such 
a  ballot  is  rejected  is  that  it  violates  both  the  letter  and  the 
spirit  of  the  law  intended  to  guard  the  seerecy  of  the  ballot. 
in  many  of  the  states  having  a  similar  election  law  there  are 
express  provisions  declaring  all  ballots  illegal  and  void  which 
bear  any  distinguishing  marlvs,  and  where  the  courts  have 
had  occasion  to  oonstrne  such  provisions  the  evil  sought  to  be 
remedied  has  entered  into  the  construction  given  and  iullu- 
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eneed  the  conclusion  reached.  Thus,  the  supreme  court  of 
Indiana,  in  Sego  v.  Stoddard,  136  Ind.  297,  36  N.  E.  204, 
27  L.  R.  A.  468.  in  discussing  the  subject  of  distinguish- 
ing marks  under  the  statute  of  that  state,  said: 

"So  that  the  statute  was  the  outgrowth  of  the  desire  of 
all  to  rid  the  state  of  the  burning  disgrace  and  ominous  dan- 
ger to  popular  government,  and  the  leading  idea  and  thought 
of  the  whole  act  was,  not  to  afford  relief  against  the  fraud 
of  vote  buying  and  bribery  at  elections  after  its  commission, 
but  it  was  to  devise  a  plan  by  which  the  honest  voter  could 
not  only  be  freed  from  intimidation  by  making  his  vote  a 
secret  known  only  to  himself  and  his  God,  but  it  was  to  ab- 
solutely shut  the  door  against  making  merchandise  of  his 
vote  by  the  corruptible  voter,  as  near  as  human  ingenuity 
could  devise  such  a  plan.  That  the  plan  has  proven  emi- 
nently ^^'*  successful  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  all  political 
parties  warmly  approve  of  the  law  and  that  thirty-odd  of 
our  sister  states  have  since  substantially  adopted  it.  The 
idea  was  not,  as  appellant's  counsel  seem  to  think,  to  so 
provide  as  to  render  it  impossible  for  the  purchased  or 
bribed  voter  to  afterward  identify  the  ticket  he  voted  by  look- 
ing at  and  inspecting  it,  because  other  provisions  of  the  act 
provide  for  a  destruction  of  the  ballots  after  they  are  counted 
and  before  anybody  except  the  officers  can  see  them,  but  it 
was  to  auard  against  the  possi1)ility  of  the  vote  seller  indi- 
cating to  the  buyer  in  advance  how  his  ballot  would  be  dis- 
tinguislicd  from  the  other  ballots  in  the  box,  so  that  the 
buyer  or  his  agent,  who  ma^'  be  one  of  the  election  officers. 
could  tell,  when  the  bribed  voter's  ballot  was  reached  in  the 
count,  that  such  bribed  voter  had  carried  out  his  contract. 
It  was  believed  that  if  it  could  be  rendered  impossible  for 
the  buyer  or  his  agent  to  identify  the  ballot  voted  by  the 
purcliased  voter  from  a  mere  indication  beforehand  how  it 
should  be  marked  the  desired  end  would  be  reached,  because 
it  was  believed  that,  as  a  general  thing,  a  vote  l)uyer  would 
not  risk  his  money  on  a  vote  seller  witliout  some  assurance 
other  than  the  mere  word  of  the  bribed  voter." 

In  the  American  and  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law.  second 
edition,  volume  10,  page  728,  it  is  said,  that  unless  the  ballot 
has  been  ninrked  intentionally,  and  so  as  to  enable  a  third 
jxTson  to  dflcrniine  from  an  in'<pection  of  it,  witliout  otlier 
aid,  that  it  was  deposited  by  a  particular  pei-son,  the  judges 
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of  the  election  should  presume  that  the  marking  was  inad- 
vertently done  and  count  the  ballot. 

In  our  opinion  ballot  107,  being  otherwise  fair  and  free 
from  suspicion,  should  not  have  been  rejected  on  the  ground 
that  it  contained  a  distinguishing  mark,  and  that  the  ballot 
should  have  been  counted  for  appellant. 

Ballot  164  was  rejected  by  the  court  because  it  had  a  dis- 
tinguishing mark  upon  it.  The  mark  upon  this  ballot  is 
^^^  a  small  letter  "t"  near  the  bottom  of  the  ballot  and  to  the 
right  of  the  center.  The  letter  bears  evidences  of  having 
been  made  carefully  and  is  placed  near  an  ink  blot.  A  care- 
ful examination  of  this  mark  leads  us  to  conclude  that  it 
might  easily  be  a  distinguishing  mark.  "While  it  is  not  -at 
all  clear  to  our  minds  that  it  was  so  intended,  still  we  are 
inclined  to  agree  with  the  court  below  that  the  ballot  was 
properly  rejected. 

The  court  i-efused  to  count  ballot  172  for  appellant,  and 
this  is  assigned  as  error.  This  ballot  is  marked  with  a  cross 
in  the  Prohibition  circle  and  with  a  cross  in  each  of  the 
squares  on  that  ticket.  Marion  Clark's  name  was  printed 
on  the  ballot  as  the  Prohibition  candidate  for  sheriff.  The 
square  opposite  Clark's  name  was  marked  with  a  cross.  The 
name  "^Marion  Clark"  was  erased  by  several  lines  of  lead 
pencil  being  drawn  through  it.  The  paper  near  the  name 
^']Marion  Clark"  is  slightly  torn,  which  was  evidently  done 
by  the  voter  in  his  attempt  to  erase  INIarion  Clark's  name  from 
the  ballot.  Below  the  name  "jMarion  Clark"  the  name  of 
appellant  is  written  in  lead  pencil.  The  ballot  in  all  other 
respects  is  free  from  objection.  We  are  satisfied  that  in 
the  erasing  of  Clark's  name  and  the  writing  of  "Howard  ]\I. 
Winn"  below  it  was  done  by  the  voter  in  attempting  to  ex- 
press his  clioice  for  sheriff.  The  voter  adopted  a  rather 
clumsy  method  of  casting  his  vote  for  sheriff,  but  there  is 
nothing  illegal  in  the  method  adopted. 

Appellee  insists  that  by  writing  the  name  of  appellant  in 
the  Prohibition  ticket,  thereby  mailing  his  name  appear  under 
both  the  Republican  and  Prohibition  appellations,  the 
amendatory  act  of  1903  is  thereby  violated,  and  for  that 
reason  this  ballot  should  be  rejected.  The  amendatory  act 
referred  to,  which  is  found  in  Starr  &  Curtis'  Statutes, 
volume  5,  page  200,  prohibits  any  candidate  from  having 
his  name  printed  under  more  than  one  party  appellation,  and 
provides  that  in  case  a  candidate  has  been  nominated  by  two 
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or  more  political  parties  he  may  withdraw  his  name  from  all 
^^°  but  one  of  said  nominations  and  elect  upon  which  ticket 
he  desires  to  have  his  name  appear,  and  if  he  fails  to  exercise 
his  right  of  selection  then  his  name  cannot  be  printed  upon 
either  ticket.  This  statute  deals  with  the  right  of  the  can- 
didate to  have  his  name  printed  upon  more  than  one  ticket, 
but  does  not  purport  to  deny  the  voter  the  privilege  of  writ- 
ing the  name  of  ^ny  person  for  whom  he  desires  to  vote 
upon  the  ticket.  In  Pierce  v.  People,  197  111.  432,  64  N.  E. 
372,  it  was  decided  that  every  legal  voter  has  a  right  to  vote 
for  the  candidate  of  his  own  selection,  and  if  the  name  of 
such  candidate  is  not  printed  on  the  official  ballot  he  has  the 
right  to  insert  it  in  some  blank  space  on  the  ticket  and  vote 
for  the  candidate  of  his  choice:  See,  also,  Sanner  v.  Pattou^ 
155  111.  553,  40  N.  E.  290.  And  in  the  late  case  of  Smith  v. 
Reid,  223  111.  493,  79  N.  E.  148,  it  was  held  that  the  writing 
in  of  names  on  a  ticket  and  voting  for  them  on  that  ticket 
was  not  illegal,  even  though  the  names  so  written  in  were 
printed  in  other  places  on  the  ballots  as  those  of  candidates 
for  the  same  office  for  which  the  names  were  written  in,  and 
that  the  names  so  written  in  were  not  distinguishing  marks. 
Under  the  authority  of  these  cases  ballot  172  should  have 
been  counted  for  appellant.  The  fact  that  his  name  is  not 
written  in  immediately  opposite  the  square  does  not  affect  the 
legality  of  this  vote.  The  erasure  of  the  name  of  the  Pro- 
hibition candidate  for  sheriff  and  writing  the  name  of  appel- 
lant immediately  below  it  clearly  indicate  the  intention  of 
the  voter  to  cast  this  vote  for  appellant,  and  it  stiould  be  >,■' 
counted:  Parker  v.  Orr,  158  111.  G09,  41  N.  E.  1002,  30  L.  K. 
A.  227. 

Ballots  35  and  94  were  counted  by  the  court  for  appel- 
lee. These  ballots  are  objected  to  by  the  appellant  on  the 
ground  that  they  contain  distinguishing  marks.  They  may 
be  considered  together.  Ballot  35  has  the  name  "George 
]\Ieyers"  written  in  ink  on  the  face  of  the  ballot,  about  one- 
half  inch  from  the  lower  edge  of  the  ticket.  There  is  no 
office  designated  in  connection  with  the  name  of  George 
Meyers,  and  George  Meyers'  name  is  not  printed  upon  any 
-'"  of  the  tickets  as  a  candidate  for  any  office.  Ballot  No. 
94  lias  the  name  "George  ]\Iares"  written  above  the  Demo- 
cratic ticket.  The  Democratic  tickets  had  no  name  printed 
on  them  under  the  title  of  representative  in  the  (ieneral  As- 
sembly.    A  blank  sjiace  wa^  lei'L  under  the  title  of  tliat  office,. 
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in  which  a  large  number  of  persons  who  voted  that  ticket 
wrote  the  name  of  George  IMeyers.  By  referring  to  those 
tickets  the  conclusion  must  be  reached  that  by  some  sort  of 
concert  of  action  or  common  understanding  the  Demoeratia 
party  was  trying  to  elect  said  George  Meyers  to  the  lower 
branch  of  the  state  legislature.  To  vote  for  him  it  was 
necessary  to  write  his  name  under  the  title,  of  that  office 
in  the  space  left  for  that  purpose.  In  view  of  the  fact,  which 
is  clearly  shown  by  the  ballots  introduced  in  evidence,  that 
George  INTeyers  was  being  voted  for,  generally,  by  persons 
who  voted  the  Democratic  ticket,  the  writing  of  the  name  of 
George  IMeyers  on  ballot  35  and  George  ]\Iares  on  ballot  94 
was  no  doubt  the  result  of  an  effort  to  vote  for  him.  At  all 
events  it  seems  probable  that  such  was  the  purpose  of  the 
voter,  and  we  are  not  inclined  to  disturb  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  in  regard  to  these  two  ballots. 

Ballot  116  is  objected  to  by  appellant  on  the  ground  that 
it  contains  distinguishing  marks.  This  ballot  has  three  small 
strokes  of  the  pencil  near  the  margin  below  the  Prohibition 
ticket.  It  belongs  to  the  same  class  as  ballot  107,  already 
discussed,  and  what  is  there  said  with  respect  to  that  ballot 
will  apply  to  116.  The  ballot  was  properly  counted  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Ballot  117  was  counted  for  appellee,  over  appellant's  ob- 
jection. The  objection  is  that  it  bore  a  distinguishing  mark. 
The  mark  on  this  ballot  was  a  letter  "V"  on  the  back  of 
it,  in  imitation  of  a  printed  "V."  This  ballot  should  have 
been  rejected  for  the  reasons  heretofore  given  in  discussing 
ballot  164. 

Ballot  120  was  objected  to  by  appellant  but  was  properly 
counted  for  appellee.  The  small  mark  on  the  back  of  the 
2^^  ballot  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  distinguishing  mark  within 
the  rules  heretofore  laid  down  by  the  authorities  cited. 

We  now  come  to  consider  ballots  that  were  objected  to 
by  appellee.  Ballot  95  was  a  straight  Democratic  ballot, 
marked  with  a  cross  in  the  circle.  There  was  also  a  cross 
in  the  circle  opposite  the  Socialist  party  name  and  another 
cross  in  the  circle  opposite  the  Socialist  Labor  party,  and 
there  was  a  small  check-mark  in  the  circle  opposite  the  Pro- 
hibition party  appellation  but  there  is  no  cross  in  this  circle. 
Neither  the  Socialist  nor  Socialist  Labor  party  had  any  can- 
didates' names  printed  on  its  ticket  for  county  oflicers.  The 
cross  in  the  Democratic  circle  indicated  a  vote  for    all    the 
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candidates  on  that  ticket.  This  vote,  however,  was  neutral- 
ized for  all  the  candidates  except  the  county  candidates  by 
the  crosses  made  in  the  Socialist  and  Socialist  Labor  party 
tickets,  but  these  crosses  could  have  no  effect  on  the  vote 
for  county  officers.  The  marking  of  two  or  more  party 
tickets  in  the  circle  only  nullifies  the  ballot  in  so  far  as  both 
tickets  bear  the  names  of  candidates  for  the  same  office: 
Parker  v.  Orr,  158  111.  609,  41  N.  E.  1002,  30  L.  R.  x\.  227. 
The  little  check-mark  in  the  Prohibition  circle  will  not  jus- 
tify the  rejection  of  the  ballot  as  a  distinguishing  mark.  The 
court  erred  in  not  counting  this  ballot  for  appellee. 

Ballot  103  was  rejected  by  the  court.  The  ballot  is  mu- 
tilated by  being  cut  across  the  left-hand  end  of  the  ballot, 
taking  off  a  part  of  the  names  of  all  the  candidates  for  state 
officers  on  the  Democratic  ticket,  with  one  exception.  The 
Democratic  circle  is  gone  entirely  and  all  the  squares  oppo- 
site the  names  of  the  Democratic  candidates  are  gone.  There 
is  a  cross  in  the  Republican  circle  and  a  cross  above  the  name 
of  Walter  S.  Lamon,  candidate  for  county  judge,  and  a 
cross  to  the  left  of  the  name  John  I.  Blackman,  on  the  Demo- 
cratic ticket,  but  neither  of  these  crosses,  nor  any  part  of 
the  lin&s  thereof,  is  within  the  squares.  This  ballot  was 
properly  rejected  because  it  was  plainly  distinguishable  from 
otlier  ballots,  and  was  properly  not  counted  for  either  party. 

^**'*  Ballot  104  is  a  straight  Democratic  ballot,  marlccd  in 
the  circle  of  that  party  ticket,  except  there  is  a  cross  in  the 
square  opposite  the  name  of  Clay  F.  Gaumer,  candidate  for 
member  of  the  General  Assembly.  To  the  right,  and  below 
the  name  of  Ganmer,  is  an  index  hand  pointing  to  the 
name  of  Gaumer,  made  in  pencil.  Undoubtedly  the  purpose 
of  the  voter  was  to  call  the  attention  of  the  judges  to  the 
fact  that  he  had  voted  for  Gaumer,  to  prevent  liis  ballot  be- 
ing counted  as  a  straight  Democratic  ballot.  While  such  a 
cliaracter  might  be  a  distinguishing  mark,  still  we  are  sat- 
isfied that  the  index  finger  pointing  to  the  vote  for  the  Pro- 
hibition candidate  for  the  legislature  was  placed  there  with 
an  honest  ]nirpose  and  out  of  an  al)nndance  of  caution  lest 
the  vote  should  be  overlooked.  In  our  opinion  the  court 
erred  in  refusing  to  count  this  ballot  for  appellee. 

Ballot  110  was  thrown  out  by  the  court.  This  is  a  straight 
Republican  ticket  except  for  William  ]\Iorton,  Democratic 
candidate  for  county  treasurer.  There  is  a  cross  in  the  square 
opposite  the  blank  space  on  the  Democratic  ticket  for  member 
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of  the  legislature,  and  there  are  two  pencil  marks  in  the 
square  opposite  appellee's  name.  The  character  is  more  like 
a  check-mark,  the  points  of  which  come  together  outside  the 
square,  the  points  extending  up  into  the  square,  than  it  is 
like  a  cross.  This  mark  is  not  a  distinguishing  mark  and 
the  ballot  should  have  been  counted  for  appellant.  But 
appellant  has  not  saved  his  exception  to  this  ruling  of  the 
court  on  this  ballot,  but  concedes  that  the  court  properly- 
ruled  thereon,  and  therefore  the  ballot  will  not  be  counted 
for  either  party. 

Ballot  111  is  marked  in  the  Republican  circle  by  three 
straight  lines  crossing  in  the  center,  forming  a  six-pointed 
star.  There  is  a  cross  in  the  square  opposite  appellee's  name 
on  the  Democratic  ticket.  This  ballot  should  have  been 
counted  for  appellee,  and  the  court  erroneously  threw  it  out. 
The  marking  of  the  circle  on  this  ballot  is  like  the  mnrlcing 
of  the  circle  shown  on  page  373  of  Tandy  v.  Lavery,  194  111. 
220  372,  G2  N.  E.  774.  Under  the  authority  of  tliat  case  this 
ballot  should  not  have  been  rejected,  and  it  will  accordingly 
be  counted  for  appellee. 

Appellee  insists  that  ballot  118  should  have  been  counted 
for  him.  To  this  we  cannot  assent.  This  ballot  stands  on 
the  same  footing  as  ballot  110.  We  think  it  might  properly 
have  been  counted  for  appellant,  but  he  does  not  claim  it. 
It  certainly  cannot  be  counted  for  appellee.  It  is  a  Repub- 
lican ticket,  and  there  is  no  cross  in  the  square  opposite  the 
appellee's  nome. 

Ballot  119  stands  in  the  same  class  with  110  and  118. 
'Jt  might  have  been  counted  for  appellant,  but  he  has  not 
insisted  upon  it  and  appellee  is  not  entitled  to  it. 

Ballot  121  was  marked  "void"  by  the  judges  of  the  elec- 
tion and  was  not  strung  or  counted  by  them  for  either  party. 
The  evidence  of  the  judges  shows  that  this  ballot  was  picked 
up  off  the  floor  after  the  count  was  over  and  marked  "void," 
and  it  never  was  in  the  ballot-box.  The  court  properly  re- 
fused to  count  it  for  either  party. 

Ballot  IGl  was  properly  rejected,  because  it  does  not  bear 
the  initials  of  any  of  the  judges  on  the  back  of  it:  Caldwell 
v.  McElvain,  184  111.  552,  56  N.  E.  1012. 

Ballot  173  was  properly  rejected  for  the  reason  that  there 
are  no  crosses  in  any  of  the  circles  nor  in  any  of  the  squares 
on  the  entire  ballot.  It  was  not  a  vote  for  anyone.  Instead  of 
making  a  cross  the  voter  has  undertaken  to  blacken  the  whole 
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far-e  of  several  squares  with  a  lead  pencil.  The  voter  either 
did  not  know  how  to  vote  or  did  not  try  to  vote.  There  is 
no  attempt  to  comply  with  the  law,  and  the  ballot  was  prop- 
erly rejected. 

The  result  reached  by  us  after  going  through  this  record 
very  carefully  and  considering  every  ballot  separately  to 
which  objection  has  been  made  by  either  party  may  be  sum- 
marized as  follows:  Appellant  has  three  thousand  three  hun- 
dred and  forty-eight  votes  that  are  unquestioned.  The  trial 
court  gave  appellant  forty-eight  votes  out  of  the  one  hundred 
and  seventy-four,  which  we  find  he  was  entitled  to.  We  also 
find  ^'^  that  appellant  was  entitled  to  twenty-three  votes  in 
the  second  precinct  of  Embarrass  township,  and  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  ballots  101,  102, 106, 107  and  172,  making  his  total 
vote  as  ascertained  by  this  court  three  thousand  four  hundred 
and  twenty-four.  Appellee  had  three  thousand  three  hundred 
and  forty-six  votes  which  were  unquestioned  and  the  trial 
court  properly  gave  him  seventy-two  out  of  the  one  hundred 
and  seventy-four  ballots  that  were  in  question.  The  trial 
court  improperly  gave  him  ballot  No.  117  and  improperly 
refused  to  count  for  him  ballots  Nos.  95,  104  and  111,  making 
his  total  vote  as  ascertained  by  this  court  three  thousand  four 
hundred  and  twenty-three.  It  therefore  follows  that  appel- 
lant, Howard  M.  Winn,  was  duly  elected  sheriff  of  Edgar 
county  by  one  vote,  and  that  the  county  court  erred  in  find- 
ing that  John  I.  Blackman  had  been  elected  and  in  rendering 
judgment  against  appellant  for  costs. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  of  Edgar  county  will 
be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  to  that  court,  with  di- 
rections to  enter  a  judgment  in  favor  of  appellant. 

CAETWPJGHT,  J.,  Concurring.  I  agree  with  the  conclu- 
sion that  appellant  was  elected  sheriff  of  Edgar  C(ninty,  but 
think  the  county  court  erred  in  refusing  to  count  tlie  five 
ballots  cast  for  him  in  the  first  precinct  of  Young  America 
wliich  bore  the  initials  of  one  of  the  judges  indorsed  thereon 
by  another  judge.  I  do  not  think  a  voter  should  be  d<^prived 
of  his  vote  by  a  mistake  of  the  election  officers  where  the 
voter  is  not  at  fault  and  the  ballot  itself  shows  that  it  is  a  gen- 
uine official  ballot  delivered  to  the  voter  by  the  judcres.  Tliat, 
I  think,  is  the  purport  of  the  decision  in  Caldwell  v.  ^IcElvain, 
184  111.  r>rr2.  Hfi  N.  E.  1012.  In  the  cnse  of  Choi^ser  v.  York. 
211  111.  56,  71  N.  E.  940,  the  initials  of  one  of  the  judges 
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were  stamped  upon  the  ballots  with  a  rubber  stamp,  which 
could  be  used  by  any  person,  and  such  initials  afforded  no 
means  of  identifying  the  ballots.  The  decision  was  upon 
the  ground  that  the  statute  contemplates  an  indorsement  in 
the  handwriting  of  one  of  the  judges,  for  ^^^  the  very  good 
reason  that  every  man's  handwriting  possesses  certain  pecu- 
liarities which  distinguish  it  from  every  other,  and  if  the 
initials  are  Avritten  by  one  of  the  judges  the  genuine  ballots 
delivered  to  the  voters  may  be  distinguished  from  spurious 
ones.  In  this  case  the  initials  of  one  of  the  judges  were 
written  by  another  judge  in  his  own  handwriting,  and  the 
purpose  of  the  statute  was  accomplished.  The  ballots  were 
the  genuine  official  ballots  delivered  to  the  voters  who  cast 
them,  and  I  think  they  should  have  been  counted. 

CARTER,  J.     I  concur  in  the  views  of  Justice  Cartwright. 

SCOTT,  J.,  Specially  Concurring.  I  concur  in  the  conclu- 
sion stated  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Vickers,  but 
not  in  all  that  is  said  therein.  I  deem  it  necassary  to  state  my 
adverse  views  only  in  so  far  as  the  five  ballots  cast  in  Young 
America  precinct,  which  are  exhibits  166  to  170,  inclusive,  are 
<'oncerned.  It  is  my  judgment  that  these  five  ballots  should  be 
counted  for  the  Republican  candidate.  In  Choisser  v.  York, 
211  111.  56,  71  N.  E.  940,  it  was  held  that  the  use  of  a  rubber 
stamp  by  one  of  the  election  judges  for  the  purpose  of  indors- 
ing his  initials  on  the  ballots  was  improper,  and  that  all  ballots 
so  indorsed  were  unlawful  and  should  be  rejected,  even  where 
they  were  otherwise  free  from  legal  objection.  I  was  not  in 
accord  with  the  majority  of  the  court  in  that  case,  and  my 
views  are  fully  stated  in  the  dissenting  opinion  therein.  If 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Vickers  as  to  the  five,  ballots  here  in 
question  should  ever  become  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of 
this  court,  the  doctrine  of  Choisser  v.  York,  in  this  regard, 
would  be  extended,  which  I  think  should  not  be  done. 

i\rr.  Justice  Dunn  took  no  part  in  the  consideration  or  de- 
cision of  this  ease. 


Distinguishinfj  Mark,';  InvaUdo.tinq  Ballots  are  di5~cnsscrl  in  the  note 
to  Taylor  v.  Bleakley,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  246;  and  in  the  recent  case  of 
Perkins  v.  Bertrand,  192  111.  58,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  315,  and  cases  cited 
in  the  cross-refcrcnce  note  thereto. 

An  Jilection  Ballot  Indorsed  by  the  clerk  at  an  improper  place  can- 
rot,  for  tliat  reason,  be  rejected:  Parvin  v.  ^ViInberJJ,  130  Ind.  5<il,  30 
Am.  St.  Kf'p.  254.  Neitlier  will  a  ballot  be  rejected  because  ol' 
marks  m.'ulc  bv  chction  ofiicers  after  it  Ijhs  boon  ca^t  by  tiie  voter; 
State  V.  Sodhr,  25  Nov.  i:!l,  S3  Am.  St.  Kep.  573. 
Am.    St.    K:  !!.,    Vol.    12i»  -17 
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TJie  Indorsement  on  a  Ballot  of  only  one  of  the  initials  of  a  judge 
of  election  is  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law;  and  a  ballot 
should  be  counted  though  indorsed  by  him  in  his  full  name  instead  of 
his  initials:  Perkins  v.  Bertrand,  192  111.  58,  85  Am.  St.  £ep.  315. 


CITY  OF  CHICAGO  v.   ILLINOIS  STEEL  COMPANY. 

[229  111.  303,  82  N.  E.  296.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS,  Estoppel  of,  to  Insist  upon  the 
Existence  and  Opening  of  Public  Streets. — Although  property  has  by 
its  owners  been  designated  upon  recorded  plats  as  constituting  part 
of  public  streets,  and  they  have  by  such  plats  dedicated  it  as  such 
streets,  yet  if  a  municipal  cori)oration  of  which  they  are  parts  stands 
by,  and  by  its  silent  acquics-cence  in  the  occupation  of  the  land  in- 
cluding such  streets,  knowing  that  large  sums  of  money  are  being 
invested  on  the  faith  and  in  the  belief  that  no  streets  existed,  or,  if 
any  existed,  that  they  have  been  abandoned,  the  municipality  be- 
comes estopi^>ed  from  insisting  that  the  buildings  and  other  structures 
on  such  streets  obstruct  a  highway,     (p.  2G2.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  are  not  Within  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  except  as  to  private  rights,  but  courts  of  equity  will  pre- 
vent the  operation  of  this  rule  by  enforcing  an  equitable  estoppel, 
whore  to  permit  the  assertion  of  a  right  in  the  street  after  long  ac- 
quiescence in  the  expenditure  of  money  in  the  erection  of  buildings 
would  work  a  gross  injustice  to  private  persons,     (p.  2G3.) 

In  1853,  Joseph  E.  Sheffield,  then  being  the  owner  of  a 
tract  of  land,  recorded  a  plat  thereof,  which  he  called  Shef- 
field's Addition  to  the  city  of  Chicago.  This  plat,  so  far  as 
material,  was  as  follows: 
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Three  years  later,  the  Chicago  Land  Company,  having  be- 
come the  owner  of  blocks  17  and  18  as  represented  on  such 
plat,  made  and  filed  for  record  another  plat,  on  which  Mc- 
Henry  street  was  represented  as  extending  northerly  from 
Wabansia  avenue  to  the  river,  and  another  street  designated 
as  Rawson  street  was  also  represented.  In  January,  1876, 
Fredrick  Siebold,  having  become  the  owner  of  lot  1  of  block 
38  as  represented  on  such  plat,  filed  for  record  a  plat  show- 
ing certain  subdivisions  of  it.  In  December  of  the  same 
year,  the  North  Chicago  Mill  Company,  having  become  the 
owner  of  parts  of  blocks  17  and  18,  filed  a  deed  purporting 
to  vacate  such  parts  thereof  as  it  owned,  and  followed  this 
deed  by  filing  for  record  a  plat  as  follows: 


260  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.       [Illinois, 

In  September,  1898,  the  appellee  filed  for  record  a  deed 
vacating  so  much  of  the  plats  as  lay  within  its  property.  In 
January,  1903,  the  city  of  Chicago,  by  its  officers,  entered 
upon  the  land  and  commenced  tearing  down  certain  struc- 
tures, with  the  object  of  asserting  a  right  to  use  the  property 
as  a  public  street,  and  witliin  a  few  days  thereafter  the 
j)resent  suit  Avas  commenced  to  enjoin  the  city  from  removing 
l)uildings  and  materials  from  the  property.  The  master  to 
whom  the  case  was  referred  reported  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant, but  exceptions  having  been  made  to  such  report,  they 
were  sustained  by  the  court,  and  a  decree  was  entered  in 
lavor  of  the  complainant  as  to  the  greater  part  of  the  prop- 
erty claimed  by  it.     The  city  appealed. 

James  Hamilton  Lewis,  A.  L.  Gettys  and  D.  R.  Levy,  for 

the  appellant. 

Knapp,  Haynie  &  Campbell,  for  the  appellee. 

3o»  VICKERS,  J.  The  city  of  Chicago  claims  to  be  the 
owner  in  fee  of  the  locus  in  quo  by  virtue  of  a  dedication  of 
the  land  for  streets  b}'-  the  plats  set  out  in  the  foregoing 
statement.  It  is  admitted  that  the  plats  in  question  were 
properly  executed  under  the  statute  and  constituted  a  valid 
offer  to  dedicate  the  premises  designated  as  streets  on  said 
plats.  Shefiield's  plat  was  made  in  1853,  and  the  Chicago 
Land  Company's  subdivision  in  1856.  There  is  no  proof  in 
the  record  of  a  formal  acceptance  of  the  offer  to  dedicate  under 
either  of  these  plats.  "Whether  there  was  an  implied  accept- 
ance b}'  the  city  is  a  question  upon  which  both  parties  have 
olTered  much  testimony  and  have  argued  that  issue  elabor- 
ately in  their  briefs.  The  validity  and  effect  of  the  vacation 
deed  of  appellee  on  September  17,  1898,  is  also  a  question 
which  is  the  subject  of  extended  argument  by  both  parties  in 
this  court.  In  the  view  that  we  take  of  this  case  it  will  not 
be  necessary  to  consider  any  of  the  foregoing  questions. 

In  1857  these  additions  were  not  inside  the  corporate  lim- 
its of  the  city  of  Chicago.  The  territory  was  open,  unim- 
proved prairie,  and  there  were  no  houses  or  other  improve- 
ments in  that  vicinity.  Up  to  this  time  the  execution  and 
filing  of  the  two  plats  of  1853  and  1856  was  all  that  had  been 
done  looking  toward  building  up  the  addition.  In  "^**  1857 
0.  W.  Porter,  representing  E.  D.  Ward  of  Detroit,  com- 
iiK^nced  the  construction  of  a  rolling  mill  on  the  west  side  of 
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the  Chicago  river  on  the  property  designated  as  lot  A  of 
block  17  or  sublet  B  of  lot  1  of  block  18.  The  exact  location 
of  this  building  is  not  clearly  pointed  out  by  the  evidence. 
For  the  convenience  of  the  mill  owners  in  getting  material 
to  construct  the  mill  a  dock  was  constructed  at  the  end  of 
Wabansia  avenue.  The  building  material  was  brought  to 
the  dock  on  scows.  When  the  mill  was  completed  it  became 
necessary  to  construct  dwelling-houses  for  the  mill  employes. 
The  houses,  and  also  a  boarding-house  for  the  convenience  of 
the  mill  employes,  were  erected  along  the  extension  of  Wa- 
bansia avenue  between  McIIenry  street  and  the  milj,  and  a 
sidewalk  was  built  in  front  of  these  houses.  These  buildings 
were  constructed  by  the  mill  company  for  its  own  benefit,  and 
neither  the  city  nor  the  public  appears  to  have  had  anything 
to  do  with  them.  Later,  when  the  lots  occupied  by  the  houses 
were  required  for  extensions  of  the  mill  property,  they  were 
torn  down  and  moved  away  by  the  company  and  the  plant 
was  extended  west  to  McIIenry  street.  After  the  extension 
of  the  plant  to  McIIenry  street  the  mill  premises  were  inclosed 
by  a  fence,  and  a  sign  was  erected  at  the  west  end  of  tract  B 
warning  all  persons  other  than  employes  to  keep  out,  and 
the  mill  company  kept  a  watchman  stationed  there  to  en- 
force this  warning.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  mill  com- 
pany and  its  successors  have  had  exclusive,  open  and  unin- 
terrupted possession  of  all  of  the  premises  lying  east  of 
McIIenry  street  to  the  Chicago  river  and  north  of  the  south 
line  of  lot  1  in  block  18  to  the  river.  After  the  removal  of 
the  cottages  and  extension  of  the  plant  to  IMcIIenry  street 
the  strips  of  land  representing  the  extension  of  Wabansia 
avenue  east  to  the  river  and  the  extension  of  Mclienry  street 
north  to  the  river,  designated  B  and  A,  respectively,  have  been 
occupied  and  used  by  the  company  under  a  claim  of  right 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  that  it  ^^^  used 
otlier  portions  of  its  millsite.  Railroad  tracks  have  been  laid 
wherever  the  convenience  of  the  mill  company  required  them, 
regardless  of  whether  they  were  in  or  out  of  the  supposed 
streets.  There  appear  to  be  some  eighteen  or  twenty  rail- 
road tracks  and  spurs  that  traverse  some  portion  of  Wabansia 
avenue  east  of  IMcHenry  street.  The  south  end  of  the  north 
rail  mill  extends  practically  to  the  center  of  Wabansia  avenue, 
and  the  south  mill,  another  extensive  building  of  the  mill 
company,  is  immediately  south  of  the  north  rail  mill  but 
not  upon  any  portion  of  the  street.     The  evidence  shows  that 
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the  blast  furnaces,  the  rail  mill,  the  Bessemer  steel  mill  and 
other  parts  of  the  plant  were  located  in  close  proximity  to  each 
other,  some  upon  one  side  and  some  upon  the  other  of  the 
alleged  street,  and  that  the  location  of  the  different  mills  is 
such  that  if  Wabansia  avenue  were  opened  up  and  used  as 
a  public  highway  the  plant  would  be  rendered  inoperative. 
Tlie  space  in  Wabansia  avenue  between  the  rail  mill  and  the 
south  mill  is  occupied  by  railroad  tracks,  weighing-ofliccs. 
r;ul-b)ading  docks,  turntable,  and  other  things  pertaining  tu 
the  tinisliing  and  delivery  end  of  the  rail  mill.  The  rail  mill 
;ind  the, south  mill  were  both  operated  from  the  same  steam 
supply.  The  conditions  are  such  that  it  would  be  utterly 
impossible  to  operate  the  plant  without  reconstructing,  it  if 
Wabansia  avenue  should  be  opened  up  as  a  street  to  the  river. 
AVe  liave  no  means  of  knowing  the  amount  invested  in  these 
various  l)uildings  and  appui'tenances  in  connection  with  this 
plant,  or  how  much  it  would  cost  to  reconstruct  the  same  if 
the  street  in  cjuestion  were  opened  up,  It  is  stated  by  counsel 
for  appellee  that  the  plant  represents  an  investment  of  mill- 
ions of  dollars.  It  is  apparent  that  appellee's  plant  repre- 
sents a  very  large  amount  of  money,  and  it  is  not  pretended  by 
appellant  that  the  opening  up  of  the  proposed  street  will  no! 
entail  upon  appellee  a  very  heavy  loss.  During  all  of  tlice 
years,  from  about  1859  to  the  beginning  of  this  suit,  the  mu- 
nicipality of  Chicago  has  stood  by  and  by  its  silence  ac(!ui- 
esced  in  the  occupation  ^*~  by  the  appellee  and  its  prcde- 
i  essors  of  the  street  in  question,  knowing  that  appellee  w  .is 
investing  large  sums  of  money  on  the  faith  and  belief  that 
there  was  no  street  there,  or  that  if  there  ever  had  been  one 
it  had  been  abandoned  by  the  city.  Under  these  facts  appel- 
lant is  equitably  estopped  from  insisting  that  appellee's  build- 
ings and  other  structures  constitute  an  obstruction  to  the  high- 
\vay. 

The  case  of  Reichert  Milling  Co.  v.  Village  of  FreeburGr, 
217  111.  384,  75  N.  E.  5-44,  is  a  case  very  much  like  the  ease  at 
bar,  and  announces  the  principle  that  must  control  here. 
The  same  principle  has  been  applied  in  many  other  cases 
in  this  court:  Village  of  Winnctka  v.  Prout}',  107  111.  218; 
\allage  of  Auburn  v.  Goodwin,  128  111.  57,  21  N.  E  212;  Vil- 
lage of  Vermont  v.  Miller,  161  111.  210.  43  N.  E.  975;  Jordan 
V.  City  of  Chenoa,  166  111.  530,  47  N.  E.  191;  City  of  Carlin- 
ville  V.  Castle,  177  111.  105,  69  Am,  St.  Rep.  212,  52  N.  E. 
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383;  People  v.  City  of  Rock  Island,  215  111.  488,  106  Am.  St. 
Rep.  179,  74  N.  E.  437.  In  the  ease  last  above  cited  this 
court  said:  "It  has  frequently  been  decided  that  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  in  pais  is  applicable  to  municipal  corporations, 
but  that  they  will  be  estopped  or  not,  as  justice  and  right  may 
require.  There  may  be  cases  where,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, to  assert  a  public  right  would  be  to  encourage  and 
promote  a  fraud.  Where  a  party  acting  in  good  faith  under 
affirmative  acts  of  a  city  has  made  such  extensive  and  per- 
manent improvements  that  it  would  be  highly  inequitable  and 
unjust  to  destroy  the  rights  acquired,  the  doctrine  of  equi- 
table estoppel  will  be  applied.  The  hardships  that  would  re- 
sult from  a  contrary  holding,  and  the  necessity  of  raising  an 
estoppel  in  particular  cases  to  prevent  fraud  and  injustice, 
have  induced  the  establishment  of  the  rule,  and  it  has  been 
several  times  said  that  there  is  neither  danger  to  the  public 
nor  injustice  in  the  application  of  the  doctrine.  In  the  ex- 
ercise of  proper  diligence  the  public  authorities  may  prevent 
encroachments  upon  public  right,  and  if  they  do  not,  any 
citizen  may  take  the  necessary  steps  to  do  so,  and  if  there  is 
not  only  a  failure  to  act  by  either,  but  affirmative  action 
by  the  public  authorities  with  ^*^  the  apparent  approval  of 
everyone  interested,  under  which  the  situation  is  changed  and 
permanent  improvements  are  made,  the  principles  of  equity 
require  that  the  public  should  be  estopped." 

IMunicipal  corporations  are  not  within  statutes  of  limita- 
tion except  as  to  private  right,  but  courts  of  equity  will  pre- 
vent the  operation  of  this  rule  by  enforcing  an  equita1)le 
estoppel  where  to  permit  the  assertion  of  a  right  in  a  street 
after  long  acquiescence  in  the  expenditure  of  money  in  the 
erection  of  buildings  there  would  work  a  gross  injustice  to 
the  riglits  of  private  persons.  The  facts  bring  this  case 
within  this  rule,  and  there  was  no  error  in  granting  a  per- 
petual injunction  by  the  court  below. 

The  decree  is  affirmed. 


The  Doctrine  of  Equitable  Estoppel  can,  according  to  the  bettor  rule, 
be  invoked  against  a  municipal  corporation  only  when  it  is  acting  in 
its  yirivate,  as  distinguished  from  its  ]iublic  or  governmental  ca- 
pacity: Philadelphia  Mtg.  etc.  Co.  v.  Omaha,  63  Neb.  280,  93  Am.  St. 
Rep.  442;  Mobile  Transportation  Co.  v.  Mobile,  128  Ala.  335.  8G  Am. 
St.  Rep.  143;  note  to  Schneider  v.  Hutchinson,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  494. 
A  contrary  view,  however,  is  entertained  in  some  jurisdictions: 
People  V.  Rock  Island,  215  111.  4S0,  106  Am.  St,  Rep.  179;  Davenport 
V.  Boyd,  109  Iowa,  248,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  536. 
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LININGER  V.  HELPENSTELL. 

[229  111.  3G9,  82  N.  E.  306.] 

A  HOMESTEAD  may  Exist  in  Lands  Held  by  a  Husband  and 
Wife  as  Joint  Tenants,     (p.  265.) 

HOMESTEAD — Joint  Tenancy. — If  lands  held  as  a  homestead 
belong  to  a  husband,  and  wife  as  joint  tenants,  cither  may,  as  against 
the  other,  insist  that  such  property  is  a  ho?nestead,  and  not  subject 
to  trnnsfcr  except  in  the  manner  provided  for  the  conveyance  of 
homesteads,     (p.  206.) 

HOMESTEAD. — A  Conveyance  by  a  Husband  to  His  Wife  of  a 
Homestead,  not  joined  in  by  her,  is  inoperative,     (p.  268.) 

HOMESTEAD. — A  Conveyance  by  a  Wife  of  Homestead  Prop- 
erty, not  joined  in  by  her  husband,  though  he  has  previously  executed 
a  deed  purporting  to  convey  the  property  to  her,  is  void.     (p.  268.) 

HOMESTEAD. — Upon  the  Decease  of  a  Wife,  a  homestead 
owned  by  her  and  her  husband  as  joint  tenants  vests  in  him  ex- 
clusively,    (p.  268.) 

Searle  &  Marshall,  for  the  appellant. 

S.  R.  Kenworthy,  for  the  appellee. 

^'^  SCOTT,  J,  Appellee,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
Jacob  Deis,  deceased,  filed  his  petition  in  the  county  court  of 
Rock  Island  county,  praying  for  an  order  directing  him,  as 
Buch  administrator,  to  sell  certain  real  estate  alleged  to  have 
been  ^"^  owned  by  said  deceased,  to  pay  the  debts  of  said 
estate.  Incidentally  it  was  also  sought  to  have  certain  deeds 
of  record  in  that  county  delivered  up  and  canceled  of  record 
as  clouds-  upon  the  title  to  said  real  estate.  The  only  defense 
interposed  to  the  petition  was  tliat  Jacob  Deis  was  not,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  the  owner  of  said  real  estate. 

Upon  the  hearing  appellee  introduced  in  evidence  a  deed 
from  IMoses  Ileidelljerg  and  wife,  dated  August,  1872,  con- 
veying the  premises  described  in  the  petition  to  Jacob  Deis 
and  Caroline  Deis,  his  wife,  as  joint  tenants  and  not  as  ten- 
ants in  common.  It  was  stipulated  by  the  parties  that  said 
premises  were  used  and  occupied  by  Jacob  Deis  and  Caro- 
line Deis,  his  wife,  as  a  residence  continuously  from  the 
date  of  that  deed  up  to  the  death  of  Jacob  Deis;  that  Caro- 
line Deis  departed  this  life  intestate  on  February  21,  1904; 
that  Jacob  Deis  departed  this  life  intestate  on  ]March  10, 
1904,  and  that  said  premises  have  not,  at  any  time  since 
August,  1872,  been  worth  more  than  one  thousand  dollars. 
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Appellant,  to  maintain  his  defense,  offered  in  evidence  a 
warranty  deed  from  Jacob  Deis  to  Caroline  Deis  dated  April 
22,  1899,  and  executed  by  Jacob  Deis  alone,  whicli  purported 
to  convey  said  premises  to  the  f?rantee  therein  named;  also 
a  warranty  deed  from  Caroline  Deis  to  Dorotha  Singleman, 
dated  February  27,  1903,  and  executed  by  Caroline  Deis 
alone,  which  purported  to  convey  said  premises  to  Dorotha 
Singleman,  and  a  warranty  deed  from  Dorotha  Singleman  to 
Conrad  H.  Lininger,  the  appellant,  dated  September  25,  1905, 
which  purported  to  convey  to  him  the  premises  in  contro- 
versy. • 

Caroline  Deis  left  her  surviving  Jacob  Deis,  her  husbnnd, 
William  Keip,  her  son  by  a  former  marriage,  and  Dorotha 
Singleman,  the  child  of  a  deceased  daughter  by  the  former 
marriage,  as  her  only  heirs  at  law ;  and  Jacob  Deis  left  him 
surviving  Mary  Studer,  a  daughter,  and  George  Deis,  a  son, 
both  by  a  former  marriage,  as  his  only  heirs  at  law.  The 
heirs  of  Jacob  Deis  and  the  heirs  of  '^'^  Caroline  Deis,  to- 
gether with  Conrad  H,  Lininger,  were  made  defendant  to  the 
petition. 

The  county  court  found  that  the  deed  from  Jacob  Deis  to 
Caroline  Deis,  the  deed  from  Caroline  Deis  to  Dorotha  Sin- 
gleman and  the  deed  from  Dorotha  Singleman  to  Conrad  IT. 
Lininger,  Avere  clouds  upon  the  title  descended  from  Jacob 
Deis,  deceased,  and  ordered  that  they  be  set  aside  and  de- 
clared null  and  void,  and  that  the  petitioner  proceed  to  sell 
said  real  estate  to  pay  the  de])ts  of  the  estate  of  said  deceased 
and  the  costs  of  administration.  Conrad  H.  Lininger  has 
prosecuted  an  appeal  to  this  court. 

The  deed  from  Jacob  Deis  to  Caroline  Deis  was  declared 
void  by  the  county  court  on  the  ground  that  it  attempted  to 
convey  the  homestead  of  the  grantor  and  was  not  signed 
and  aclcnowledged  by  his  wife,  as  required  by  section  4  of 
the  homestead  act. 

In  Brokaw  v.  Ogle,  170  111.  115,  48  N.  E.  394,  and  \Vike  v. 
Garner,  179  111.  257,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  102,  53  N.  E.  Gl;5,  this 
court  held  that  a  homestead  may  exist  in  lands  held  in  co- 
tenancy in  favor  of  the  occupying  tenant  as  against  creditors 
of  that  tenant.  Appellant  contends,  however,  that  if  a  home- 
stead can  be  asserted  in  lands  held  in  cotenancy  by  one  co- 
tenant  as  against  the  creditors  of  that  cotenant,  it  cannot  be 
asserted  as  against  or  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  r'otcnants. 
Appellant  does  not,  however,  iudiiate  in  what  nianhcr  that 
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proposilion  is  of  coiilrolliiig  effect  in  the  case  at  bar.  The 
statute  creates  the  estate  of  homestead  for  the  benefit  of  the 
houseliolder  and  his  or  her  family,  and  requires  any  release, 
Avaivor  or  conveyance  of  siicli  estate  to  be  in  writing,  sub- 
scribed by  the  householder  and  his  or  her  wife  or  husband, 
if  he  or  she  have  one,  and  acknowledged  in  the  same  manner 
as  conveyances  of  real  estate  are  required  to  be  acknowledged, 
utdess  po.s.session  is  abandoned  or  given  pursuant  to  the  con- 
veyance. The  statute  gives  the  wife  of  the  householder  the 
power  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the  homestead  in  case  she  desires 
so  to  do,  and  by  its  terms  it  is  equally  applicable  whether 
the  husband  is  the  ^^^  owner  of  the  realty  in  fee  simple  ab- 
solute or  is  merely  one  of  several  joint  tenants  owning  the 
land. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  "where  the  joint  tenants  are  hus- 
band and  Avife,  if  one  may  assert  a  homestead  in  the  joint 
estate  which  can  be  convej^ed  only  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  the  statute,  then  the  other  joint  tenant  is  powerless  to 
destroy  or  sever  the  joint  tenancy,  and  thus  defeat  the  right 
of  survivorship,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  other  joint 
tenant,  who  by  dissenting  has  the  possibility  of  profiting 
thereby,"  and  it  is  urged  that  this  affords  a  reason  for  hold- 
ing that  no  homestead  attaches  in  such  cases  as  that  at  bar, 
as  between  the  husband  and  wife.  This  reasoning,  if  car- 
ried to  its  logical  conclusion,  would  defeat  the  homestead 
excinption  in  all  cases.  If  the  wife  can  prevent  the  husband 
conveying  any  interest  in  the  homestead  when  he  is  the 
owner  of  all  the  title  therein,  it  would  not  seem  a  good  ob- 
jection to  the  assertion  of  the  homestead  right  to  say  that 
if  it  be  held  to  exist  it  would  prevent  the  husband  conveying 
his  interest  in  the  realty  covered  thereby  when  his  interest 
was  merely  that  of  a  joint  tenant.  In  either  event  the  wife 
may  profit  by  his  inability  to  convey.  The  condition  of  the 
husband  in  this  regard  is  the  same  whether  he  ovv'ns  the  en- 
tire title  to  the  property  or  is  merely  a  joint  tenant  with  his 
wife.  The  wife,  here,  could  assert  a  right  of  homestead  as 
against  her  cotenant,  not  alone  because  she  occupied  the 
premises  as  a  homestead,  but  because,  in  addition  to  that 
fact,  the  cotenant  was  her  husband.  Had  the  person  own- 
ing tlie  property  jointly  with  her  been  some  person  other 
than  her  hus1)and,  the  question  whether  she  could  assert  a 
lumiestead  -to  the  prejudice  of  that  joint  owner  would  be  de- 
termined upon  different  considerations  entirely. 
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The  respective  interests  which  husl)and  and  wife  have 
in  property  owned  by  them  in  common  and  occupied  by 
them  as  a  residence  are  discussed  in  Capek  v.  Kropic,  129 
111.  509,  21  N.  E.  836.  There  the  husband  and  wife  have  been 
tenants  in  conmion  of  the  property.  The  wife  died,  leavincj 
her  surviving  ^'''*  her  husband,  and  also  leaving  minor  chil- 
dren by  a  former  marriage.  The  surviving  husband  sought  to 
have  his  homestead  set  off  in  the  Avhole  of  said  premises.  In 
considering  the  relative  rights  of  the  husband  and  wife  in  the 
property,  and  the  rights  of  her  children  therein  after  her 
death,  this  court  said:  "Appellant  and  his  wife  were  seised 
as  tenants  in  common  of  the  lot  in  question,  and,  each  occu- 
pying the  same  as  a  residence  for  themselves  and  family, 
were  jointly  seised  of  an  estate  of  homestead  in  such  lot. 
I'pon  the  death  of  the  wife  the  fee  to  the  moiety  owned  by 
her  descended  to  and  vested  in  her  heirs  at  law,  subject  to 
the  homestead  interest  of  the  surviving  husband  and  her 
minor  children,  and  the  dower  right  of  the  husband  in  the 
residue  of  the  premises  after  the  allotment  of  the  homestead 
estate.  Upon  her  death,  as  before,  the  husband,  by  virtue  of 
the  statute,  was  entitled  to  homestead  in  one-half  of  said  lot 
in  his  own  right,  as  owner  of  the  fee,  and  the  homestead  inter- 
est in  the  moiety  of  which  the  wife  died  seised  was  by  the 
statute  continued  for  his  benefit  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
minor  children  of  tlie  wife  until  the  youngest  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  each  moiety  of  the  fee  coutributing 

to  the  homestead  estate It  is  apparent  that  the  right 

of  occ-upaney  is  not  divisible,  and  although  the  minor  step- 
children could  only  have  homestead  in  the  moiety  of  which 
their  motlier  died  seised,  yet  the  right  of  occupancy,  so  long 
as  the  homestead  continues,  must  necessarily  continue  for 
tlieir  benefit  in  the  wliole  of  the  land  constituting  the  home- 
stead— tliat  is,  no  allotment  of  the  homestead  could  be  made 
except  by  setting  off  by  metes  and  bounds,  or  otherwise,  the 
dwelling-house,  etc.,  of  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars; 
and  it  necessarily  follows  that  any  allotment  of  homestead 
made  to  appellant  must  require  that  each  moiety  of  the  fee 
contribute  its  share  thereto.  It  was  not,  therefore,  error  for 
the  court,  upon  the  prayer  of  complainant  that  his  liomestead 
be  set  off,  to  find  and  declare  the  homestead  to  exist  in  the 
whole  of  said  premises." 

^'^  In  the  case  last  cited  the  husliand  and  wife  were  ten- 
ants in  cunnnou  of  the  property,  while  in  the  case  at  bar  they 


268  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.       [Illinois^ 

were  joint  tenants.  That  difference,  however,  is  not  material 
in  considering  the  nature  of  the  estate  held  by  the  husband 
and  wife  during  the  lifetime  of  both.  If  they  are  "jointly 
seised  of  an  estate  or  homestead"  in  the  property  held  by 
them  as  tenants  in  common,  it  necessarily  follows  that  they 
are  jointly  seised  by  them  as  joint  tenants. 

The  deed  from  Jacob  Deis  to  Caroline  Deis,  his  wife, 
was  inoperative  and  void  because  it  attempted  to  convey  the 
homestead  of  the  grantor  and  was  not  signed  and  acknowl- 
edged by  his  wife,  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  homestead 
act:  Kitterlin  v.  ]\Til\vaukee  ^lechanics'  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  134 
111.  647,  25  N.  E.  772,  10  L.  R.  A.  220 ;  Barrows  v.  Barrows, 
138  111.  649,  28  N.  E.  983.  The  deed  from  Caroline  Deis  to 
Dorotha  Singleman  was  likewise  void  because  it  attempted 
to  convey  the  homestead  of  Caroline  Deis  and  was  not  signed 
and  acknowledged  by  the  husband  of  the  grantor.  The  deed 
from  Dorotha  Singleman  to  the  appellant  depended  upon  the 
validity  of  the  deed  from  Caroline  Deis.  That  deed  being 
void,  the  deed  from  Dorotha  Singleman  to  the  appellant 
passed  no  title.  Upon  the  death  of  Caroline  Deis,  her  hus- 
band, Jacob  Deis,  became  seised  of  the  entire  title  to  the  prem- 
ises in  controversy  by  the  right  of  survivorship.  So  far  as 
this  record  shows,  he  died  seised  in  fee  of  those  premises  and 
they  descended  to  his  heirs,  subject,  however,  to  the  riglit  of 
his  administrator  to  resort  to  them  for  the  paj-ment  of  the 
debts  of  the  estate. 

The  decree  of  the  county  court  was  therefore  the  proper 
one  in  the  case,  and  it  will  accordingly  be  affirmed. 


A  Homestead  may  be  UeJd  by  a  husband  and  wife  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon: Gr;icp  V.  Grace,  96  ^linn.  291,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  C25,  and  see  the 
eases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto.  A  contrary  rule  seems 
to  prevail  in  ?ome  states:  See  the  notes  to  Wolf  v.  Flischacker,  63 
Am.  St.  Rep.   122;   McCoy  v.  Breenan,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  594. 

A  Conveyance  of  a  Homestead  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  need  not  be 
joined  in  by  her:  Kindley  v.  Spraker,  72  Ark.  22S,  105  Am.  St.  Rep. 
?>:!.  Some  courts,  however,  have  held  to  the  contrnry:  Robertson  v. 
Tippie,  209  111.  38,  101  Am,  St.  Eep.  217;  note  to  Jerdee  v.  Turbush, 
95   Am.   St.   Eep.   923. 
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SIIEDD  V.   SEEFELD. 

[230  111.  118,  82  N.  E.  580.] 

EECEIVERS — Jurisdiction  of  Equity  to  Adjudicate  Claims. — 
The  jurisdiction  of  a  eourt  of  equity,  having  attached  by  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  to  protect  the  equitable  rights  of  creditors 
of  a  concern,  will  be  retained  to  do  complete  justice  and  fully  ad- 
minister upon  the  property;  and  in  so  doing  the  court  may,  if  it 
sees  proper,  adjust  claims  against  the  property,  arising  either  out  of 
contract  or  tort,  and  make  all  proper  orders  in  respect  to  the  time 
and  manner  of  their  payment,     (p.  275.) 

JURY — Right  to,  in  Equity. — The  right  of  trial  by  jury,  con- 
sidered as  an  absolute  right,  does  not  extend-  to  cases  of  equitable 
jurisdiction,      (p.  276.) 

RECEIVERS — Enforcement  of  Claims  for  Torts. — A  court  of 
equity  that  has  appointed  a  receiver  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an 
intervening  petition  presenting  a  claim  for  damages  occasioned  by  an 
alleged  tort  of  the  receiver,  adjudicate  the  claim,  and  make  a  final 
order  for  its  payment,     (p.  277.) 

APPEAL. — In  Chancery  Proceedings  Errors  in  the  exclusion  or 
admission  of  evidence  are  not  grounds  for  a  reversal,  if  there  is  com- 
petent evidence  in  the  record  sufficient  to  support  the  decree,  and  the 
evidence  which  should  have  been  considered  would  not,  if  conLsidered, 
change  the  result,     (p.  277.) 

APPEAL. — While  the  Finding  of  the  Trial  Court,  and  its  ap- 
proval by  tlie  appellate  court,  are  not,  in  a  chancery  proceeding,  bind- 
ing upon  the  supreme  court,  the  latter  will  not  reverse  the  decree 
unless  it  is  clearly  against  the  evidence,     (p.  277.) 

Oliver  &  McCartney,  for  the  appellants. 

Atwood,  Pease  &  Loiicks,  for  the  appellees. 

"s  VICKERS,  J.  On  May  22,  1899,  and  prior  thereto, 
John  Druecker  was  conducting  a  warehouse  business  on  cer- 
tain premises  situated  in  the  city  of  Chicago.  On  the  above 
date  he  executed  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  said  premises  to  E. 
A.  Shedd,  of  Chicago,  and  Benjamin  F.  Harris,  Jr.,  of 
Champaign,  Illinois,  for  an  expressed  consideration  of  seventy 
thousand  dollars.  Afterward  John  Druecker  filed  his  l)ill 
in  chancery  to  have  said  deed  declared  a  mortgage,  and  on 
May  23,  1901,  F.  A.  ^^^  Smith  and  others,  ^creditore  of 
Druecker,  filed  a  bill  for  the  same  purpose,  theirs  being  in 
the  nature  of  a  creditors'  bill.  The  two  cases  were  afterward 
consolidated.  The  property  has  been  described  in  these  pro- 
ceedings and  in  said  deed  as  whdrfing  lots  3  and  4  in  block 
J,  opposite  lots  4  and  5  in  block  8,  in  the  original  town  of 
ChicaLTo.  also  forty  feet  south  of  and  adjoining  said  lot  4  in 
blo<-k  J. 
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On  June  11,  1901,  E.  J.  Piggott  was  appointed  receiver 
for  said  property  known  as  the  Dniecker  warehouse.  On 
November  21,  1902,  Piggott  resigned  and  Rawson  Waller 
was  appointed  receiver  in  his  stead.  Waller  conducted  said 
warehouse  business  until  ^Mareh  21,  1903,  when,  pursuant 
to  decree  and  order  of  court,  the  said  property  was  turned 
over  to  Shedd  and  Harris.  The  order  of  the  coui:t  entered 
"March  21,  1903,  provided  as  follows:  "It  is  further  ordered 
that  the  receiver  file  his  account  within  thirty  days,  and  shall 
on  INIarch  23,  1903,  turn  over  the  possession  of  said  premises, 
and  the  business  thereon,  to  said  Shedd  and  Harris  on  reason- 
able request,  the  same  to  be  subject  to  the  receiver's  certifi- 
cate, and  all  indebtedness,  liquidated  and  unliquidated,  in- 
curred by  him  or  them,  and  said  property  shall  be  held  by 
said  E.  A.  Shedd  and  B.  F.  Harris,  Jr.,  subject  to  all  exist- 
ing liens  against  said  receiver  and  ex-receiver  and  subject  to 
claims  and  liens  to  be  hereafter  adjudicated,  whifh  shall  be 
paid  by  said  Shedd  and  Harris  when  and  as  established  by 
this  court,  and  said  receiver  shall  make  full  report  to  the 
court,  and  the  court  reserves  all  matters  relating  to  the  re- 
ceivership and  administration  thereof  for  further  considera- 
tion and  disposition." 

On  March  21,  1903,  Joachim  Seefeld  and  Charles  F.  See- 
feld,  appellees  herein,  by  leave  of  the  court,  filed  an  inter- 
vening petition  in  said  cause,  naming  E.  J.  Piggott,  rei'civer, 
Rawson  Waller,  receiver,  E.  A.  Shedd  (one  of  the  appel- 
lants herein)   and  B.  F.  Harris,  Jr.,  as  defendants. 

On  December  29,  1903,  Albert  ]\I.  Johnson  (the  other  ap- 
pellant herein)  filed  his  petition  in  said  cause,  alleging 
^'^  that  he  had  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  and  interest  of 
said  B.  F.  Harris.  Jr.,  in  the  property  in  question  by  virtue 
of  a  certain  quitclaim  deed  to  the  same  from  said  Harris  and 
wife,  and  prayed  for  leave  to  intervene  in  this  suit  and  to 
answer  the  petition  of  J.  Seefeld  and  C.  F.  Seefeld,  instaiiter. 

The  intervening  petition  of  the  Seefelds  alleged  that  on 
Se})tember  20,  1902,  they  entered  into  a  contract  with  E.  J. 
Piggott,  receiver,  to  store  four  thousand  barrels  of  apples  in 
cold  storage,  at  a  specified  rate;  that  pursuant  to  such  con- 
tract they  sliiiii)ed  twenty-one  carloads,  or  three  thousand 
six  hundred  and  ninety-three  barrels,  of  apples  to  said  re- 
ceiver for  storage;  that  said  receiver  received  notice  of  the 
arrival  of  each  of  said  cars  in  Chicau-o;  that  it  then  became 
the  dnty  of  the  receiver  to  phice  said  apples  in  cold  storage 
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within  twenty-four  hours  of  receipt  of  such  notice;  that  it 
was  also  his  duty  to  keep  said  apples  at  a  temperature  of 
thirty  to  thirty-three  degrees  (Fahrenheit)  above  zero;  that 
said  receiver  disregarded  his  duty  in  these  matters ;  that  he 
allowed  said  apples  to  remain  in  the  railroad  yards  more  than 
twenty-four  hours  before  placing  them  in  cold  storage,  there- 
by allowing  said  apples  to  go  into  what  is  called  a  second 
sweat,  which  blisters  them,  so  that  their  market  value  is  re- 
duced and  they  become  what  is  known  as  second  grade 
peddler's  stock;  that  the  receiver  failed  to  keep  the  tempera- 
ture between  thirty  and  thirty-three  degrees,  Fahrenheit ;  that 
the  said  receiver  carelessly  and  negligently  conducted  said 
warehouse  by  allowing  water  to  accumulate  and  stand  on  the 
floors  and  by  allowing  the  building  to  become  damp  and 
foul,  so  that  the  barrels  of  apples  were  covered  with  mud 
and  dirt;  that  by  reason  of  being  allowed  to  stand  on  the 
railroad  tracks  until  they  were  blistered  and  burned  by  go- 
ing into  said  second  sweat  before  being  placed  in  cold  stor- 
age, and  by  reason  of  the  temperature  not  being  kept  be- 
tween thirty  and  thirty-three  degrees,  said  apples  became 
badly  rotted,  and  it  was  necessary  to  resort  and  repack  each 
of  said  barrels  before  they  could  be  sold;  that  the  apples 
were  from  the  best  orchards,  carefully  *^*  selected  and 
packed;  that  the  natural  shrinkage  in  apples  is  ten  per  cent, 
but  the  shrinkage  in  these  apples  was  twenty-five  per  cent. 

An  accounting  and  general  relief  are  prayed  for  in  the 
petition.  Answers  and  replications  were  filed  and  the  is- 
sues were  tried  upon  the  oral  testimony  of  witnesses  heard 
in  open  court,  together  with  documentary  evidence  submitted, 
and  the  deposition  of  one  witness  who  was  too  sick  to  appear 
in  open  court.  On  February  18,  1905,  the  court  rendered 
a  decree  in  favor  of  the  appellees  for  the  sum  of  three  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  eighty-eight  dollars  and  thirty-four 
cents,  and  made  the  same  a  lien  upon  the  warehouse  prop- 
erty described  in  the  pleadings.  The  case  was  taken  to  the 
appellate  court  for  the  first  district  under  a  writ  of  error, 
and  that  court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  court  below.  The 
case  now  comes  here  on  appeal  from  the  appellate  court. 

^^^  Appellants'  first  and  most  serious  contention  is,  that 
the  circuit  court  of  Cook  county  sitting  in  chancery  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  try  this  cause,  for  the  reason  that  appellees' 
claim  is  for  alleged  damages  growing  out  of  a  tort  and  is 
cognizable   only    in    a    court   of   law.     The    precise   question 
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presented  by  this  assignment  of  error  has  not  been  decided 
by  this  court,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  find,  and  no 
case  is  cited  by  either  side  which  we  regard  as  an  authorita- 
tive decision  of  the  question.  Appellants  insist  that  the  case 
of  Brown  v.  Wabash  R.  R.  Co.,  96  111.  297,  is  an  authority 
supporting  their  contention.  "We  do  not  so  regard  it.  The 
Toledo.  Wabr.sh  and  Western  Railway  Company  was  being 
operated  by  Jacob  D.  Cox  as  receiver,  appointed  by  the  con- 
current orders  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  Lucas  county, 
Ohio,  the  circuit  court  of  Cass  county,  Indiana,  and  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  Vermilion  county,  Illinois,  and  while  so  operat- 
ing, Roberts,  a  fireman,  was  killed  through  the  alleged  negli- 
gence of  the  receiver.  Under  an  order  of  the  court  the  rail- 
road, and  all  of  its  property  and  equipment,  had  been  sold 
and  passed  into  the  ownership  of  the  Wabash  Railway  Com- 
pany. A  provision  in  the  decree  under  which  the  property 
was  sold  required  the  purchaser  to  assume  and  pay  all  lia- 
bilities incurred  in  respect  to  said  railroad  or  its  business 
by  the  receiver  during  the  pendency  of  the  legal  proceed- 
ings relating  to  the  receivership  and  the  subsequent  sale. 
Assuming  that  this  provision  in  the  decree  created  a  lien  upon 
the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  Wabash  Railway  Company, 
the  administrator  of  Roberts  filed  an  original  bill  in  equity 
against  the  Wabash  Railway  Company  in  the  Sangamon 
county  circuit  court  to  ascertain  and  establish  his  damages 
resulting  from  the  death  of  Roberts  ^^■*  and  for  an  order 
requiring  the  Wabash  Railway  Company  to  pay  it.  This 
court,  while  conceding  the  existence  of  the  lien,  held  that  a 
court  of  equity  would  not  by  an  original  action  take  juris- 
diction of  a  case  involving  a  question  of  unliquidated  dam- 
ages arising  from  a  tort.  That  case  decides  the  familiar  doc- 
trine that  a  court  of  chancer}^  is  not  the  forum  in  which  to 
settle  purely  legal  questions.  No  question  was  there  pre- 
sented or  decided  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  chan- 
cery, under  whose  direction  a  trust  fund  is  being 'adminis- 
tered by  its  receiver,  to  determine  any  legal  matter  that  ma>- 
arise  ancillary  to  the  due  administration  of  the  trust  prop- 
erty. A  careful  examination  of  that  case  shows  that  it  has 
no  applii-ation  to  the  question  involved,  in  the  case  at  bar. 

Knickerbocker  v.  Benes,  195  111.  434,  63  N.  E.  174,  relied 
on  by  appellees,  is  a  case  substantially  like  the  case  at  bar  in 
its  far-ts.  and  this  court  U]>held  a  judgment  growing  out  of 
a  tort  against  a  receiver  where  the  damages  had  been  ascer- 
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tained  and  assessed  by  the  chancellor,  but  no  question  was 
there  raised  or  decided  in  respect  to  the  procedure.  It  ap- 
pears to  have  been  conceded  by  the  parties  that  the  circuit 
court  wherein  the  receivership  was  being  administered  prop- 
erly took  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  claim  for  damages. 
While  this  case  is  not  a  direct  authority  on  the  question  here 
involved,  it  at  least  shows  that  a  court  of  chancery  did  in 
that  case  take  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  a  matter 
sounding  in  damages  growing  out  of  a  tort,  and  that  its 
judgment  hais  been  affirmed  by  this  court. 

Appellants  rely  with  great  confidence  on  Palys  v.  Jewett, 
32  N.  J.  Eq.  302,  as  supporting  their  position.  That  case 
was  a  suit  against  the  receiver  of  a  railway  company  for 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by 
reason  of  the  negligence  of  the  employes  of  the  receiver  in 
the  management  of  a  train  of  cars.  The  case  was  heard  be- 
fore the  vice-chancellor,  who  found  for  the  receiver.  The 
report  of  the  case  which  we  have  seen  does  not  show  how 
'^^^  the  case  was  brought  into  court.  The  decision  of  the  vice- 
chancellor  is  reversed  on  the  merits  and  the  cause  is  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  enter  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  for  three  thousand  dollars.  From  the  report  of 
the  case  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff,  and  not  the  receiver, 
was  protesting  against  the  trial  of  the  case  without  a  jury. 
In  the  course  of  the  opinion,  on  page  317,  it  is  said:  "These 
observations  constitute  a  pointed  reaffirmation  of  the  proper 
rule  of  practice  as  promulgated  by  Lord  Eldon,  establishing 
plainly,  as  they  do,  that  in  this  class  of  cases  the  chancellor 
will  not  undertake  to  decide  a  purely  legal  question  against 
the  person  who  demands  from  him  a  trial  at  law." 

From  this  quotation  we  infer,  though  the  report  does  not 
so  show,  that  the  petitioner  or  plaintiff  in  that  case  had  ap- 
plied to  the  chancellor  for  leave  to  bring  his  action  at  law, 
which  being  denied,  he  was  compelled  to  submit  his  case  to 
the  vice-chancellor.  We  reach  this  conclusion  more  readily 
from  the  fact  that  in  Potter  v.  Spa  Spring  Brick  Co.,  47 
N.  J.  Eq.  442,  20  Atl.  852,  that  court,  in  commenting  on  its 
earlier  decision  of  Palys  v.  Jewett,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  302,  said: 
"Palys  V.  Jewett  was  a  proceeding  by  a  person  who  had  been 
injured  by  a  railway  train  run  by  a  receiver  of  the  court, 
for  redress  in  damages  for  such  injury,  and  the  opinion  of 
the  learned  chief  justice  in  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals 
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was  based  on  the  supposed  fact  (5  Stew.  Eq.  318,  319)  that 
the  petitioner  had  asked  this  court  for  leave  to  proceed  at 
law,  or  at  least  for  a  trial  by  jury,  and  had  been  refused, 
and  so  was  forced,  afjainst  his  will,  to  submit  his  case,  in  all 
its  parts,  to  the  determination  of  this  court." 

There  are  other  expressions  in  the  Palys  case  from  which 
it  is  clear  that  the  learned  chief  justice  had  in  mind  cases 
where  the  party  was  drawn,  against  his  will,  to  litigate  legal 
questions  in  a  court  of  chancery.  It  is  stated  in  that  case 
iis  a  reason  why  the  court  would  consider  the  case  on  its 
merits,  that  no  appeal  had  been  taken  from  the  order  re- 
fusing a  trial  by  jury.  Further  commenting  on  the  Palys 
*^^  case,  the  court  wherein  it  was  decided,  ten  years  later, 
in  Potter  v.  Spa  Spring  Brick  Co.,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  442,  20  Atl. 
852,  said:  "These  cases  (Palys  and  others)  do  not  apply 
to  a  case  where  a  party  who  has  a  cause  of  action  against 
a  receiver  of  this  court  comes  voluntarily  into  the  court  and 
by  his  petition  asks  the  court,  not  to  permit  him  to  sue  at 
law,  but  to  do  him  justice  according  to  his  own  notion  of 
what  is  just,  submitting  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  and  offering  to  do  what  the  court  deems  equitable. 
And  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  such  a  case  it  is  competent  for 
this  court  to  hear  and  deal  with  his  complaint,  and  that  it 
does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  its  receiver  to  object  to  such 
assumption  of  jurisdiction." 

It  thus  appears  that  Palys  v.  Jewett,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  302,  when 
carefully  examined  in  the  light  of  the  subsequent  case  by 
the  same  court,  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  authority  support- 
ing appellants  in  the  ease  at  bar.  Here,  appellees  voluntarily 
came  into  the  court  of  chancery,  not  demanding  a  jury,  but 
offering  to  submit  their  cause  to  the  court  for  decision.  No 
question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  hear  the  case 
was  made  by  either  party  in  the  court  below  and  no  request 
was  made  for  a  jury.  Under  such  circumstances  the  prac- 
tice has  been,  so  far  as  we  are  able  to  ascertain  from  the 
adjudicated  cases,  for  the  court  wherein  the  receiver  was 
appointed  to  take  jurisdiction  and  determine  all  matters  an- 
cillary to  the  proceeding,  regardless  of  the  character,  im- 
portance or  complexity  of  the  questions  involved.  When  a 
court  of  chancery  appoints  a  receiver  to  take  charge  of  the 
property  and  affairs  of  a  corporation  or  other  person,  the 
receiver  becomes,  in  a  sense,  the  mere  ministerial  agent  of 
the    court.     His   po.-se.ssion   of   the   property    is   the    court's 
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possession,  and  it  has  often  been  adjudieated  a  contempt  of 
court  to  bring  a  suit,  or  otherwise  interfere  or  intermeddle 
with  the  receivership  affairs,  unless  leave  is  obtained  for 
that  purpose  from  the  court  wherein  the  receivership  is  be- 
ing administered.  So  complete  and  exclusive  is  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  appointing  the  receiver,  that  it  is  held 
^^"^  by  many  high  authorities,  among  them  the  United  States 
supreme  court  (Barton  v.  Barbour,  104  U.  S.  126,  26  L.  ed. 
672),  that  a  judgment  rendered  against  a  receiver  by  another 
court  without  leave  to  bring  the  suit  is  void  for  the  want 
of  jurisdiction.  This  court  has  not  gone  to  that  extent.  The 
rule  established  by  this  court  in  Mulcahey  v.  Strauss,  151 
111.  70,  37  N.  E.  702,  is,  that  while  it  is  a  contempt  of  court 
to  bring  suit  against  a  receiver  without  leave  and  the  court 
appointing  the  receiver  may  attach  for  contempt  or  enjoin 
the  proceeding,  the  failure  to  obtain  leave  does  not  oust  the 
other  courts  of  the  state  of  jurisdiction.  This  rule  is,  how- 
ever, subject  to  an  exception  in  cases  Avhere  the  purpose  of 
the  suit  is  to  deprive  the  receiver  of  his  possession  of  the 
property  of  the  receivership.  In  such  cases  the  judgment  is 
void  unless  leave  is  obtained  to  prosecute  such  suit:  St.  Louis 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  158  111.  366,  41  N.  E.  777.  When, 
in  furtherance  of  justice,  it  becomes  necessary  for  a  court 
of  equity  to  lay  hold  of  the  affairs  of  an  insolvent  or  fail- 
ing debtor  and  appoint  a  receiver  to  manage,  operate  or  wind 
up  his  affairs,  it  would  be  a  strange  restriction  upon  the 
powers  of  such  court  if  it  could  adjust  only  such  questions 
arising  in  the  course  of  the  administration  as  are  ordinarily 
cognizable  in  a  court  of  equity.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
of  equity  having  attached  in  the  first  instance  to  protect  the 
equitable  rights  of  creditors,  it  will  be  retained  to  do  com- 
plete justice  and  fully  administer  upon  the  property,  and  in 
so  doing  a  court  of  chancery  may,  if  it  sees  proper  to  do  so, 
adjust  claims  against  the  property  arising  either  out  of  tort 
or  contract  and  determine  the  amount  thereof,  and  make  all 
proper  orders  in  respect  to  the  time  and  manner  of  their 
payment. 

We  perceive  no  reason  why  the  practice  in  this  state  should 
not  conform  to  and  be  governed  by  the  same  principles  that 
are  applied  in  the  federal  courts,  and  especially  as  the  prac- 
tice existed  in  those  courts  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  Congress  approved  IMarch  3,  1887,  which  act  permits 
^*  suits  at  law  to  be  V^'ought  against  a  receiver  appointed 
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by  a  federal  court  without  obtaining  leave  from  the  court 
making  the  appointment.  The  rule  adhered  to  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States  is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Woods  in  Barton  v.  Barbour,  104  U.  S.  126,^  26  L.  ed. 
672:  "Such  is  not  the  course  and  practice  of  courts  of  equity 
in  administcrinsr  a  trust  estate.  The  costs  and  expenses  of 
the  trust  are  allowed  by  the  court  upon  a  reference  to  its 
own  master.  If  the  adjustment  of  the  claim  involves  any 
dis])ute  in  reg:ard  to  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  rcf-eivcr 
or  any  other  fact  upon  which  his  liability  depends,  or  in  re- 
gard to  the  amount  of  damages  sustained  by  a  party,  the 
court,  in  a  proper  case,  in  the  exercise  of  its  legal  discre- 
tion, either  of  its  own  motion  or  on  the  demand  of  the  party 
injured,  may  allow  him  to  sue  the  receiver  in  a  court  of  law 
or  direct  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue  to  settle  the  contested 
facts.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  wliieh  is  against  the  re- 
ceiver for  a  personal  injury  sustained  by  her  wliile  traveling 
on  the  railroad  managed  by  him,  stands  on  precisely  the  same 
footing  as  any  of  the  expenses  incurred  in  the  execution  of 
the  trust,  and  must  be  adjusted  and  satisfied  in  the  same 
way."  We  find  nothing  in  the  adjudicated  cases  in  this 
state  opposed  to  the  doctrine  of  Barton  v.  Barbour,  10-4  U.  S. 
126,  26  L.  ed.  672,  and  it  is  supported  by  the  weight  of  au- 
thority outside  this  state  and  seems  to  be  well  grounded  in 
sound  reason. 

Appellants  insist  that  the  effect  of  sustaining  the  juris- 
diction of  chancery  in  cases  of  this  character  is  to  deprive 
the  party  of  the  constitutional  right  to  a  trial  by  a  jury.  Tho 
answer  to  this  contention  is,  that  the  right  of  trial  by  jury, 
considered  as  an  absolute  right,  does  not  extend  to  cases  of 
equitable  jurisdiction:  5  Pomeroy's  Equity  Jurisprudence, 
sec.  171,  and  cases  there  cited.  If  appellants'  argument  is 
sound  on  this  point  there  would  be  manj^  cases  of  equitabuj 
jurisdiction  that  courts  of  equity  could  not  settle,  because,  as 
an  incident  to  the  main  controversy,  some  matter  would  arise 
in  which  the  parties  would  be  entitled  to  a  jury  if  the  same 
^^^  matter  should  arise  as  a  distinct  transaction  in  a  court 
of  law.  In  bills  to  foreclose  mortgages,  for  an  accounting 
and  relating  to  partnership  affairs,  and  in  many  others,  mat- 
ters frequently  arise  for  determination  which,  if  they  stood 
alone  and  disconnected  with  other  circumstances  which  give 
a  court  of  equity  jurisdiction,  would  be  properly  cognizable 
in  a  court  of  law  and  triable  by  a  jj^iry.     But  it  is  the  con- 
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vStant  practice  of  courts  of  chancery  to  adjust  all  questions 
arising  between  the  parties  relating  to  the  subject  matter  of 
the  litigation  which  are  brought  into  issue  by  the  pleadings, 
regardless  of  whether  such  matter  is  legal  or  equitable  in 
its  character.  We  have  no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Cook  county,  sitting  as  a  court  in  chancery, 
to  hear  the  evidence  and  adjudicate  upon  appellees'  claim 
and  to  make  a  final  order  for  its  payment. 

The  other  assignments  of  error  do  not  require  elaborate 
discussion.  It  is  urged  that  the  court  erred  in  the  exclu- 
sion and  admission  of  testimony.  This  being  a  chancery  pro- 
ceeding, any  error  in  this  regard  is  unimportant  if  there 
is  competent  evidence  in  the  record  sufficient  to  support  the 
decree  and  the  evidence  which  ought  to  have  been  consid- 
ered would  not,  if  considered,  change  the  result:  Treleaven 
V.  Dixon,  119  III  548,  9  N.  E.  189,  and  cases  there  cited. 
"Without  intimating  any  dissatisfaction  with  the  rulings  of 
the  trial  court  in  this  regard,  we  are  content  to  rest  our  con- 
clusion on  the  ground  that  the  competent  evidence  in  the 
record  is  quite  sufficient  to  support  the  decree,  and  that  no 
evidence  excluded  could  have  led  to  any  different  result. 

Other  assignments  of  error  relate  to  questions  of  fact,  such 
as  that  the  decree  is  excessive  and  that  there  is  a  failure  of 
the  evidence  to  support  the  findings.  While  the  finding  of 
the  court  below,  and  its  approval  by  the  appellate  court,  are 
not,  in  a  chancery  proceeding,  binding  on  this  court,  still 
we  will  not  reverse  a  decree  unless  it  is  clearly  against  the 
evidence.  After  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence,  aided 
by  the  exhaustive  briefs  and  the  oral  arguments  *^®  of  coun- 
sel, we  are  unable  to  find  any  reason  for  disagreeing  with 
the  trial  and  api^ellate  courts  on  the  questions  of  fact  in- 
volved. 

Finding  no  error  in  this  record  the  judgment  of  the  ap- 
pellate court  for  the  first  district  is  affirmed. 


ENFORCEMENT     AGAINST     A     RECEIVER     OF     LIABILITIES 
SOUNDING  IN  TORT. 

I.  Liability  to  Persons  Interested  in  Estate, 
a.  In  General,  278. 
"b.  In  the  Case  of  Bank  Deposits,  278. 

II.  Liability  to  Persons  not  Interested  in  Estate. 

a.  In  General,  279. 

b.  In  Case  of  Trespass  or  Conversion.  279. 

c.  In  Caje  ol  Wrongs  Done  Prior  to  His  Appointment,  279. 
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m.  Liability  for  Acts  of  Agents  and  Eniployfia. 

a.  In  His  Individual  Capacity,  280. 

b.  In  His  Official  Capacity,  280. 

IV.  Manner  of  Enforcement  of  Liability,  281. 

I.    Liability   to   Persons   Interested   in   Estate. 

a.  In  General. — A  receiver,  in  caring  for  the  property  or  manag- 
ing the  business  over  which  he  has  been  appointed,  is  bound  to  pro- 
ceed with  at  least  ordinary  care  and  prudence.  ^Vhen  he  uses 
ordinary  care  and  prudence,  that  is,  the  care  and  diligence  which  an 
ordinarily  prudent  man  uses  in  handling  his  own  estate,  he  has  ful- 
filled the  measure  of  his  ollicial  duty,  and  is  not  answerable  for  lossis 
which  occur  to  the  property  and  assets  in  his  charge;  but  when  he 
fails  to  exercise  this  degree  of  care  and  diligence,  he  becomes  answer- 
able for  the  consequences  of  his  neglect  or  dereliction.  He  is  not  an 
insurer  of  the  safety  of  the  property;  ordinary  care  is  the  test  of  his 
responsibility.  The  measure  of  his  responsibility,  therefore,  is  analo- 
gous to  that  of  an  administrator  or  guardian:  Eskridge  v.  Rushworth, 
3  Colo.  App.  562,  34  Pac.  4S2;  Pangburn  v.  American  Vault  etc.  Co., 
205  Pa.  93,  54  Atl.  508;  Grocsbeck  Cotton  Oil  Gin  etc.  Co.  v.  Oliver 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  97  S.  W.  1092;  Chandler  v.  Gushing- Young  Shingle 
Co.,  13  Wash.  89,  42  Pac.  548;  United  States  Blowpipe  Co.  v.  Spcm-or, 
61  W.  Va.  191,  56  S.  E.  345;  Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127, 
99  N.  W.  909;  Gutterson  v.  Lebanon  Iron  etc.  Co.,  151  Fed.  72. 

In  Heifron  v.  Kice,  149  111.  216,  41  Am.  St.  Eep.  271,  36  N.  E.  502, 
a  receiver  acting  as  manager  of  a  hotel  is  held  not  answerable  for  a 
small  sum  of  money  loaned  to  a  guest.  And  in  Ilnmm  v.  J.  Stone  cV 
Sons  Livestock  Co.,  13  Tex.  Civ.  Apx>.  414,  35  S.  W.  427,  a  receiver  is 
held  not  responsible  for  the  loss  of  cattle  simply  because  he  permitted 
them  to  remain  on  the  range,  nor  for  property  destroyed  by  fiie 
merely  because  he  did  not  insure  it. 

b.  In  Case  of  Bank  Deposits. — A  receiver  may  deposit  the  fur.ils 
of  the  estate  coming  into  his  hands  in  a  bank  of  good  standing  and 
repute;  and  in  determining  the  character  of  the  bank,  that  degree  of 
care  and  prudence  is  exacted  which  ordinarily  is  exercised  by  reasou- 
ably  cautious  men  in  transacting  their  business  of  like  importance. 
If  he  uses  this  degree  of  care  and  prudence,  he  is  not  responsible  for 
any  lo.-:s,  due  to  a  failure  of  the  bank.  The  same  is  true  in  rcfLnnee 
to  continuing  the  deposit:  State  v.  Corning  State  Sav.  Bank,  lilS 
Iowa,  597,  105  N.  W.  159;  Ficener  v.  Bott  (Ky.),  47  S.  W.  251;  (Jrous- 
bcck  Cotton  Oil  etc.  Co.  v.  Oliver  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  97  S.  W.  ]o[}-2. 
Compare,  however,  Eicks  v.  Broylcs,  78  Ga.  010,  6  Am.  St.  Ji(j[>.  HoO, 
■d  S.  E.  772;  State  v.  Gooch,  97  N.  C.  186,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  284,  1  S.  E. 
053.  But  the  rule  is  otherwise  where  he  docs  not  deposit  the  money 
as  trustee,  but  mingles  it  with  his  own  funds  and  makes  tlie  deposit 
in  his  own  name,  deriving  profit  therefrom:  Schwartz  v.  Kt^slouo 
Oil  Co.,  153  Pa.  283,  25  AtL  1018. 
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n.    Liability  to  Persons  not  Interested  In  Estate. 

a.  In  General. — A  receiver  in  charge  of  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration and  of  the  management  of  its  business  is  bound  to  the  same 
degree  of  care  as  the  corporation  would  be  under  the  control  of  its 
board  of  directors,  and  ia  liable  in  his  official  character  for  his  neg- 
ligence and  the  negligence  of  his  agents  and  employes,  whereby  in- 
jury results  to  the  person  or  property  of  persons  other  than  those 
directly  interested  in  the  estate.  This  rule  is,  perhaps,  most  fre- 
quently applied  to  receivers  of  railroad  companies.  Claims  founded 
upon  such  negligence  have  been  classed  as  operating  expenses,  and 
allowed  priority:  Bartlett  v.  Cicero  Light  etc.  Co.,  177  111.  68,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  206,  52  N.  E.  339,  42  L.  R.  A.  715;  Knickerbocker  v. 
Bencs,  195  111.  434,  63  N.  E.  174;  Malott  v.  Shimer,  153  Ind.  35,  74 
Am.  St.  Eep.  278,  54  N.  E.  101;  Fullerton  v.  Fordyce,  121  Mo.  1,  42 
Am.  St.  Eep.  516,  25  S.  W.  587;  Texas  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  76 
Tex.  421,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  60,  13  S.  W.  463;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co, 
v.  Holbrook,  73  Fed.  112,  19  C.  C.  A.  385;  note  to  Green  v.  Coast  Line 
B.  E.  Co.,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  425. 

b.  In  Case  of  Trespass  or  Conversion. — A  receiver  is  liable  person- 
ally as  for  a  trespass  or  conversion  where  he  takes  possession  of 
property  not  included  in  the  trust,  notwithstanding  he  tak.  ■?  posses- 
sion under  an  order  of  court.  His  official  character  is  no  defense: 
Gutsch  V.  Mcllhargey,  69  Mich.  377,  37  N.  W,  303;  Kenney  v.  Eauney, 
96  Mich.  617,  55  N.  W.  982;  Kirk  v.  Kane,  87  Mo.  App.  274;  Curran 
v.  Craig,  22  Fed.  101;  Ilartell  v.  Tilgliman,  99  U.  S.  547,  25  L.  ed. 
357;  Barton  v.  Barbour,  104  U.  S.  126,  26  L.  ed.  672;  note  to  Malott 
V.  Shimer,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  289.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  receiver  to  de- 
mand goods  fraudulently  transferred  to  a  third  party,  and,  upon  a 
refusal,  to  bring  suit  for  their  recovery;  and  if  he  takes  the  property 
from  one  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  which  he  received  his 
appointment,  against  the  will  of  such  party,  he  does  so  at  his  own 
personal  risk,  and  will  not  be  protected  by  the  court  when  not  acting 
for  it:  Tappscott  v.  Lyon,  103  Cal.  297,  37  Pac.  225.  A  receiver  who 
disobeys  an  order  of  court,  and  thereby  converts  to  his  own  use  prop- 
erty in  his  possession  as  receiver,  may  be  imprisoned  for  contempt 
of  court,  both  for  the  direct  contempt  of  disobeying  the  order,  and 
for  refusal  to  restore  the  property  so  converted  by  him:  Tindall  v. 
Nisbctt,  114  Ga.  224,  39  S.  E.  849. 

c.  In  Case  of  Wrong-s  Done  Prior  to  His  Appointment. — A  re- 
ceiver is  not  liable  for  a  tort  committed  by  the  corporation  prior 
to  his  appointment,  and  hence  is  not  a  proper  party  in  an  action  to 
r(t'i.ver  damaj,'os  therefor:  Decker  v.  Gardner,  124  N.  Y.  334,  26  N.  E. 
814,  11  L.  E.  A.  480;  Finance  Co.  v.  Charleston  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  46  Fed. 
50S;  Northern  Pac.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Heflin,  83  Fed.  93,  27  C.  C.  A.  460; 
McDermott  v.  Crook,  20  App.  D.  C.  465.  His  duty  and  liability  com- 
mence with  his  apjiointinent,  and  his  assumption  of  the  control  of  the 
business  of  the  corporation.    He  is  tiieu  substituted  for  the  corporation, 
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and  assumes  toward  the  public  the  duty  and  liabilities  of  the  corpora- 
tion. If  the  property  is  out  of  repair,  and  a  due  regard  for  public 
safety  demands  it  to  be  put  in  repair,  the  duty  devolves  upon  him  to 
take  proper  steps  to  this  end,  and  for  a  neglect  of  this  duty  he  be- 
comes liable  to  any  person  injured  through  such  neglect:  Bobinson  v. 
Mills,  25  Mont.  391,  65  Pac.  114. 

m.     Liability  for  Acts  of  Agents  and  Employes. 

a.  In  His  Individual  Capacity. — A  receiver  who  is  himself  free  from 
fault  is  not  personally  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  employes  in 
operating  the  business  in  his  charge:  McGhec  v.  Willis,  134  Ala.  281,  32 
South.  301;  Bartlett  v.  Cicero  Light  etc.  Co.,  177  111.  68,  69  Am.  St. 
Eep.  206,  52  N.  E.  339,  42  L.  E.  A.  715;  Erskine  v.  Mcllrath,  60  Minn. 
485,  62  N.  W.  1130;  Vanderbilt  v.  Central  E.  E.  Co.,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  669, 
12  Atl,  188;  Keating  v.  Stevenson,  21  App.  Div.  604,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
847;  Cardot  v.  Barney,  63  N.  Y.  281,  20  Am.  Eep.  533;  McNulta  v. 
Lockridge,  141  U.  S.  327,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  11,  35  L.  ed.  796.  "A  re- 
ceiver, as  such,  upon  principle  and  authority,  is  not  personally  liable 
for  the  torts  of  his  employes.  Were  he  so  liable,  few  men  would  take 
the  responsibility  of  such  a  trust;  it  is  only  when  he  himself  com- 
mits the  wrong  that  he  is  held  personally  liable.  The  proceedings 
against  him  as  receiver,  for  the  wrongs  of  his  employes,  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  renders  the  property  in  his  hands,  as  such, 
liable  for  compensation  for  such  injuries":  Davis  v.  Duncan,  19  Fed. 
477. 

b.  In  His  Official  Capacity. — The  liability  of  a  receiver  for  tho 
torts  of  his  employes  and  agents,  when  he  himself  is  free  from  fault, 
is  in  his  official  capacity.  In  such  capacity  he  is  answerable  for  their 
torts:  I'ullerton  v.  Fordyce,  121  Mo.  1,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  516,  25  S.  W. 
587;  Murphy  v.  Holbrook,  20  Ohio  St.  137,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  633;  Inter- 
national etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Bender,  87  Tex.  99,  26  S.  W.  1047;  Memphis 
&  C.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Ilocchner,  67  Fed.  456,  14  C.  C.  A.  469.  The  judg- 
ment, therefore,  should  not  be  rendered  against  him  individually, 
but  as  receiver,  payable  out  of  the  funds  held  by  him  in  that  capacity, 
in  due  course  of  administration  of  his  receiversliip:  McXulta  v.  Eusch, 
135  ill.  46,  24  N.  E.  631;  Eobinson  v.  Kirkwood,  91  111.  App.  54;  Louis- 
ville Southern  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Tucker's  Admr.,  105  Ky.  492,  49  S.  W. 
314;  Camp  v.  Barney,  4  Ilun,  373;  Eddy  v.  Prentice,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
58,  27  S.   \V.  1063. 

"A  receiver  of  a  railroad  company,  who  is  exercising  the  franchises 
of  such  company  and  operating  its  road,  is,  in  his  official  capacity, 
amenable  to  the  same  rules  of  liability  that  are  applicable  to  the 
company  when  it  is  operating  the  road  by  virtue  of  the  same  fran- 
chises. For  torts  committed  by  his  servants  while  operating  the 
railroad  under  his  management,  he  is  responsible  upon  the  principle 
of  respondeat  superior.  The  liability,  however,  is  not  a  personal  lia- 
bilitv,  but  a  liability  in  his  official  capacity  only;  and  the  damages 
for  such  torts  are  not  to  be  recovered  in  suits  against  him  ^eibouaiiy, 
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and  collected  on  executions  against  his  individual  property,  but  re- 
covered in  suits  or  proceedings  in  which  he  is  named  or  designated  as 
receiver,  and  to  be  paid  only  out  of  the  fund  or  property  which  the 
court  appointing  him  has  placed  in  his  possession  and  under  his  con- 
trol": McNulta  V.  Lockridge,  137  111.  270,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  362,  27 
N.  E.  452. 

"The  sole  liability  of  a  receiver,  except  in  cases  in  which  he  is 
personally  at  fault,  is  official;  and  when  his  official  character  ceases, 
and  the  property,  through  which  alone  his  official  liability  may  be 
discharged,  has  passed  from  his  hands,  and  he  has  been  by  the  court 
discharged  from  his  trust,  then  no  judgment  can  be  rendered  against 
him,  for  with  the  termination  of  his  official  existence  ends  his  official 
liability":  Averill  v.  McCook,  86  Mo.  App.  346;  Ryan  v.  Hays,  62  Tex. 
42.  But  when  it  does  not  appear  that  the  receivership  is  terminated, 
a  mere  averment  that  the  property  and  funds  have  passed  out  of  his 
possession  and  beyond  his  control  will  not  constitute  a  good  defense 
in  an  action  against  him  for  personal  injuries:  Erb  v.  Popritz,  59 
Kan.  264,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  362,  52  Pac.  871. 

Statutes  abolishing  or  modifying  the  fellow-servant  rule  in  the  case 
of  railway  corporations  bind  the  receivers  of  such  concerns  and  make 
them  officially  answerable  to  their  employes  for  the  negligence  of 
coemployes,  under  circumstances  where  the  corporation  itself  would 
have  been  liable  if  under  the  control  of  its  board  of  directors:  Hunt 
v.  Connor,  26  Ind.  App.  41,  59  N.  E.  50;  Sloan  v.  Central  Iowa  Ry. 
Co.,  62  Iowa,  728,  16  N.  W.  331;  Rouse  v.  Harry,  55  Kan.  589,  40  Pac. 
1007;  Mikkelson  v.  Truesdale,  63  Minn.  137,  65  N.  W.  260;  Powell  v. 
Sherwood,  162  Mo.  605,  63  S.  W.  485;  Hornsby  v.  Eddy,  56  Fed.  461, 
a  C.  C.  A.  560.  A  contrary  rule,  however,  seems  to  prevail  in  Georgia: 
Plendcrson  v.  Walker,  55  Ga.  481;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  East  Tennessee 
etc,  Ey.  Co.,  69  Fed.  353. 

IV.    Manner  of  Enforcement  of  Liability. 

In  those  cases  where  a  receiver  may  be  sued  without  leave  of  the 
court  which  appoints  him,  it  is  doubtless  competent  for  a  person  in- 
jured by  his  negligence  or  misconduct  to  pursue  him  at  once  in  a 
court  of  law  by  nn  action  for  damages:  Malott  v.  Shiner,  153  Ind.  35. 
74  Am.  St.  Rep.  278,  54  N.  E.  101.  The  judgment  recovered  against 
liini,  unless  the  case  is  one  where  he  can  be  held  individually  liable, 
is  vendeied  against  him  as  a  receiver,  payable  out  of  the  funds  held 
liv  liim  in  that  capacity,  in  due  course  of  administration  of  his  re- 
c-eivcrship:  MeXulta  v.  Ensch,  134  111.  46,  24  N.  E.  631;  McXulta  v. 
Lockridge,  137  111.  270,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  362,  27  N.  E.  452;  Camp  v. 
Bumf  y,  4  Ilun,  373. 

But  the  remedy  at  law  seems  not  exclusive,  whether  or  not  leave  of 
the  appointing  court  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  sue.  The 
court  of  equity  which  appointed  the  receiver  may,  in  its  discretion, 
permit  tlie  aggrieved  party  to  sue  at  law,  or  it  may  itself  take  cogniz- 
ance of  the  liability  when  the  injured  party  comes  voluntarily  into 
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such'court  by  petition  for  redress,  and  the  receiver  cannot  successfuHy 
object  to  its  jurisdiction.  Tlae  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  equity 
having  once  attached  to  protect  the  equitable  rights  of  creditors,  it 
may  be  retained  to  do  complete  justice  and  fully  administer  upon 
the  property.  In  so  doing,  the  court  may,  if  it  sees  proper  ta  do  so, 
adjust  claims  against  the  property  sounding  in  tort,  determine  the 
amount  thereof,  and  make  all  proper  orders  in  respect  to  the  time 
and  manner  of  their  payment,  thus  obviating  any  necessity  for  the 
aggrieved  party  resorting  to  another  forum:  See  the  principal  case; 
Klein  v.  Jewett,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  474;  Potter  v.  Spa  Springs  Brick  Co., 
47  N.  J.  Eq.  442,  20  Atl.  852;  Barton  v.  Barbour,  104  U.  S.  126,  26 
L,  ed.  672. 


COAL  BELT  ELECTRIC  RAILWAY  CO:\rPANT  v.  PEA- 
BODY  COAL  co:mpany. 

[230  111.  164,  82  N.  E.  627.] 

CORPORATIONS — Estoppel.— One  Who  Purchases  All  the 
Stock  in  a  corporation  docs  not  acquire  the  ownership  of  the  corporate 
property  so  that  representations  made  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase in  regard  to  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  draw  its  water 
supply  from  a  pond  can  create  an  estoppel  in  favor  of  the  corpora- 
tion Itself,     (p.  286.) 

ESTOPPEL.— Clear,  Precise,  and  Unequivocal  Evidence  is  re- 
quisite to  establish  an  estoppel,     (p.  286.) 

Forman  &  Wliitnel  and  "William  II.  Warder,  for  the  ap- 
pellants. 

Arthur  W,  Underwood  and  Denison  &  Spiller,  for  the  ap- 
pellees. 

i«5  DUNN,  J.  In  1889,  and  later,  the  Egyptian  Pros- 
])ecting  Company  purchased  the  coal  underlying  certain  lands 
in  Williamson  county  and  began  the  sinking  of  a  mine  and 
Ihe  construction  of  a  coal-washer,  near  which  was  constructed 
a  pond  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  water  necessary  for  use 
in  said  mine  and  washer.  On  March  21,  1901,  all  the  rights 
of  the  Egyptian  Prospecting  Company  were  conveyed  to  the 
f^oiithern  Illinois  Coal  Mining  ?.nd  Washing  Company,  which 
continued  to  own  and  operate  the  mine  and  washer  until 
January  7,  ]905,  when  it  conveyed  all  its  interests  to  the 
Peabody  Coal  Company  of  Illinois.  In  1901  the  Coal  Belt 
Electric  Railway  Company  built  an  electric  railroad  pas-iu;-: 
near  the  said  mine  and  constructed  its  power-nouse  near  ijiJ 
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pond.  The  water  supply  for  this  power-house  was  first  ob- 
tained from  the  pond  above  mentioned  under  a  verbal  ar- 
rangement between  the  pr&sidents  of  the  two  companies,  the 
railway  eorapany  paying  nothing  for  the  privilege  and  hav- 
ing no  right  beyond  the  oral  consent  of  the  president  of  the 
Southern  Illinois  Coal  Mining  and  Washing  Company.  The 
water  was  used  in  this  way  for  some  time  but  with  much 
controversy  between  the  superintendents  of  the  two  compa- 
nies, the  superintendent  of  the  mining  company  demanding, 
when  the  water  was  low  in  the  pond,  that  the  railway  com- 
pany should  cease  using  it.  Finally  the  railway  company 
laid  a  pipe  to  the  shaft  of  another  mine  and  for  a  few  weeks 
used  the  water  from  that  mine,  until  a  deep  well  was  driven 
near  the  power-house.  The  water  obtained  from  the  well  was 
not  good  for  use  in  the  boilers,  and  while  ^^^  it  could  be 
used  and  was  used  to  some  extent,  the  railway  company  con- 
tinued to  use  the  water  from  the  pond  whenever  it  was  per- 
mitted to  do  so  and  at  times  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
mining  company.  The  stock  of  the  railway  company  at  first 
was  owned  equally  by  Francis  S.  Peabody,  Arthur  W.  Un- 
derwood and  Frank  P.  Reed,  the  latter  being  president  of  the 
company.  Later  Mr.  Reed  sold  his  stock  to  the  other  two, 
and  in  1902  or  1903  they  sold  all  the  stock  to  the  Peabody 
Coal  Company  of  New  Jersey.  The  stock  of  the  Southern 
Illinois  Coal  Mining  and  Washing  Company  originally  be- 
longed to  ]\Ir.  Peabody,  Mr.  Reed,  Mr.  Armstrong  and  Mr. 
]\Iorris.  The  Peabody  Coal  Company  of  New  Jersey  owned 
all  the  capital  stock  of  the  Peabody  Coal  Company  of  Illinois, 
which  was  a  distinct  corporation,  and  Francis  S.  Peabody 
was  president  of  both  companies.  The  Peabody  Coal  Com- 
pany of  Illinois  owned  all  the  capital  stock  of  the  Southern 
Illinois  Coal  ]\Iining  and  Washing  Company  in  190-i.  On 
December  12,  1904,  the  Peabody  Coal  Company  of  New  Jer- 
sey sold  to  George  J.  Gould  all  the  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  railway  company  for  a  consideration  amounting 
to  seven  hundred  and  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  the  parties 
executed  a  written  contract  of  sale,  whereby  the  Peabody 
Coal  Company  guaranteed  the  existence  of  certain  facts  in 
regard  to  the  indebtedness,  x)roperty,  franchises  and  other 
conditions  of  the  railway  company,  and  made  certain  agree- 
nieiits  jii)t  necessary  to  be  speeilically  stated,  in  regard  to 
tlie  tranie  of  said  railway  compam-  and  the  mines  controlled 
by   tlie   Peabody  Coal  Company.     After  the  transfer  of  the 
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stock  to  ;Mr.  Gould,  the  railway  company  continued  using 
Avater  from  the  pond.  The  superintendent  of  the  mining  com- 
pany notified  the  superintendent  of  the  railway  company  that 
the  water  was  not  sufficient  for  both  and  that  the  rail- 
way company  must  make  some  other  arrangement  for  water. 
Finally,  on  September  22,  1906,  the  Peabody  Coal  Company 
notified  the  railway  company  to  remove  its  intake  pipe  from 
the  pond  within  two  days,  or  on  failure  to  do  so  ^^"^  the  coal 
company  would  remove  it.  Thereupon  the  railway  company, 
George  J.  Gould  and  the  other  appellants  filed  their  bill  in 
the  circuit  court  of  Williamson  county,  alleging  that  the  in- 
dividual appellants  were  the  owners  of  all  the  stock  of  the 
railway  company,  and  that  in  the  sale  of  said  stock  to  Gould 
the  Peabody  Coal  Company  and  F.  S.  Peabody  showed  him 
the  property  of  said  railway  company,  and,  as  a  part  thereof, 
said  pond,  and  stated  that  the  railway  company  had  a  pro- 
prietary interest  in  said  pond  and  in  the  water  therein,  and 
that  said  pond  was  a  part  of  the  plant  of  the  railway  company. 
The  bill  prayed  that  the  Peabody  Coal  Company  be  enjoined 
from  removing  the  railroad  company's  intake  pipe  from  said 
pond,  and  from  interfering  in  any  way  with  the  taking  by  the 
railway  company  of  water  from  said  pond  for  its  power-house. 
A  temporary  injunction  was  issued,  an  answer  was  filed,  and 
on  a  hearing  the  temporary  injunction  was  dissolved  and  the 
bill  was  dismissed  for  want  of  equity.  The  complainants 
thereupon  prosecute  this  appeal. 

The  Coal  Belt  Electric  Railway  Company  had  no  easement 
in  the  pond  and  could  not  itself  maintain  this  bill.  It  is 
claimed  that  the  circumstances  of  the  purchase  of  the  stock  of 
the  railway  company  by  IMr.  Gould  create  in  his  favor  an  equi- 
table estoppel  against  the  Peabody  Coal  Company's  deny- 
ing that  the  railway  company  has  an  easement  to  take  its 
supply  of  water  from  the  pond.  Appellants  claim  that  'Mr. 
Gould,  by  his  purchase  of  the  stock  of  the  railway  company, 
ae(iiiired  all  the  property  of  the  railway,  and,  in  addition,  the 
riglit  to  a  supply  of  water  for  the  power-house  from  the 
pond.  The  Peabody  Coal  Company  of  New  Jersey  had  no 
dii'oct  ownership  vf  the  property  of  the  railway  company, 
but  was  the  owner  of  its  stock,  and  it  was  the  latter  which 
was  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract  with  Mr.  Gould.  By 
its  purcliase  Mr.  Gould  did  not  acquire  tlie  ownersliip  of  the 
property  of  the  railway  company.  The  ownership  of  that 
propcfty    remained    in    the    Coal    Belt    Electric  ^^^  Railway 
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Company  as  before,  unaffected  by  the  sale.  Mr.  Gould  merely 
became  a  stockholder  of  the  railway  company  but  not  the 
owner  of  its  property  in  a  legal  sense,  though  he  could  control 
its  action  by  the  selection  of  its  officers:  Humphreys  v.  Mc- 
Kissoek,  140  U.  S.  304, 11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  779,  35  L.  ed.  473 ;  Sel- 
lers V.  Greer,  172  111.  549,  50  N.  E.  246,  40  L.  R.  A.  589 ;  2  Cook 
on  Stofk  and  Stockholders,  sec.  709.  After  the  transfer  of  the 
stock  the  Coal  Belt  Electric  Railway  Company  sustained  the 
same  relation  to  its  property  as  before.  It  neither  acquired 
nor  lost  any  right,  by  estoppel  or  otherwise,  for  it  was  no 
party  to  the  transaction.  It  drew  water  from  the  pond  by 
sufferance  before  the  change  in  the  ownership  of  its  stock, 
and  it  had  no  greater  right  afterward. 

But  if  the  sale  had  been  of  the  property  of  the  railway  com- 
pany the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  support  the  bill.  The 
allegation  is  that  the  defendants  showed  the  pond  as  a  part 
of  the  property  owned  by  the  Coal  Belt  Electric  Railway 
Company,  and  stated  that  said  company  had  a  proprietary 
interest  in  said  pond  and  the  water  therein,  and  that  said 
pond  was  a  part  of  the  plant  of  said  company.  Mr.  Middle- 
ton  was  ]Mr.  Gould's  representative  to  inspect  the  physical 
property  of  the  company  before  the  purchase  of  the  stock, 
and  he  testified  that  Mr.  Peabody  told  him  the  supply  of 
water  was  from  the  pond;  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  power 
plant  and  that  the  supply  was  sufficient  to  operate  the  plant. 
Mr.  Burns  testified  that  Mr.  Peabody  said  the  supply  of 
w'ater  came  from  the  pond,  and  that  "we"  have  a  proprie- 
tary interest  in  the  pond.  Mr.  Peabody  testified  that  he  said 
the  supply  of  water  came  from  the  pond,  but  that  he  did 
not  say  that  the  railway  company  had  a  proprietary  interest 
in  the  pond  or  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  railway  company's 
property.  This  is  all  the  evidence  on  this  point.  It  w^as 
true  that  the  supply  of  water  came  from  the  pond.  The 
coal  companies  which  IMr.  Peabody  represented  had  a  pro- 
prietary interest  in  the  pond,  and  if  he  made  the  statement 
]Mr.  Burns  testified  to,  "we"  could  as  well  refer  to  the  coal 
^^'*  companies  as  to  the  railway  company.  As  to  the  state- 
ment that  the  pond  was  a  part  of  the  plant  of  the  railway 
company,  one  Avitness  asserts  and  the  other  denies  that  it  was 
made.  This  testimony  falls  short  of  that  clear,  precise  and 
unequivocal  evidence  requisite  to  establish  an  estoppel.  In 
the  written  contract  wiiich  was  prepared  after  Mr.  IMiddle- 
ton  had  inspected  and  reported  upon  the  property  nothing 
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is  said  about  the  water  supply,  tlion<::^h  all  other  items  of 
property  are  mentioned  in  dotnil.  If  the  parties  understood 
that  the  ptiiid  was  a  part  of  the  plant  of  the  railway  com- 
pany, it  is  stran<j:e  that  so  iinp:»vlaiit  an  item  sbonld  have 
boon  oiiiilted  from  the  guaranty  wliidi  was  required  of  the 
dcfcnulant  in  tlio  contract  for  the  "^ale  of  the  stoL-lc. 

Since  neither  the  Coal  Belt  liailway  Company  nor  the 
Coal  Belt  Electric  Railway  Company  had  any  easement  in 
the  pond,  a  eonvej'ance  of  all  the  property  would  have  car- 
ried no  right  to  draw  water  from  the  pond  as  appurte- 
nant to  the  property.  The  warranty  of  the  Peabody  Coal 
Company  tbat  the  Coal  Belt  Electric  Railway  Company 
owned  a  power-house  with  machinery  tliorcin,  a  theater,  also 
a  punip-lunise  and  machinery  connected  therewith,  also  a  bat- 
tery-house, and  other  appurtenances,  all  of  which  property 
was  to  be  mentioned  in  an  inventory  then  being  made  up 
by  the  representatives  of  the  parties,  could  not  apply  to  an 
eiisoment  for  drawing  water,  which  was  not  mentioned  in 
the  warranty  or  the  inventory,  and  did  not,  in  fact,  belong 
to  the  railway  eomj^any. 

The  evidence  did  not  entitle  the  appellants  to  the  relief 
prayed  for.  avd  the  bill  was  properly  dismissed. 

Decree  ai'ilnued. 


A  Corporation  and  If.i  Storl-lwldcrs  are,  in  contompiation  of  law,  dis- 
tinct from  each  otlier:  I'irst  Nat.  Bank  v.  'WinelKster,  119  Ala.  1G8, 
72  Am.  St.  liep.  9U4;  Home  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barber,  G7  Neb.  G44,  108 
Am.  St.  Eep.  716.  As  to  the  ciVect,  on  this  rule,  of  a  concentration  of 
all  The  stock  of  the  corporation  in  the  hamls  of  one  shnreholder,  see 
j  i;.st  Xat.  Bank  v.  Winchester,  119  Ala.  IGS,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  904; 
Swilt  V.  Smith,  (i.")  ^Id.  42S,  .17  Am.  St.  Eep.  33G;  Button  v.  ilulfmau, 
CI  Wis.  20,  5U  Am.  Eep.   131. 
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PEOPLE  V.  MACAULET. 

[230  111.  208,  82  N.  E.  612.] 

ATTORNEYS — Grounds  for  Disljarment. — Where  an  attorney, 
upon  discovering  a  defect  in  the  charter  of  a  corporation,  conspires  to 
harass  the  company  and  to  embarrass  its  business  by  organizing  a 
corporation  of  the  same  name  ostensibly  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
a  similar  business,  but  really  for  the  sole  purpose  of  injuring  its  busi- 
ness and  extorting  money  from  it,  his  conduct' warrants  disbarment 
proceedings,  although  he  acta  openly  and  under  a  claim  of  right, 
(p.  290.) 

ATTORNEYS.— The  Standard  of  Personal  and  Professional  In- 
tegrity which  should  be  applied  to  persons  admitted  to  practice  law 
is  not  satisfied  by  such  conduct  as  merely  enables  them  to  escape  the 
penalties  of  the  criminal  law.     (p.  290.) 

ATTORNEYS. — Youth  or  Inexperience  does  not  extenuate  the 
offense  of  fraudulent  conspiracy  to  extort  money  that  is  inconsistent 
with  the  common  honesty  which  should  be  an  attribute  of  every  at- 
torney having  the  license  of  this  court,     (p.  291.) 

John  L.  Fogle,  for  the  relator. 

Cantwell  &  Roth  and  Charles  H.  Soelke,  for  the  respondent. 

20S  DUNN,  J.  The  state's  attorney  of  Cook  county  filed 
an  information  in  this  court  for  the  disbarment  of  the  re- 
spondent, Charles  P.  R.  Maeauley,  who  was  enrolled  as  an  at- 
torney ^^^  on  June  7,  1900.  The  cause  was  referred  to  a 
commissioner  to  take  the  evidence  and  report  his  conclusions 
of  law  and  fact,  and  this  has  been  done. 

For  several  years  prior  to  the  year  1900  the  Colliery  En- 
gineer Company,  a  Pennsylvania  corporation,  had  been  con- 
ducting a  school  under  the  name  of  "The  International  Cor- 
respondence Schools  of  Scranton,  Penns.ylvania. "  Instruc- 
tion was  by  correspondence  through  the  mails  and  the  students 
were  furnished  text-books  by  the  corporation.  The  school 
had  agonts  in  all  parts  of  the  country  soliciting  students 
and  had  built  up  a  large  business.  An  active  competitor  of 
this  school  was  the  American  School  of  Correspondence  of 
Boston,  of  which  Romanta  F.  ]\Iiller,  Jr.,  was  president. 
Soon  after  respondent's  admission  to  the  bar  he  was  employed 
as  a  solicitor  by  the  American  School  of  Correspondence,  and 
sought  to  induce  students  of  its  competitor  to  abandon  their 
contracts  and  make  new  ones  with  him.  lie  succeeded  in 
inducing  one  Charles  Peacock  to  abandon  his  contract  with 
the  Sernnton  corporation  upon  promise  that  the  respondent 
would  defend  him  without  charge  in  case  a  suit  was  com- 
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menfod  for  the  violation  of  the  contract.  Suit  was  brought 
and  respondent  appeared  for  the  defendant,  for  which  he 
received  twenty-five  dollars  from  IMiller.  The  defense  was 
that  the  Pennsylvania  corporation  was  illegally  doing  busi- 
ness in  this  state.  After  the  trial  the  respondent  induced 
the  state  authorities  to  begin  an  action  against  the  Pennsyl- 
vania corporation  to  recover  the  penalty  provided  by  statute 
in  case  a  foreign -corporation  illegally  does  business  within 
this  state.  In  August,  1901,  he  went  to  Scranton,  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  induced  certain  citizens  to  apply  for  a  charter 
under  the  laws  of  that  state  for  a  corporation  to  be  known 
as  **The  International  Correspondence  Schools,"  with  its 
principal  office  at  Scranton.  He  represented  that  he  would 
make  a  good  sum  of  money  for  himself  and  those  who  joined 
him,  as  the  Colliery  Engineer  Company  would  pay  him  well 
to  give  up  the  charter  which  he  was  applying  ^^^  for.  Upon 
learning  the  object  of  the  respondent  some  of  the  signers  re- 
quested to  have  their  names  erased  from  the  application. 
Other  names  were  substituted  and  notice  of  the  application 
published.  "While  the  application  was  pending,  the  officers 
of  the  Colliery  Engineer  Company  made  application  for  a 
charter  for  the  International  Correspondence  Schools  and  for 
a  change  of  the  name  of  the  Colliery  Engineer  Company  to 
the  International  Text  Book  Company.  Respondent  opposed 
these  applications  and  the  Colliery  Engineer  Company  op- 
posed respondent's  application  for  a  charter.  While  these 
contests  were  pending  respondent  obtained  a  charter  from  the 
state  of  Illinois  for  a  corporation  to  be  known  as  "The  Inter- 
national Correspondence  Schools  of  Scranton,  Pennsylvania," 
and  made  application  to  the  Pennsylvania  authorities  for  a 
license  for  it  to  do  business  in  that  state  as  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion, which  application  was  opposed  by  the  officers  of  the 
Colliery  Engineer  Company.  Respondent  then  formed  what 
was  known  under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  as  a  limited  part- 
nership, using  the  name  "The  International  Correspondence 
Schools,  Limited."  He  also  formed  another  limited  partner- 
ship under  the  name  of  "The  Collier>'  Engineer  Company, 
Limited."  His  applications  for  a  charter  and  for  a  license 
for  his  Illinois  corporation  to  do  business  in  Pennsylvania 
were  refused  and  the  application  of  the  officers  of  the  Colliery 
Engineer  Company  for  a  charter  and  a  change  of  name  was 
allowed.  Respondent  then  applied  for  a  charter  under  the 
Pennsylvania  law  for  a  corporation  to  be  known  as  "The 
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Colliery  Engineer  Company,"  and  thereupon  a  bill  was  filed 
by  the  International  Text  Book  Company,  successor  to  the 
Colliery  Engineer  Company,  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of 
all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  International  Correspondence 
Schools,  to  restrain  the  respondent  and  his  associates  from 
conducting  schools  or  doing  any  other  business  under  the 
names  "International  Correspondence  Schools"  and  "Col- 
liery Engineer  Company" — the  names  of  the  two  limited 
^**  partnerships  formed  by  him — and  also  to  prevent  the  Illi- 
nois corporation  known  as  the  Illinois  Correspondence  Schools 
of  Scranton,  Pennsylvania,  from  using  any  of  said  names. 
While  the  bill  was  pending  respondent  was  arrested  on  a 
charge  of  conspiracy  and  held  to  bail.  lie  finally  agreed 
with  the  manager  of  the  International  Text  Book  Company 
to  abandon  all  proceedings  inimical  to  the  Colliery  Engineer 
Company  or  its  successors,  not  to  further  annoy  or  harass 
said  International  Text  Book  Company,  to  surrender  all  his 
rights  and  papers  connected  with  said  proceedings  and  to 
permit  the  injunction  prayed  for  in  said  bill  to  be  made  per- 
petual. He  also  signed  a  written  statement  setting  forth  his 
ob.ject  and  purpose  in  the  business  in  which  he  had  been 
engaged.  The  commissioner  found  that  the  respondent  orig- 
inated and  devised  the  scheme  aforesaid  to  annoy  and  injure 
the  Colliery  Engineer  Company  in  its  business  by  instigating 
prosecutions  against  said  company  on  the  charge  of  violating 
the  statutes  of  the  several  states  concerning  foreign  corpora- 
tions, advised  the  American  School  of  Correspondence  of 
such  scheme,  sought  the  conduct  thereof  as  its  attorney,  and 
was  employed  for  such  purpose  by  Romanta  T.  Miller,  Jr.,  its 
president.  It  was  while  employed  by  such  attorney  that 
res{)ondent  made  the  efforts  above  mentioned  to  secure  the 
various  charters  of  incorporation.  Miller  contributed  over 
six  hundred  dollars  to  the  scheme,  but  about  August  24,  1901, 
advised  respondent  that  the  American  School  of  Correspond- 
ence was  unwilling  to  have  its  name  used  in  that  connection, 
and  that  the  remittances  already  made  and  thereafter  to  be 
made  in  aid  of  said  scheme  should  be  treated  as  Miller's  per- 
sonal investment  in  said  business.  He  also  suggested  that 
respondent  sliould  sever  all  official  relations  with  the  Ameri- 
can Scl'.ool  of  Correspondence,  but  tliat  this  would  make  no 
difference  in  the  personal  relation  of  IMiller  to  the  business. 

All  the  acts  of  the  respondent  in  these  transactions  were 
douc   with   tlie   approval   and  concurrence    of    lionianta    T, 

Am.    St.    Rop.,   Vol.    12U — 19 
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**2  Miller,  Jr.,  and  their  motive  was  to  harass  and  annoy  the 
Colliery  Engineer  Company  and  by  causing  it  large  ex- 
pense and  injuring  its  business,  to  induce  it  to  pay  the  re- 
spondent and  his  associates  a  large  amount  of  money  to 
desist  from  further  annoj^ance  and  injury.  The  respondent 
and  his  associates  at  no  time  intended  to  conduct  the  busi- 
r:0.ss  of  a  correspondence  scliool,  but  they  conspired  to  take 
the  name  of  the  Colliery  Engineer  Company  in  order  to 
cause  it  to  pay  a  large  sum  of  money  to  be  relieved  from  their 
attacks  upon  and  injury  to  its  already  established  business, 
the  sole  purpose  being  to  compel  that  company  to  buy  its 
peace  from  respondent's  attacks  by  the  payment  of  his  de- 
mands. 

The  substance  of  the  charge  against  the  respondent  is, 
that  having  discovered  what  he  regarded  as  a  defect  in  the 
charter  of  the  Colliery  Engineer  Company,  he  organized  a 
conspiracy  to  harass  that  company  and  to  embarrass  its  busi- 
ness by  organizing  corporations  having  its  name  or  the  name 
in  'which  its  business  was  transacted,  apparently  for  the  pur- 
pose of  conducting  a  similar  business  but  really  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  injuring  the  business  of  the  Colliery  Engineer 
Company  and  extorting  money  from  it.  The  commissioner 
has  found  that  charge  is  proved,  and  no  exception  having 
been  taken  to  bring  the  evidence  or  any  of  his  rulings  before 
us,  it  is  to  be  taken  as  true.  The  statement  of  the  charge 
made  and  proved  sufficiently  characterizes  the  moral  quality 
of  the  respondent's  acts.  His  counsel  seek  to  justify  them 
for  the  reason  that  what  he  did  was  done  openly,  under  a 
claim  of  right,  and  that  his  action  was  ^^^  praiseworthy  be- 
cause he  gave  the  Colliery  Engineer  Company  an  opportunity 
to  test  the  question  at  the  start.  This  argument  would  carry 
weight  if  the  respondent  had  been  in  good  faith  attempting 
to  oi'ganize  a  corporation  for  a  lawful  purpose,  but  wliile  pre- 
tending to  do  so  his  sole  object  was  the  dishonest  and  unlaw- 
ful purpose  of  extorting  money  by  interfering  with  the  es- 
tal)lislicd  business  of  a  corporation  already  organized.  He 
did  not  intend  to  engage  in  the  business  for  tlic  purpose  for 
which  he  pretended  to  organize  his  corporation,  but  he  in- 
tended to  demand  money  for  not  doing  so. 

The  standard  of  personal  and  professional  integrity  which 
should  be  applied  to  persons  admitted  to  practice  law  in  the 
courts  is  not  satisfied  by  such  conduct  as  merely  enables  them 
to  escape  the  penalties  of  the  criminal  law.    The  statute  and 
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the  rules  of  this  court  require  a  good  moral  character  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  a  license  as  an  attorney.  This  includes  at 
least  common  honesty,  and  is  not  consistent  with  an  effort 
to  obtain  a  part  of  the  wealth  of  another  by  any  means  not 
denounced  by  the  criminal  statutes.  The  predatory  instinct 
wliich  led  to  respondent's  raid  upon  the  Colliery  Engineer 
Company  is  accompanied  with  an  obtuse  moral  discernment 
whick  seems  not  to  realize  that  the  respondent's  use  of  the 
forms  of  law  in  that  matter  was  not  proper.  Youth  or  inex- 
perience does  not  extenuate  the  offense  of  a  fraudulent  con- 
spiracy to  extort  money  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  common 
honesty  which  should  be  an  attribute  of  every  attorney  hav- 
ing the  license  of  this  court. 

No  reason  is  apparent  why  the  lapse  of  time  in  this  case 
makes  it  unjust  or  unfair  to  require  the  respondent  to  an- 
swer this  charge. 

The  rule  will  be  made  absolute  and  respondent's  name 
stricken  from  the  roll  of  attorneys  of  this  court. 


Grounds  for  the  Disljarwent  of  Attorneys  are  discussed  in  tlie  notes 
to  In  re  Philbrook,  45  Am.  St.  Rop.  71;  In  re  Thresher,  114  Am.  St. 
Re]).  839.  An  attorney  may  be  dishnrred  whcMii  ver  he  ceases  to  have 
a  yood  moral  character:  People  v.  fcimith,  200  111.  442,  93  Am.  St.  Eep. 
20(5. 


DEAr>:MAN  V.  YANTIS. 

[230  111.  243,  82  N.  E.  592.] 

WTLIiS — Creation  of  Life  Estate  and  Remainder. — A  devise 
to  the  wife  of  the  testator  for  and  during  her  natural  life,  and  at  her 
death  to  the  daughter  of  the  testator  and  her  two  children,  creates  in 
the  latter  a  vested  remainder,  subject  only  to  a  life  estate  in  the 
widow,     (p.    297.) 

PARTITIOiSr. — Reversioners  and  Remaindermen  owning  inter- 
ests in  fee  in  land  subject  to  an  unexpired  life  estate  are  entitled  to 
partition,     (p.    297.) 

EXECUTION. — A  Vested  Remainder  is  Subject  to  levy  and 
sale  on   execution   against  the  remainderman,     (p.   298.) 

EQUITY — Laches — Stale  Demands. — A  court  of  equity,  which 
is  never  active  in  relief  against  conscience  or  public  convenience,  has 
always  refused  its  aid  to  stale  demands  when  the  party  has  slept  upon 
his  rights  and  acquiesced  for  a  great  length  of  time.  Nothing  can 
call  forth  this  court  into  activity  but  conscience,  good  faith,  and 
reasonable  diligence,     (p.  299.) 

EQUITY — Laches — Etntr.te  of  Limitations. — In  administering 
their  remedies,   courts   of   c(jaity,   vvhile  sometimes   adopting   the   stat- 
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utory  period  of  limitation,  by  analogy,  have  never  regarded  them- 
selves bound  down  by  any  hard-and-fast  rule,  but,  looking  at  the 
parties,  their  relation  to  each  other,  and  the  Burrounding  circumstances, 
have  determined  the  question  of  diligence,  in  each  case,  according  to 
equity,  having  due  regard  for  those  elementary  principles  upon  which 
their  jurisdiction  rests,     (p.  300.) 

EXECUTION  SALE— Absence  of  Bona  Fide  Debt.— The  Pur- 
chaser  at  the  execution  sale  is  not  required  to  look  beyond  what  ia 
disclosed  upon  the  face  of  the  record  to  ascertain  whether  the  judg- 
ment was  founded  upon  a  bona  fide  debt.     (p.  301.) 

JUDGMENT — Absence  of  Bona  Fide  Debt. — A  judgment  fraud- 
ulently obtained  because  no  bona  fide  debt  existed  is  not  void,  but 
merely  voidable,  at  the  instance  of  the  party  aggrieved  when  he 
promptly  seeks  relief,     (p.  301.) 

MORTGAGE— Deed  Absolute. — The  Burden  of  Proof  is  upon  the 
party  alleging  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  intended  as  a 
mortgage,  to  establish  such  fact  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence, 
(p.  302.)     - 

MORTGAGE — Deed  Absolute — Right  to  Redeem. — "When  the 
legal  title  is,  by  deed  absolute  in  form,  conveyed  to  secure  a  loan,  no 
action  is  necessary  to  devest  the  right  to  redeem.  Such  right  may 
bo  lost  by  laches,     (p.  303.) 

MORTGAGE — Deed  Absolute-^Subsequent  Grantee. — Wlierc  one 
having  the  right  to  redeem  under  a  deed  absolute,  intendrd  as  a 
mortgage,  makes  a  sale  and  directs  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  to 
convey  the  premises  to  the  purchaser,  the  latter  takes  the  title  devested 
of  the  condition  of  defeasance,     (p.  303.) 

R.  M.  Peadro  and  Braz  D.  Tull,  for  the  appellants. 

Walter  C.  Headen,  George  B,  Rhoads  and  Dove  &  Dove, 
for  appellees. 

244  VICKERS,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  tlie 
Shelby  county  circuit  court  dismissing,  for  want  of  equilw 
a  bill  for  partition  filed  by  Elzina  Deadman  against  Cordelia 
Yantis  and  othera.  IMary  J.  Dixon,  who  was  a  defendant  in 
the  original  bill,  was  by  amendment  made  complainant.  John 
W.  Dixon,  another  defendant,  filed  an  answer  confessing 
the  material  allegations  in  the  bill,  and  subsequently  filed  a 
cross-bill  setting  up  certain  facts  and  praying  relief,  which 
will  be  more  fully  stated  hereinafter. 

The  original  bill  alleged  that  William  Claridge  wa.s  the 
owner  of  the  north  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  section 
15,  the  north  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  section  14 
and  the  southeast  quarter  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  section 
14,  township  12  north,  range  4  east,  in  Shelby  count}^  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  which  occurred  May  29,  1880 ;  that  said  Chir- 
idge  died  testate  and  that  his  Avill  was  duly  probated  in  Shelby 
county;  that  by  his  last  will  William  Claridge  devised  the 
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two  hundred  acres  of  land  above  described  to  his  widow, 
Elizabeth  M.  Claridge,  during  her  ^*'^  lifetime,  with  remain- 
der in  fee  to  his  daughter,  Mary  Jerusha  Dixon,  and  her  two 
children,  John  William  Dixon  and  Elzina  Dixon  (now  Elzina 
Deadman),  in  equal  parts,  as  tenants  in  common.  The  clause 
of  the  will  which  is  supposed  to  vest  the  above  interests  in 
the  parties  is  the  third,  and  is  as  follows : 

"Third— I  do  give,  devise  and  bequeath  unto  my  wife, 
Elizabeth  M.  Claridge,  for  and  during  her  natural  life,  my 
home  farm  on  which  I  now  live,  consisting  of  two  hundred 
acres,  described  as  follows,  to  wit:  The  north  half  of  the 
southeast  quarter  of  section  15,  and  the  north  half  of  the 
southwest  quarter  of  section  14,  and  the  southeast  quar- 
ter of  the  southwest  quarter  of  section  14,  all  in  township 
12  north,  range  4  east,  in  Shelby  county,  in  the  State  of 
Illinois;  and  it  is  my  will  and  desire,  and  I  do  direct,  that 
during  the  life  of  my  said  wife  my  said  daughter,  Mary 
Jerusha  Dixon,  and  her  children,  William  Dixon  and  Elzina 
Dixon  shall  live  upon  said  home  place  and  enjoy  the  use  and 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  at  the  death  of  said  wife  I  will 
and  devise  said  home  place  to  my  daughter,  Mary  Jerusha 
Dixon  and  her  said  children,  William  Dixon  and  Elzina 
Dixon,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  and  to  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs forever." 

The  bill  alleges  that  on  the  9th  of  January,  1905,  the 
widow,  Elizabeth  M,  Claridge,  died,  and  that  by  virtue  of 
said  will  the  title  to  the  real  estate  thereupon  became  vested 
in  Mary  Jerusha  Dixon  and  her  two  children,  John  W. 
Dixon  and  Elzina  Deadman,  as  tenants  in  common,  each 
owning  one-third  undivided  interest,  and  it  is  averred  that 
the  title  in  fee  did  not  vest  in  Mary  J.  Dixon  and  her  two 
children  prior  to  the  death  of  the  life  tenant.  Cordelia 
Yantis,  John  W.  Yantis,  E.  A.  Richardson,  George  D. 
Chafee,  and  others,  were  made  defendants,  and  as  to  the 
interest  or  claim  of  defendants  above  named  it  is  charged 
that  "they  claim  some  interest  in  or  to  said  premises,  or  a 
part  thereof,  as  grantees,  mortgagees,  judgment  creditoi-s 
'■^^  or  tenants,  which  said  interests,  and  each  of  them,  if  any 
there  are,  are  illegal  and  void  and  constitute  a  cloud  upon 
the  title"  of  the  parties  in  interest.  There  is  no  other  aver- 
ment in  the  original  bill  respecting  the  interests  or  claims 
of  the  defendants  than  the  general  statement  above  quoted. 
The  bill  concluded  with  the  usual  prayer  for  partition. 
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Cordelia  and  John  W.  Yantis  filed  a  joint  and  several 
answer  to  said  bill,  admitting  the  ownership  and  death  of 
William  Claridge  and  that  the  lands  were  devised  as  stated 
in  the  third  clause  of  the  will.  These  defendants,  however, 
contended  for  a  somewhat  ditTereiit  construction  of  the  clause 
of  the  will  devising  the  lands  in  (luestion.  The  answer  de- 
nies that  the  title  did  not  vest  under  the  will  until  the  death 
(»f  the  life  tenant,  and  charges  that  by  the  will  the  fee  vested 
in  Mary  J.  Dixon  and  her  two  children  subject  to  the  life 
estate  of  Elizabeth  Claridge.  The  answer  denies  that  Mary 
J.  Dixon  and  her  children,  or  either  of  them,  have  any  in- 
terest whatever  in  said  real  estate,  and  avers  that  Cordelia 
Yantis  owns  all  of  said  real  estate  in  fee  simple;  that  the 
title  of  Cordelia  Yantis  was  obtained  in  the  following  man- 
ner: On  February  17,  1890,  John  W.  Dixon  and  wife  con- 
veyed, by  warranty  deed,  his  undivided  interest  in  said  prcm- 
Ke.i  to  George  D.  Chafee,  and  that  on  February  17,  1892, 
Chafee  conveyed  the  same  "premises  to  Cordelia  Yantis;  that 
on  October  2,  1891,  the  said  John  W.  Dixon  conveyed,  by 
quitclaim  deed,  all  his  interest  in  the  premises  to  E.  A.  Rich- 
ardson, and  on  j\lay  19,  1892,  said  Richardson  conveyed  the 
said  premises  to  Cordelia  Yantis.  The  answer  then  alleges 
a  recovery  of  a  judgment  in  favor  of  J.  J.  Chrissenbcrry 
against  John  W.  and  Mary  J.  Dixon,  and,  by  virtue  of  an 
execution  on  said  judgment  levied  upon  the  interest  of  IMary 
J.  Dixon,  Cordelia  Yantis  obtained  a  sheriff's  deed,  under 
said  sale,  September  29,  189-1,  to  the  interest  of  Mary  J. 
Dixon  in  the  premises.  By  the  conveyance  aforesaid  it  is 
alleged  that  Cordelia  Yantis  became  the  owner  in  fee  simple 
of  a  two-thirds  interest  in  said  land,  ^*'  subject  only  to  tlie 
life  estate  of  the  widow,  Elizabeth  Claridge.  The  answer 
then  avers  that  on  October  1,  1894,  Cordelia  Yantis,  as  owner 
of  a  two-thirds  interest  in  fee,  filed  her  bill  for  partition 
against  Elzina  Deadman,  and  avers  that  siich  proceed in-js 
were  had  in  that  case  as  resulted  in  a  decree  of  the  circuit 
court  of  Shelby  county  finding  that  Cordelia  Yantis  was  the 
ow]ier  of  two-thirds  and  Elzina  Deadman  the  owner  of  the 
renuiining  one-third.  The  answer  shows  that  commissioners 
were  appointed  in  that  proceeding,  who  found  the  lands  not 
susceptible  of  division  and  partition  and  assigned  the  north- 
east quarter  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  section  14  and  the 
nortliwest  quarter  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  section  12, 
being  eighty  acres  of  the  two  hundred  acres,  to  Elizabeth 
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Claridge  in  full  of  her  interest  in  the  whole.  The  answer 
shows  that  the  lands  were  appraised  in  separate  tracts  at 
three  thousand  two  hundred  dollars  and  that  the  sale  was 
had  on  November  30,  1894,  and  that  Cordelia  Yantis  bought 
the  same  for  three  thousand  two  hundred  and  seventy-five 
dollars;  that  the  master  issued  a  certificate  of  sale  to  her, 
which  was  by  her  assigned  to  C.  W.  Steward,  upon  which  a 
master's  deed  was  issued  April  1,  1895,  conveying  to  Steward 
the  whole  of  said  premises,  including  the  eighty  acres  set  off 
to  the  widow,  subject,  however,  to  her  life  estate  in  said  eighty 
acres;  that  the  sale  was  afterward  approved  by  the  court, 
and  that  Elzina  Deadman  received,  in  full  of  her  one-third 
interest,  one  thousand  and  seventy-eight  dollars  and  forty-one 
cents,  and  receipted  for  the  same.  The  answer  charges  that 
Elzina  Deadman  had  been  duly  served  with  process  and  had 
full  knowledge  of  all  of  said  proceedings  and  that  she  re- 
ceived and  receipted  for  the  proceeds  of  said  sale,  and  that 
the  purchaser.  Steward,  went  into  possession  of  one  hundred 
and  twenty  acres  of  said  land,  the  widow  being  in  posses- 
sion of  the  other  eighty.  It  is  alleged  that  by  virtue  of  said 
partition  proceeding  and  sale  said  Steward  became  the  owner 
in  fee  simple  of  the  whole  of  said  tract,  subject  to  the  life 
estate  in  eighty  acres,  and  that  he  went  into  possession  and 
remained  in  open  and  notorious  possession  from  thence  until 
he  conveyed  ^^^  the  same ;  that  afterward  the  widow  leased 
the  said  eighty  acres  to  said  Steward,  and  that  under  the 
said  lease  said  Steward  was  in  possession  of  the  eighty  acres 
and  of  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres  as  owner.  It  is 
averred  that  said  Steward  made  valuable  and  lasting  im- 
provements upon  said  premises  after  he  obtained  said  deed 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit ;  that  on  June  10, 
1904,  said  Steward,  in  consideration  of  five  thousand  dollars, 
conveyed  the  whole  of  said  premises  to  Cordelia  Yantis,  sub- 
ject to  the  rights  of  the  widow  therein;  that  Cordelia  Yantis 
succeeded  to  the  immediate  possession  of  said  premisrs  and 
has  been  in  possession  all  of  the  time  until  the  bringing  of 
this  suit,  and  still  is  in  possession  of  same.  It  is  averred 
that  said  Steward  and  Cordelia  Yantis  paid  all  of  the  taxes 
assessed  upon  said  premises  under  claim  and  color  of  title 
made  in  good  faith,  and  that  such  payment  of  taxes  vras 
made  for  more  than  seven  successive  years  preceding  the  fil- 
ing of  the  bill.  The  answer  claims  title  by  limitation,  and 
sets  up  the  laches  of  Elzina  Deadman  in  bringing  this  suit 
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as  a  bar  to  the  same.  By  an  amondment  to  her  answer  Cor- 
delia Yantis  alleges  that  she  made  valuable  and  lasting  im- 
provements on  the  land  after  she  obtained  the  deed  from 
Steward. 

John  W.  Dixon  filed  a  cross-bill,  in  which  he  claimed  to 
1)0  the  owner  of  a  one-third  undivided  interest  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  charged  that  Mary  J.  Dixon  and  Elzina  Deadman 
were  the  owners  of  the  other  undivided  two-thirds  interest 
therein.  He  charges  in  his  cross-bill  that  his  undivided  in- 
terest is  subject  to  a  certain  indebtedness  due  to  John  "W. 
or  Cordelia  Yantis,  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  his  interest, 
brought  about  as  follows:  On  February  17,  1890,  John  W. 
Dixon  borrowed  from  George  D.  Chafee  five  hundred  dol- 
lars and  executed  to  Chafee  a  mortgage  in  the  form  of  a 
deed  for  said  premises  to  secure  a  note  for  said  amount ;  that 
on  October  2,  1891,  he  became  indebted  to  E.  A.  Richard- 
son in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  and  executed  to  him 
a  mortgage  in  the  form  of  a  deed  upon  said  premises  to  se- 
cure said  debt;  alleges  that  ^*®  on  February  17,  1892,  said 
Chafee  and  Richardson  were  desirous  of  receiving  their 
money,  and  that  John  W.  Dixon  arranged  with  John  W.  Yan- 
tis for  the  money  to  pay  said  indebtedness,  and  that  Chafee 
and  Richardson  were  to  transfer  said  security  to  Yantis; 
that  in  pursuance  of  this  arrangement  Chafee  and  Richard- 
son, at  the  request  of  Dixon,  and  by  arrangements  with  John 
W.  Yantis,  conveyed  said  premises  to  Cordelia  Yantis ;  avers 
that  said  Yantis  paid  the  indebtedness  to  Chafee  and  Rich- 
ardson and  advanced  to  Dixon  the  further  sum  of  four  hun- 
dred dollars,  making  a  total  of  about  tw^elve  hundred  dol- 
lars; that  John  W.  Dixon  executed  his  notes  to  said  Yantis 
for  said  amount  and  received  from  said  Yantis  bond  for  a 
deed  for  the  reconveyance  of  said  premises  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  said  indebtedness;  alleges  that  he  has  made  pay- 
ments in  money  and  property  to  a  large  amount  and  that 
there  is  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars  now  due 
on  said  indebtedness ;  prays  for  an  accounting  and  offers 
and  tenders  to  pay  whatever  may  be  found  to  be  due  upon 
such  accounting,  and  asks  that  the  conveyance  to  Cordelia 
Yantis  be  held  as  a  mortgage  and  that  he  be  allowed  to  re- 
'  deem  therefrom. 

Cordelia  Yantis  and  John  "SV.  Yantis  answered  the  cross- 
bill, in  which  they  deny  that  the  transaction  by  which  the 
title  was  conveyed  to  Cordelia  Yantis  was  a  loan  or  that 
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the  deed  was  a  mortgage,  and  reasserted,  as  in  their  previ- 
ous answer  to  the  original  bill,  that  the  transaction  was  a 
sale  and  that  the  deed  was  an  absolute  conveyance  made  in 
pursuance  thereof.  The  answer  sets  up  possession,  payment 
of  taxes,  making  of  valuable  improvements,  and  insists  that 
John  W.  Dixon  is  estopped,  by  reason  of  laches,  from  claim- 
ing any  rights  in  the  premises. 

After  replications  were  filed  the  cause  was  referred  to 
a  special  master  to  take  the  proofs  and  report  his  conclu- 
sions, both  of  law  and  fact.  The  master  reported  that  the 
original  bill  and  cross-bill  were  not  sustained  by  the  proof 
and  that  the  equities  were  with  defendants  as  to  both  bills, 
^^^  and  recommended  a  decree  dismissing  them.  Elzina 
Deadman  filed  sixty-two  objections  to  the  findings  of  the 
master  as  respects  the  original  bill  and  John  W.  Dixon  filed 
twenty-three  objections  to  the  findings  on  the  cross-bill,  all 
of  which  were  overruled  by  the  master  and  the  case  was  heard 
in  the  circuit  court  on  exceptions  to  the  master's  ruling.  The 
circuit  court  overruled  all  exceptions  and  entered  a  decree 
dismissing  both  the  original  and  cross-bills. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  is  very  voluminous  and  need 
not  be  set  out  in  this  statement.  The  testimony  bearing  upon 
such  questions  of  fact  as  are  necessary  to  be  determined  wiU 
be  set  out  and  discussed  in  the  opinion. 

Under  the  third  clause  of  the  will  of  William  Claridge 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  testator  intended  that  his 
wife,  Elizabeth  M.  Claridge,  should  have  the  two  hundred 
acres  of  land  in  controversy  during  her  natural  life,  and 
thai  -his  daughter,  Mary  J.  Dixon,  and  her  children,  John  W. 
and  Elzina,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  should  have  a  vested 
fee  simple  title  in  remainder,  subject  only  to  the  life  estate 
of  the  widow.  The  title  of  the  tenants  in  fee  being  vested 
upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  it  became  subject  to  the  laws 
of  coTiveyance,  partition  and  sale  on  execution  for  the  debts 
of  the  owners. 

That  reversioners  and  remaindermen  owning  interests  in 
fee  in  land  subject  to  an  unexpired  life  estate  are  entitled 
to  partition  is  well  established  law  in  this  state :  Scoville  v. 
Ililliard,  48  111.  453;  Ilartmann  v.  Ilartmann,  59  111.  103; 
Drake  v.  Merkle,  153  111.  818,  38  N.  E.  654;  Ruddell  v.  Wren, 
208  111.  508,  70  N.  E.  751 ;  Miller  v.  Lanning,  211  111.  620,  71 
N.  E.  1115;  Dee  v.  Dee,  212  111.  ^si  333^  72  N.  E.  429.  It 
is  ecpially  well  established  that  a  vested  remainder  is  sub- 
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jeet  to  lovy  and  snle  on  execution  against  the  reniaindorman : 
Ptailsback  V.  Lovejoy,  116  111.  442,  6  N.  E.  504;  Springer  v. 
Savage,  143  111.  301,  32  N.  E.  520;  Diieker  v.  Burnham,  146 
III.  9,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  135,  34  N.  E.  558;  Brokaw  v.  Ogle, 
170  111.  115,  48  N.  E.  394.  In  the  case  last  above  cited  it 
is  held  that  the  remainderman's  interest  encumbered  with  a 
homestead  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  subject  to  the  home- 
stead right  of  the  widow,  and  that  such  premises  are  subject 
to  partition  among  the  heirs,  subject  to  the  right  of  dower 
and  homestead  estate  of  the  widow.  The  rule  appears  to 
be  otlierwise  with  respect  to  contingent  remainders:  llaward 
V.  Peavcy,  128  111.  430,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  120,  21  N.  E.  503. 

Since  it  is  contended  that  the  titles  of  ^lary  J.  and  John 
W.  Dixon  and  El/ina  Deadman  were  devested  at  difTerent 
times  and  by  ditferent  methods,  it  will  be  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  case  as  applicable  to  each  of  those  parties  separately. 

First,  as  to  the  interest  of  Elzina  Deadman :  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  partition  proceeding  set  up  in  the  answer  of 
John  W.  and  Cordelia  Yantis  was  regularly  conducted  and 
resulted  in  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  premises ;  that  there 
was  personal  service  upon  Elzina  Deadman,  as  shown  by  the 
return  of  the  sheriff  of  ]\Ioultrie  county  and  by  the  finding 
of  the  court  in  the  decree ;  that  in  pursuance  of  the  decree 
a  sale  was  had  and  that  the  premises  brought  approximately 
their  appraised  value;  that  Cordelia  Yantis  became  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  sale  and  received  a  certificate  of  purcliase, 
which  she  assigned  to  C.  "W.  Steward,  upon  which  a  master's 
deed  was  issued  to  Steward  April  1,  1895.  The  evidence  also 
shows  that  Steward  inmiediately  took  possession  of  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty  acres  of  the  land  in  question  and  continued 
to  hold  the  same  until  June  10,  1904,  when  he  conveyed  the 
premises  to  Cordelia  Yantis.  Elzina  Deadman  made  no  de- 
fense to  this  bill  for  partition.  "Without  regard  to  the  valid- 
ity of  the  Yantis  title  to  the  two-thirds  interest  wliich  slie 
claimed  in  that  suit  as  against  ^Mary  J.  -**-  and  John  W. 
Dixon,  it  is  clear  that,  so  far  as  Elzina  Deadman  is  concerned, 
she  is  bound  by  that  dcL-ree,  and  will  not  be  heard  to  say 
in  this  or  any  other  suit  that  Cordelia  Yantis  had  no  title. 
If  s'le  desired  to  question  the  title  of  Cordelia  Ynntis  to  the 
intt'rrst  slie  claimed,  she  should  have  done  so  in  the  original 
]iartition  suit  between  herself  and  Cordelia  Yantis.  Having 
faiL'd  to  question  her  title  in  that  suit  she  will  not  be  heard 
now  to  say  that   Cordelia  Yantis  had  no   interest  and  that 
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the  shares  claimed  by  her  belonged  to  other  persons.  She  is 
estopped  by  the  adjudication  in  that  case  from  asserting  the 
nonexistence  of  the  Yantis  title,  which  was  directly  involved 
and  passed  on  in  that  litigation.  She  received  the  proceeds 
of  her  one-third  interest,  which  she  has  held  from  the  time 
distribution  was  made  and  still  holds  the  same,  and  does  not, 
by  her  bill,  offer  to  restore  the  same  to  the  purchaser  at  the 
sale.  After  the  receipt  of  her  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  Elzina  Deadman  remained  silent  when  in  conscience  she 
should  have  spoken;  now  equity  will  debar  her  from  speak- 
ing when  in  conscience  she  ought  to  remain  silent.  Relying 
on  his  title  obtained  with  a  knowledge  of  this  appellant,  the 
purchaser  took  possession  and  has  expended  large  sums  of 
money  in  improvements  and  taxes,  and  it  would  be  highly 
inequitable,  if  not  positively  fraudulent,  to  permit  his  title 
to  be  disturbed  by  one  whose  silence  justified  a  belief  that 
her  claim  had  been  abandoned. 

Con  coding  the  existence  of  irregularities  in  the  partition 
proceeding,  there  is,  in  our  opinion,  such  a  want  of  diligence 
in  applying  for  relief  that  a  court  of  equity  cannot  grant 
it  without  relaxing  its  respect  for  some  of  the  elen:!entary 
maxims  that  have  ever  controlled  in  the  administration  of 
equitable  remedies.  The  summons  in  the  partition  case  was 
served  on  Elzina  Deadman  on  the  second  day  of  October, 
1894.  and  the  master's  deed  M'as  executed  on  April  1,  1895. 
She  filed  her  bill  in  this  case  on  November  1,  1905.  There 
v.-as  therefore  a  delay  of  more  than  ten  years  from  the  date 
^'''"^  of  the  master's  deed  and  more  than  eleven  years  from 
the  service  of  the  summons,  and  since  she  offered  no  defense 
her  acquiescence  may  well  be  said  to  date  from  the  service 
of  the  summons.  No  circumstances  exist  to  shield  her  from 
the  rule  that  "equity  aids  the  diligent — not  those  who  slumber 
on  their  rights."  The  scope  and  effect  of  this  rule,  irre- 
spective of  any  statutory  limitation,  was  stated  by  an  emi- 
nent English  chancellor  as  follows:  "A  court  of  equity,  which 
is  never  active  in  relief  against  conscience  or  public  con- 
venience, has  always  refused  its  aid  to  stale  demands  when 
the  party  has  slept  upon  his  rights  and  acquiesced  for  a 
great  length  of  time.  Nothing  can  call  forth  this  court  into 
activity  but  conscience,  good  faith  and  reasonable  diligence." 
This  salutary  rule  has  been  constantly  applied  by  courts 
of  equity  in  this  state  from  its  earliest  history  down  to  the 
prcijcnt  time,  and  our  reports  abound  iu  cases  illustrative  of 


300  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.       [Illinois, 

its  application.  In  administering  their  remedies,  courts  of 
equity,  while  sometimes  adopting  the  statutory  period  of  lim- 
itation, by  analogy  have  never  regarded  themselves  bound 
down  by  any  hard-and-fast  rule,  but,  looking  at  the  parties, 
their  relation  to  each  other  and  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances, have  determined  the  question  of  diligence  in  each 
case  according  to  equity,  having  due  regard  for  these  ele- 
mentary principles  upon  which  their  jurisdiction  rests. 

This  much  we  have  said  on  the  assumption  that  the  par- 
tition proceeding  was  so  irregular  as  to  give  rise  to  some 
ecjuities  in  favor  of  this  appellant  had  she  applied  to  the 
court  in  due  season  and  in  a  proper  manner,  but  we  fail  to 
find  any  such  irregularities.  It  is  probably  true  that  the 
court  erred  in  circumscribing  the  life  estate  of  Elizabeth  M. 
Claridge  to  eighty  acres,  when,  under  the  will,  she  was  en- 
titled to  a  life  estate  in  the  entire  two  hundred  acres.  But 
even  if  this  should  be  granted,  the  life  tenant  did  not  com- 
plain, but  accepted  what  Avas  awarded  her  and  enjoyed  it 
as  long  as  she  lived.  Perhaps  eighty  acres  was  all  she 
-^*  wanted.  At  all  events,  this  error,  if  error  it  was,  did  the 
tenants  in  fee  no  harm,  but  was  an  advantage  to  them  by 
clearing  off  the  life  estate  from  one  hundred  and  twenty 
acres,  thereby  enhancing  the  value  of  the  fee.  If  there  is 
any  other  irregularity  in  the  partition  proceeding  it  has  not 
been  pointed  out  and  we  have  been  unable  to  discover  it. 
AVe  can  scarcely  conceive  of  a  case  in  which  the  complain- 
ing party  has  so  little  to  commend  her  to  the  favorable  con- 
sideration of  a  court  of  equity.  There  was  no  error  in  dis- 
missing the  original  bill  so  far  as  Elzina  Deadman  was  con- 
cerned. 

As  to  the  case  of  Mary  J.  Dixon:  It  will  be  remembered 
that  Mary  J.  Dixon  is  the  mother  of  Elzina  Deadman  and 
John  W.  Dixon.  The  evidence  shows  that  'Mary  J.  Dixon 
became  surety  for  her  son,  John,  on  certain  notes  upon  which 
suit  was  brought,  resulting  in  a  judgment  for  one  hundred 
and  seventy-seven  dollars  against  Mary  J.  Dixon,  and  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  issued  upon  said  judgment  her  inter- 
est in  the  two  hundred  acres  of  land  was  sold  to  Cordelia 
Yantis,  and  that  Illinois  W.  Hess,  who  had  a  judgment 
against  John  W.  and  ^Nlary  J.  Dixon  for  two  hundred  dol- 
lars, after  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  and  within  fif- 
teen months  from  the  sheriff's  sale,  redeemed  the  premises 
and  assigned  his  judgment  and  certifieate  of  redemption  to 
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Cordelia  Yantis,  to  whom  a  sheriff's  deed  was  issued  for  the 
undivided  interest  of  Mary  J.   Dixon  in  1894.     After  the 
sheriff's  deed  was  issued  Mary  J.  Dixon  never  took  any  steps 
to  set  aside  the  sale  or  redeem  therefrom,  but  appears  to 
have   abandoned  all  claim  to   any  interest  in  the  premises 
until  this  suit  was  brought  by  her  dauj^hter,  Elzina  Dead- 
man,  and  she  was  brought  in  first  as  a  defendant,  and  after- 
ward, by  amendment,  made  a  complainant  in  the  original  bill. 
The  principal  objection  made  to  the  judgment  against  IMary 
J.  Dixon  upon  which  her  interest  in  this  farm  was  sold    is 
a  claim  that  the  debt  had  been  paid  by  the  sale  of  lumber 
and  ties  off  the  land  before  .suit  was  brought,  and  that  the 
^  judgment  was  therefore  based  ^^^  upon  a  groundless  claim. 
There  is  some  testimony  tending  to  show  that  a  sufficient 
amount  of  timber  was  removed  from  the  premises  and  sold 
to    the    Chicago    and    Eastern    Illinois    Railroad    Company, 
through  Richardson,  to  have  paid  the  debt  in  full,  but  the 
-^  evidence  is  not  at  all  clear  upon  this  point.     We  do  not  deem 
«=^.  this  a  question  of  controlling  importance,  and  hence  will  not 
f    set  out  and  discuss  the  evidence  bearing  upon  that  question. 
^7<i   If  it  was  established  that  no  debt  in  fact  existed  at  the  time 
the  suit  was  brought  and  judgment  rendered,  the  judgment 
rf   would  simply  be  voidable  on  the  ground  of  fraud.     The  pur- 
.    chaser  at  an  execution  sale  is  not  required  to  look  beyond 
"^    what  is  disclosed  upon  the  face  of  the  record  to  ascertain  if 
f.   the  judgment  was  founded  upon  a  bona  fide  debt.     The  judg- 
e:^    ment  thus  fraudulently  obtained  is  not  absolutely  void,  but 
^  *^  is  only  voidable,  at  the  instance  of  the  party  aggrieved,  when 
,^^  relief  is  applied  for  in  apt  time.     IMary  J.  Dixon  has  failed 
to  pursue  hor  roiiiedy  with   that  diligence  that  is  required 
to  give  her  a  standing  in  a  court  of  equity.     All  that  has  been 
said  upon  this  question  in  disposing  of  the  case  of  Elzina 
Deadman  applies  to  the  case  of  Mary  J.  Dixon,  and  for  the 
reasons  there  given,  there  was  no  error  in  dismissing  the  bill 
as  to  her. 

The  case  as  to  John  W.  Dixon:  By  his  cross-bill  John 
W.  Dixon  alleges  that  his  deeds  to  Chafee  and  Richardson 
were  intended  to  secure  the  grantees  for  certain  indebted- 
ness due  from  him  to  them,  and  that  their  deeds  to  Cordelia 
Yantis  were  given  to  secure  a  loan  made  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  money  to  liquidate  the  Chafee  and  Richardson 
debts.  So  far  as  the  deed  executed  to  Chafee  is  concerned, 
the   evidence   satisfactorily  shows   that   it   was  made  as  se- 
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curity  for  a  debt  of  five  hundred  dollars,  and  the  same  may 
be  said  with  reference  to  the  conveyance  made  by  Dixon  to 
Richardson ;  but  when  these  parties  conveyed  to  Yantis,  the 
evidence  does  not  support  the  contention  of  John  W.  Dixon 
that  the  conveyance  to  Yantis  was  likewise  intended  as  a 
mere  security  for  a  debt.  Upon  this  subject  E.  A.  Richard- 
son testifies  ^^^  that  John  W.  Dixon  told  him  that  he  wanted 
to  sell  his  interest  and  straighten  up  his  debts ;  that  Richard- 
son made  an  agreement  with  Yantis  by  which  Yantis  was 
to  furnish  the  money  to  pay  Chafee  and  Richardson  and 
some  other  claims  against  Dixon  and  give  Dixon  four  hun- 
dred dollars  in  cash  and  take  a  deed  to  his  interest  in  the 
premises,  and  that  this  arrangement  was  consummated.  He 
testifies  that  the  conveyance  to  Yantis  was  an  absolute  con- 
veyance of  all  interest  that  John  W.  Dixon  had,  and  that 
there  was  no  agreement  that  Yantis  would  reconvey  to  Dixon 
upon  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  money  furnished  to  him 
by  Yantis.  Chafee  testifies  that  he  made  a  deed  to  Yantis 
in  pursuance  of  some  arrangement  made  by  Dixon  and  Yan- 
tis; that  he  did  not  know  the  details  of  the  understanding 
between  them.  Yantis  testifies  that  he  bought  Dixon's  in- 
terest outright  and  paid  for  it,  and  that  Chafee  and  Rich- 
ardson made  the  deeds  to  Cordelia  Yantis,  his  wife,  by  the 
mutual  consent  of  all  the  parties.  lie  contradicts  the  claim 
of  John  W.  Dixon  that  he  agreed,  either  in  Avriting  or  other- 
wise, to  reconvey  the  premises  to  Dixon  upon  the  repayment 
to  him  of  the  money  tliat  he  had  advanced.  John  W.  Dixon 
is  the  only  witness  wlio  testifies  to  the  alleged  agreement  ti, 
reconvey.  He  says  that  he  executed  his  note  to  Yantis  at 
the  time  the  deed  was  made,  and  that  a  bond  was  executed 
to  him  by  Yantis  but  was  not  signed  by  i\Irs.  Yantis.  He 
claims  that  he  left  the  bond  with  Yantis  and  that  he  has 
never  had  possession  of  it  since.  This  is  substantially  all  the 
evidence  bearing  upon  the  question  involved.  The  burden 
I'.f  proof  is  u])()n  tlie  party  alleging  that  a  deed  absolute  on 
its  face  was  intended  only  as  a  mortgage,  to  establish  sneh 
fact  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence:  Knowles  v.  Knowles, 
86  111.  1;  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  115  111.  551,  4  N.  E.  394;  Keith- 
loy  v.  AVood.  151  111.  566,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  265.  38  N.  E.  149; 
Bui'-ett  V.  Osborne.  172  111.  227,  50  N.  E.  206;  Williams  v. 
AVilliams.  ISO  111.  361,  54  N.  E.  229;  Heaton  v.  Ciames,  198 
111.  479,  64  N.  E.  1081. 
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Api:)ellants  insist  that  having  established  that  the  con- 
veyances to  Chafee  and  Richardson  were  mortgages,  and 
^^"^  Yantis  having  accepted  conveyances  from  them  with  no- 
tice of  the  character  of  title  in  the  grantors,  the  latter  will 
be  held  to  hold  the  title  subject  to  the  same  defeasance  that 
existed  in  the  original  conveyances,  and  authorities  are  cited 
to  sustain  the  proposition  that  having  established  the  char- 
acter of  mortgages  in  these  conve.yances  they  will  ever  be 
treated  as  mortgages.  Under  the  established  law  of  this  state 
a  deed  absolute  with  a  parol  or  verbal  defeasance  is  valid, 
and  the  party  entitled  to  the  equity  may  maintain  a  bill  to 
redeem  if  the  fact  can  be  established  by  that  quantity  of 
proof  that  the  law  demands :  Tillson  v.  Moulton,  23  111.  648 ; 
ITallesy  v.  Jackson,  66  111.  139;  Pearson  v.  Pearson,  131  111. 
■464,  23  N.  E.  418.  While  a  condition  of  defeasance  may  rest 
in  a  parol  or  verbal  agreement  between  the  parties  it  may  be 
extinguished  in  the  same  way.  When  the  legal  title  is  con- 
veyed to  secure  a  loan  no  action  is  necessary  to  devest  the 
right  to  redeem.  The  entire  legal  title  is  passed  by  the  deed: 
Fitch  V.  I\Iiller,  200  111.  170,  65  N.  E.  650.  The  right  to  re- 
deem may  be  lost  by  limitation  or  laches.  Where  a  deed  has 
been  made  which  was  intended  as  a  mortgage,  and  the  party 
having  the  right  to  redeem  malces  a  sale  and  directs  the  holder 
of  the  legal  title  to  convey  the  premises  to  the  purchaser,  such 
purchaser  will  take  the  title  devested  of  the  condition  of 
defeasance :  ]\Iaxfield  v.  Patchen,  29  111.  39 ;  Carpenter  v. 
Carpenter,  70  111.  457;  West  v.  Reed,  55  111.  242;  Cramer  v. 
Wilson,  202  111.  83,  66  N.  E.  869.  The  preponderance  of 
the  evidence  shows  that  John  W.  Dixon  made  a  sale  to  Yan- 
tis, and  that  the  conveyance  was  made  in  pursuance  of  such 
arraiigenieiit  and  by  his  direction.  There  is  here  also  a  want 
of  diligence  on  the  part  of  John  W.  Dixon  to  assert  his  rights. 
The  deeds  to  Mrs.  Yantis  were  made  in  1892,  and  there  is  no 
satisfactory  explanation  given  why  twelve  years  should  be 
allowed  to  elapse  before  any  attempt  was  made  to  set  up  his 
riglit  to  redeem. 

Our  conclusion  is,  upon  the  whole  case,  that  neither  El- 
zina  Deadman,  Mary  J.  Dixon  nor  John  AV.  Dixon  has  any 
"~''^  title,  rights  or  interests  in  the  premises  involved,  and 
that  there  was  no  error  in  dismissing  the  original  and  cross- 
bills for  want  of  equit.y. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Shelby  county  will  be 
affirmed. 
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Partition  of  Estates  Held  in  Herer.-ion  or  Eemainder  is  the  subject 
of  a  note  to  Fitts  v.  Craddock,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  55.  In  some  juris- 
dictions rights  in  reversion  or  remainder  cannot  be  affected  by  parti- 
tion proceedings:  Lawson  v.  Bonner,  88  Miss.  235,  117  Am.  St.  Rep. 
738. 

Where  a  Court  Acquires  JuHsdiction  of  the  parties  and  subject  matter, 
then,  although  errors  subsequently  intervene,  the  title  of  a  bona  fide 
purcna^^^i  ^r.iiivjt  be  inipcac;»cd  by  parties  to  the  suit:  Teel  V.  Dun- 
nihoo,  230  111.  476,  post,  p.  319. 


STREIT  V.  FAY. 

[230  111.  319,  82  N.  E.  648.] 

LEASES — Provision  for  Renewal  Invalid  for  Indefiniteness. — 

A  provision  in  a  lease  that  the  lessee  may  have  the  "privilege  of  five 
years  longer,  he  paying  additional  rent  on  revaluation  now  fixed  at 
five  hundred  dollars,"  no  provision  being  made  as  to  how  or  when 
the  revaluation  should  be  determined,  is  too  vague  and  indefinite  to 
constitute  a  valid  covenant  for  renewal,     (p.  306.) 

WILLS — Trusts — Repugnant  Clauses. — Where  one  clause  of  a 
will  appoints  the  two  sons  of  the  testator  trustees  of  the  property 
devised  for  their  own  use  and  benefit  during  their  natural  lives,  the 
effect  of  the  devise,  without  an  intervening  trustee,  is  to  vest  in  the 
sons  a  life  estate,  and  a  subsequent  clause  depriving  them  of  the 
power  of  alienation  is  repugnant  to  the  estate  devised  and  therefore 
void.     (p.  307.) 

LEASES — Holding  Over — Tenancy  from  Year  to  Year. — Where 
a  lessee  is  suffered  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  premises  for 
more  than  a  year  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  during  which 
period  the  rent  was  collected  from  him,  he  becomes  a  tenant  from  year 
to  year.      (p.  309.) 

LEASES— Refusal  to  Pay  Rent. — Where  the  ownership  of 
leased  premises  is  in  doubt,  a  statement  by  the  lessee,  when  asked  for 
the  rent,  that  he  will  pay  it  when  he  knows  the  right  party  to  pay 
to,  is  not  a  refusal  of  payment  nor  a  denial  of  the  demandant's 
right  as  landlord,     (p.  310.) 

LEASE. — A  Tenancy  from  Year  to  Year  cannot  be  Terminated 
by  a  deniaud  for  immediate  possession,  but  the  tenant  must  be  noti- 
fied to  quit  in  accordance  with  the  statute,     (p.  310.) 

Adier  &  Leclerer,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Enoch  J.  Price,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

320  FAE^rER,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  forcible  detainer 
brouglit  by  defendant  in  error,  Catherine  S.  Fay,  against 
plaintiff  in  error,  Nicholas  Streit,  April  23,  1898,  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  Cook  county,  to  recover  possession  of 
certain  property,  consisting  of  two  lots  in  block  3,  Frazier's 
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addition  to  Chicago.  George  E.  Cooke,  of  Louisville,  Ken- 
tucky, was  the  owner  of  the  premises,  and  on  the  eighteenth 
day  of  October,  1890,  by  ground  lease,  rented  to  plaintiff  in 
error  one  of  the  lots,  to  "hold  from  November  1,  1890,  until 
November  1,  1895,  with  privilege  of  five  years  longer,  he  pay- 
ing additional  rent  on  revaluation  now  fixed  at  five  hundre4 
dollars."  The  consideration  named  was  thirty  dollars  a  year, 
payable  fifteen  dollars  semi-annually  on  the  1st  of  May  and 
November  of  each  year  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease, 
at  the  ofiice  of  the  lessor  at  Louisville,  Kentucky.  The  les- 
see also  agreed  to  pay  "all  water  rates,  and  state  and  county 
taxes,  that  may  be  laid,  charged  or  assessed  on  said  demised 
premises  pending  the  existence  of  this  lease."  The  lease  to 
the  second  lot,  which  joined  the  first  one  immediately  on  the 
south,  was  for  the  same  consideration  and  in  all  its  terms 
and  conditions  the  same  as  the  one  above  described,  with  the 
exception  that  it  was  executed  February  1,  1892,  and  was  to 
run  to  February  1,  1897.  Plaintiff  in  error  went  into  pos- 
session of  the  premises  and  retained  the  same  to  the  time  of 
the  bringing  of  this  suit.  In  1893  George  E.  Cooke  died 
leaving  a  will,  which  was  duly  probated  at  Louisville,  Ken- 
tucky. The  only  part  of  said  will  that  pertains  to  the  prop- 
erty in  controvei'sy  is  clause  7  and  the  ^^^  codicil  hereafter 
referred  to.  On  April  9,  1898,  J.  Esten  Cooke  and  wife  by 
quitclaim  deed  conveyed  all  interest  in  said  block  3  to  de- 
fendant in  error,  the  deed  being  recorded  April  14,  1898,  and 
on  April  16,  1898,  H.  Brent  Cooke  and  wife,  by  similar  deed, 
convej-ed  all  interest  in  and  to  the  same  property  to  said 
defendant  in  error,  said  deed  being  recorded  April  18,  1898. 
On  April  23,  1898,  Thomas  Fay,  husband  of  defendant  in 
error,  representing  her,  called  on  plaintiff  in  error  and  asked 
him  for  rent.  On  this  subject  Fay's  testimony,  as  abstracted, 
is:  "I  went  to  Mr.  Streit  in  the  morning  and  asked  him  for 
some  rent,  and  he  says,  *I  will  pay  the  rent';  he  says,  'I  Avill 
pay  the  rent  when  I  know  the  right  one  to  pay  it  to. '  'Well, ' 
I  says,  'INIr.  Streit,  don't  you  think  from  what  I  have  told 
you  we  are  the  right  one — Mrs.  Fay  is  the  right  one?'  He 
says,  'I  don't  know.'  "  The  plaintiff  in  error  did  not  pay 
the  rent  at  this  time,  and  the  same  day  the  defendant  in 
error  caused  a  demand  for  immediate  possession  of  the  ]n-em- 
ises  to  be  served  on  him  and  instituted  this  suit.  On  IMny  5, 
1898,   the  justice  gave  judgment  for  possession.     The  ease 
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was  appealed  to  the  superior  court  of  Cook  county,  Avliere  a 
trial  was  had  before  the  court  without  a  jury  and  judD:ment 
rendered  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  error,  holding  that  defend- 
ant in  error  was  not  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises. Defendant  in  error  prosecuted  an  appeal  from  that 
judgment  to  the  appellate  court,  where  the  judgment  of  the 
superior  court  was  reversed  and  a  judgment  rendered  in  the 
appellate  court  finding  the  plaintiff  in  error  guilty  of  unlaw- 
fully withholding  possession  of  the  premises  and  adjudging 
that  defendant  in  error  have  restitution  of  said  premises.  No 
finding  of  facts  is  incorporated  in  the  judgment.  A  certifi- 
cate of  importance  was  granted  by  the  appellate  court,  and 
the  case  is  brought  here  for  review  upon  a  writ  of  error  sued 
out  of  this  court. 

^^^  Three  grounds  are  urged  by  plaintiff  in  error  as  rea- 
sons for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court : 
•(1)  He  was  entitled  to  retain  possession  by  virtue  of  cove- 
nants of  renewals  in  the  leases;  (2)  that  defendant  in  error 
had  no  right  to  the  possession  unless  she  acquired  title  there- 
to by  the  conveyances  from  the  Cookes,  and  it  is  insisted  that 
their  interest  in  the  premises  was  not  alienable,  and  there- 
fore defendant  in  error  acquired  neither  title  nor  riglit  of 
possession  by  virtue  of  said  conveyances;  (3)  that  if  said 
covenants  were  void  as  covenants  for  renewal,  permitting 
him  to  remain  in  possession  for  so  long  a  time  after  the  terms 
mentioned  in  the  lease  had  expired  made  him  a  tenant  from 
year  to  year,  and  as  such  he  was  entitled  to  the  notice  pro- 
vided for  the  termination  of  such  tenancies  by  section  5  of 
the  landlord  and  tenant  act. 

1.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  covenants  for  renewal  did 
not  fix  the  amount  of  rent  to  be  paid  for  the  extension  term, 
but  merely  provided  that  plaintiff  in  error  might  have  the 
''privilege  of  five  years  longer,  he  paying  additional  rent  on 
revaluation  now  fixed  at  five  hundred  dollars."  No  provi- 
sion was  made  as  to  when  or  how  the  revaluation  should  be 
determined.  The  provisions,  therefore,  for  the  renewal  of 
the  leases  were  too  vague  and  indefinite  to  constitute  valid 
covenants  for  renewal:  1  Taylor  on  Landlord  and  Tenant, 
8th  ed..  sec.  333;  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law.  2d  ed..  686. 

2.  Clause  7  of  the  will  is  of  such  extreme  length  that  we 
Fhnll  not  set  it  out  in  full.  The  following  extract  from  it 
sufficiently  shows  the  nature  of  the  estate  devised  to  the  sons 
of  the  testator,  defendant  in  error's  grantors.     By  said  clause 
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testator  devises  "in  equal  parts  to  my  two  sons,  H.  Brent 
Cooke  and  J.  Esten  Cooke,  upon  the  following  ^^^  trust  and 
•with  the  following  limitations,  to  wit:  The  part  devised  to 
each  of  them  shall  be  held  by  him  for  his  own  benefit  for  the 
period  about  to  be  mentioned,  but  without  any  power  in  him 
to  sell  or  encumber  the  same  or  to  anticipate  its  income  or  in 
any  way  subject  same  to  his  debts  for  and  during  his  natural 
life,  or  until  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  shall  by  a 
judgment  hold  that  his  interest  in  said  property,  or  its  use 
or  income,  is  liable  to  be  subjected  to  his  debts  or  liable  to 
be  sold  or  encumbered  by  him  or  to  have  its  rents  and  profits 
anticipated  by  him,  with  remainder  after  such  death  or  judg- 
ment to  my  grandchildren  now  bom  or  to  be  hereafter  born, 
per  capita  and  not  per  stirpes;  but  in  case  of  the  death  of 
any  such  grandchild,  leaving  descendants,  before  the  termina- 
tion of  the  particular  estate,  the  interest  he  or  she  would 
have  taken  shall  go  to  his  or  her  descendants.  And  though 
such  judgment  should  be  appealed  from,  still  it  is  my  will 
that  said  beneficial  interest  of  that  son  against  whom  such 
judgment  shall  be  entered  shall  cease  and  determine  at  the 
date  of  the  judgment  appealed  from."  The  codicil  provided 
that  if  either  of  the  sons  should  attempt  to  set  aside  the  will 
or  institute  proceedings  at  law  to  change  it  in  any  way,  the 
interest  of  such  son  should  cease  and  go  to  other  persons 
therein  provided. 

The  clause  of  the  will  quoted  in  part,  appointed  the  two 
sons  trustees  of  the  property  devised  for  their  own  use  and 
benefit  during  their  natural  lives.  The  language  used  indi- 
cates that  the  testator  intended  them  to  have  the  possession 
and  occupancy  of  the  lands  during  their  lives,  without  the 
right  to  sell  or  encumber  the  same  unless  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction  should  hold  the  property  subject  to  the 
debts  of  the  life  tenant  or  liable  to  be  sold  or  encumbered 
by  them,  or  in  case  proceedings  at  law  should  be  instituted 
by  the  sons  "to  change  in  any  way"  the  will,  in  either  of 
which  events  the  interest  of  the  sons  was  to  terminate.  No 
trustee  having  been  provided  to  hold  the  legal  title  during 
the  time  the  testator's  sons  should  have  the  beneficial  inter- 
est ^^*  in  the  premises,  the  effect  of  the  devise  was  to  vest 
in  the  sons  of  the  testator  a  life  estate,  and  the  attempt  to 
deprive  the  life  tenants  of  the  power  of  alienation  is  repug- 
nant to  the  estate  devised,  and  therefore  void:  Henderson  v. 
Harness.  176  lU.  302,  52  N.  E.  68.     In  that  case  it  was  said 
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(p.  310)  :  "By  placing  this  estate  devised  to  Milton  Harness 
in  the  hands  of  trustees,  as  in  Steib  v.  Whitehead,  111  111. 
247,  and  applying  the  rents  therefrom  which  should  be  paid' 
to  the  appellee,  the  testator  could  have  accomplished  the  ends 
which  it  is  insisted  by  appellee  it  was  the  intention  to  ac- 
complish. The  intervention  of  trustees  was  not  sought  by 
the  testator  nor  used,  and  no  principle  of  public  policy  or  of 
.stare  decisis  establishes  a  rule  in  this  state  that  the  testator 
may,  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  vest  an  estate  in 
fee  or  for  life  in  the  first  taker  with  a  restriction  therci);i 
repugnant  to  an  estate,  and  which  would  prevent  alienation 
of  the  same  or  seizure  under  process  of  law." 

3.  Upon  the  third  proposition  above  stated  we  are  of 
opinion  the  contention  of  plaintiff  in  error  is  correct.  Al- 
though the  covenants  for  renewal  in  the  leases  were  not  en- 
forceable because  of  their  uncertainty,  plaintiff  in  error  was 
permitted  to  remain  in  possession  of  one  of  the  lots  two 
years  and  a  half,  and  of  the  other  one  year  and  a  half,  after 
the  original  term  in  the  leases  had  expired.  There  is  no 
proof  that  any  rent  was  due  or  unpaid  at  the  time  the  de- 
mand for  possession  was  made  and  the  suit  instituted.  The 
leases  bound  plaintiff  in  error  to  pay  the  taxes  on  the  prem- 
ises, and  in  event  of  his  failure  to  do  so  the  same  might  be 
paid  by  the  lessor  and  charged  to  the  lessee  and  collected  in 
the  same  manner  as  rent.  In  making  his  defense  in  the  trial 
court  plaintiff  in  error  introduced  in  evidence  a  tax  deed 
for  said  premises  issued  to  a  third  party,  and  from  this  de- 
fendant in  error  argues  that  the  proof  shows  plaintiff'  in 
error  had  not  paid  the  rent.  Such  an  inference  is  not  war- 
ranted. When  the  agent  of  defendant  in  error  called  upon 
plaintiff  in  error  he  did  not  claim  there  was  any  rent  '^'^  in 
arrear,  nor  is  the  demand  for  possession  based  upon  the  claim 
that  plaintiff  in  error  had  failed  to  pay  rent  due  or  that  he 
had  violated  any  of  the  terms  of  the  leases  under  which  he 
was  holding  over.  In  the  absence  of  proof  to  that  effect  we 
cannot  assume  that  plaintiff  in  error  had  held  over  without 
the  payment  of  any  rent.  The  theory  of  defendant  in  error 
in  demanding  pos.session  and  in  instituting  suit  appears  to 
have  been,  and  it  is  so  argued  in  counsel's  brief,  that  after 
the  expiration  of  the  original  term  of  the  leases  plaintiff'  in 
error  was  subject  to  be  dispossessed  at  the  will  of  the  land- 
lord. If,  as  we  must  presume  in  the  absence  of  proof  to 
the  contrary,  plaintiff  in  error  was  suffered  to  remain  in 
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pos.session  of  one  of  the  lots  more  than  two  years  and  the 
other  more  than  one  year  after  the  expiration  of  the  term 
mentioned  in  the  leases,  during  which  period  the  rent  was 
collected  from  him  therefor,  he  would  become  a  tenant  from 
year  to  year.  In  Hunt  v.  Morton,  18  111.  75,  the  premises 
were  leased  to  the  tenant  in  the  fall  of  the  year  under  an 
agreement  that  he  might  remain  in  possession  until  the  fol- 
lowing spring.  He  remained  in  pos.session  the  year  follow- 
ing the  fall  of  his  entering  upon  the  premises  and  raised  a 
crop  on  the  land.  The  following  winter  he  left  the  premises 
in  possession  of  his  son,  who  continued  in  possession  and 
raised  a  crop  thereon  the  next  year.  The  court  treats  the 
possession  of  the  son  "the  same  as  if  the  father  had  con- 
tinued and  was  still  in  possession,"  and  says,  by  Caton,  J.: 
"Without  any  new  agreement,  and  without  objection  from 
the  landlord  or  his  agent,  the  tenant  continued  his  posses- 
sion for  two  years  and  over  and  cultivated  the  land  in  crops 
for  both  seasons.  This  certainly  created  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year,  if  it  is  possible  for  such  a  tenancy  to  be  cre- 
ated without  an  express  agreement  to  that  effect,  which  I 
presume  will  not  be  controverted":  See,  also,  Eppstein  v. 
Kulin,  225  111.  115,  80  N.  E.  80,  10  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  117;  Abeel 
v.  Eadeliff,  13  Johns.  297,  7  Am.  Dec.  377;  1  Taylor  on  Land- 
lord and  Tenant,  8th  ed.,  sees.  55,  56,  57;  4  Kent's  Com- 
mentaries, 112,  114. 

i52r>  r^Yie  autliorities  cited  by  defendant  in  error  are  not  in 
conflict  ^vith  this  rule.  In  Cairo  etc.  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Wiggins 
Ferry  Co.,  82  111.  230,  the  leasing  was  for  a  definite  term 
and  after  it  expired  the  defendant  held  over,  without,  how- 
ever, the  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  In  Brown  v.  Keller,  32 
111.  151,  83  Am.  Dec.  258,  the  leasing  was  for  six  months. 
The  party  holding  over  disclaimed  holding  under  the  lessor 
as  landlord  but  claimed  adversely  to  and  independent  of  him. 
Section  22  of  1  Taylor  on  Landlord  and  Tenant  lays  down 
the  rule  that  a  tenant  "who  holds  over  after  the  expiration 
of  his  term  without  paying  rent  or  otherwise  acknowledging 
a  contiiuiance  of  the  tenancy  becomes  either  a  trespasser  or 
a  tenant,  at  the  option  of  the  landlord."  Here  tliere  is  no 
evidence  that  during  the  long  period  of  time  plaintiff  in 
error  held  over  he  ever  failed  or  refused  to  pay  rent  or  that 
he  ever  claimed  adversely  to  the  owner.  AVhat  he  said  when 
Fay  asked  him  to  pay  rent  was  not  that  he  would  not  pay, 
but  that  he  would  do  so  when  he  knew  the  right  party  to 
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pay  it  to.  Under  the  state  of  defendant  in  error's  title  this 
cannot  be  said  to  be  an  unwarranted  precaution  on  his  part 
or  a  denial  of  her  right  as  landlord.  It  does  not  appear  that 
plaintitY  in  error  ever  claimed  from  any  other  source  than 
the  orisfinal  leases.  A  tenancy  from  year  to  year  cannot 
be  terminated  by  a  demand  for  immediate  possession,  but 
such  tenant  must  be  notified  to  quit  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  section  5  of  chapter  80,  Ilurd's  Statutes  of 
l!)Uo.  These  requirements  not  having  been  complied  with 
by  defendant  in  error  she  was  not  entitled  to  pcsseysion,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court'to  the  contrary  was  erro- 
neous. 

The  .judgment  of  the  appellate  court  is  therefore  reversed 
and  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court  affirmed. 


From  a  Tenant  Holding  Over  after  the  expiration  of  his  term,  the  law 
usually  implies  an  agreement  to  hold  for  a  year  upon  the  terms  of 
the  prior  lease.  The  option  to  so  regard  it  ia  with  the  landlord,  not 
with  the  tenant,  and  the  latter  holds  over  at  his  peril:  Ilavncs  v. 
Aldrich,  133  N.  Y.  287,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  636.  Compare  Andrews  v. 
Marshall  etc.  Co.,  118  Iowa,  595,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  and  see  the 
authorities  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 

Noti.'e  to  Quit  is  Necessary  to  Terminate  a  Tenancy  from  year  to  year: 
See  the  note  to  Stcdman  v.  Mcintosh,  42  Am.  Dec.  126.  It  has  been 
said,  however,  that  notice  to  quit  is  not  necessary  to  terminate  a 
tenancy  from  year  to  year  arising  from  the  tenant  holding  over  alter 
the  expiration  of  the  term:  Gladvvell  v.  Ilolcomb,  60  Ohio,  427,  71 
Am.  St.  Rep.  724. 


MANTERNACII  v.  STUDT. 

[230  111.  356,  82  N.  E.  829.] 

APPEAL.— A  Defendant  in  Partition  wnose  answer  merely  as- 
serts that  she  is  the  owner  of  the  undivided  one-fourth  of  the  land 
sought  to  be  partitioned  and  denies  the  allegations  of  the  bill  tliat 
she  is  not  entitled  to  any  interest  therein,  has  no  right  of  appeal,  in 
tlie  absence  of  a  cross-bill,  from  adecree  dismissing  the  bill.      (j).  H  l.S.) 

PROCESS — Service  on  Minors. — Jurisdiction  of  minor  di  fi  iid- 
ants  in  a  proceeding  by  an  administrator  to  sell  land  to  pay  di'bts  of 
the  estate  is  not  acquired  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  summons  with  their 
mother  and  informing  her  of  its  contents,  when  she  is  a  creditor  of 
the  tstate.  and  the  real  party  in  interest,  having  resigned  her  ollice 
as  administratrix  in  order  to  purchase  at  the  sale.      (p.  314.) 

PROCESS — Presumption  in  Support  of  Jurisdiction. — Where  a 
decree  in  chancery  is  entered  at  a  term  subsequent  to  the  return  term 
and  recites  due  service  of  process,  but  the  return  on  the  summons  is 
insii!liiiciir.  the  linding  in  the  di'i-rce  will  be  supported  by  tiie  pre- 
suuipuou  that  a  second  sunimous  was  issued  and  served  for  thu  term 
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at  which  the  decree  was  entered;  but  no  such  presumption  can  be  in- 
dulged where  the  decree  was  entered  at  the  return  term  of  the  sum- 
mons, in  which  case  the  recitals  in  the  decree  cannot  prevail  if  the 
summons  and  return  show  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction,  (p. 
315.) 

DEEDS. — A  Minor  is  not  Bound  by  the  Warranties  in  a  deed 
executed  by  his  mother,  who  had  purchased  the  land  at  an  adminis- 
trator's sale,  of  her  husband's  estate,  if  the  minor  does  not  claim 
«s  her  heir,  but  as  heir  of  his  father,     (p.  315.) 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION— Payment  of  Taxes.— To  make  the 
period  of  seven  years'  payment  of  taxes  under  color  of  title  a  bar 
to  the  recovery  of  land,  they  must  be  paid  by  the  person  holding  the 
title,  or  in  some  way  interested  in  or  connected  therewith.  It  is  not 
enough  that  a  husband  pays  taxes  on  land  to  which  his  wife  holds 
color  of  title,  without  any  showing  that  he  does  so  as  her  agent  or  at 
her  request,     (p.  317.) 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION — Residence  on  Land. — Adverse  pos- 
session, under  the  Illinois  statute,  must  be  by  actual  residence.  Mere 
possession  is  not  enough,     (p.  318.) 

Mason  &  Wyman,  for  the  appellants. 

Bulkley,  Gray  &  Morse,  for  the  appellees. 

357  FARMER,  J.  John  Manternach,  one  of  appellants, 
began  this  suit  by  filing  a  bill  in  the  superior  court  of  Cook 
county  for  the  partition  of  a  certain  lot  described  in  the  bill. 
The  bill  alleged  that  the  complainant  owned  the  undivided 
one-fourth  of  said  lot ;  that  he  acquired  title  thereto  by  in- 
heritance from  his  father,  Peter  Manternach,  who  died  Jan- 
uary 31,  1886,  leaving  Emma  M.  Manternach,  his  widow,  and 
Lizzie.  Annie,  IMary  and  complainant  as  his  children  and 
only  heirs  at  law.  The  bill  averred  Peter  Manternach  died 
intestate ;  that  his  widow  was  appointed  administratrix  of 
his  estate  February  15,  1886 ;  that  in  March,  1887,  she  filed 
her  account  in  the  probate  court,  showing  receipts  of  $895.95 
and  disbursements  of  $1,294.65,  leaving  a  balance  due  her  of 
«-'''^'  $398.70 ;  that  January  80,  1889,  she  resigned  her  office  of 
administratrix,  and  caused  Alexander  S.  Maltman  to  apply 
for  letters  and  be  appointed  administrator  cle  bonis  non  Feb- 
rinii-y  6,  1889;  that  February  7,  1889,  said  Maltman  filed 
his  report  and  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  intes- 
tate in  the  probate  court,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the 
indebtedness  of  the  estate,  including  the  widow's  award, 
amounted  to  $2,525.50  and  the  personal  property  to  $1,770.65, 
leaving  a  deficit  of  $754.85;  that  February  8,  1889,  said 
administrator  de  bonis  non  filed  a  petition  in  the  probate 
court  asking  foi-  an  order  and  decree  to  sell  the  lot  described 
in  the  bill  for  the  payment  of  said  deficit,  and  on  that  day 
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a  summons  was  issued  on  said  petition,  returnable  on  the 
third  Monday  of  February,  which  was  the  first  day  of  the 
next  term  of  court  succeeding  the  filing  of  the  petition  and 
the  issuing  of  the  writ.  The  return  of  the  sheriff  on  the 
summons  is  dated  the  day  of  its  issue,  and  recites  that  the 
writ  was  served  on  the  complainant  and  Lizzie  IManternach 
(now  Spcrk),  "by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  for  each  of  them 
at  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  said  defendant  with  Emma  M. 
Manternach,  a  member  of  their  family  of  the  age  of  ten 
years  and  upward,  and  infonning  said  Emma  M.  Manter- 
nach of  the  contents  thereof."  No  question  is  involved  as 
to  the  service  of  the  other  defendants. 

On  the  28th  of  February,  1889,  a  decree  was  entered  by 
the  probate  court  for  the  sale  by  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  of  the  lot  in  controversy,  and  on  May  1,  1889,  said  ad- 
ministrator, in  pursuance  of  the  decree,  sold  said  lot  to  the 
widow,  Emma  M.  Manternach,  for  $1,800,  which  sale  was 
afterward  ^  approved  by  the  probate  court.  Mrs.  ]Manter- 
nach,  who  had  previously  been  appointed  guardian  for  her 
children,  receipted  the  administrator  for  the  amount  due  her 
and  for  $168.80,  as  guardian  for  her  four  minor  children, 
which  appears  to  have  been  the  surplus  from  the  proceeds 
of  this  sale  after  paying  the  indebtedness,  costs  and  expenses. 
There  is  no  proof  in  the  record  that  Mrs.  Manternach,  ^^^  as 
guartiian,  ever  accounted  to  complainant  for  his  share  of  the 
money,  or  that  he  received  any  benefit  from  it  except  support 
and  maintenance  by  his  mother.  April  22,  1893,  Mrs.  Man- 
ternach sold  the  lot  to  August  T.  Studt,  who  conveyed  it  to 
his  wife  March  17,  1898,  and  on  INIarch  17,  1906,  :\[rs.  Studt 
and  her  husband  conve^^ed  the  lot  to  John  and  IMar}^  Nagl. 

The  bill  avers,  on  information  and  belief,  that  Lizzie 
Sperk's  right  to  assert  title  to  an  interest  in  said  premises 
is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations;  that  comph\inant 
is  the  owner  of  the  undivided  one-fourth  of  said  premises 
and  John  and  ]\Iary  Nagl  of  the  undivided  three-fourths 
thereof,  and  that  complainant  is  entitled  to  an  account  for 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  accruing  after  the  pur- 
chase by  Studt  from  Mrs.  Manternach,  and  prays  that  an 
account  therefor  may  be  taken  and  for  partition  of  the  prem- 
ises. 

August  Studt,  Sophia  Studt,  John  Nagl  and  Mary  Nagl 
filed  their  joint  and  several  answers.  The  defense  set  up 
by  their  said  answ ers,  as  suiiunaiized  by  counsel  for  appellees 


Oct.  1907.]  Manternach  v.  Studt.  313 

in  their  brief  and  argument,  are :  First,  the  proceedings  for 
the  sale  of  the  real  estate  were  regular  on  their  face  and 
this  proceeding  is  a  collateral  attack,  and  the  recitals  in  the 
decree  are  binding  upon  John  Manternach ;  second,  he  is 
bound  by  the  warranty  in  the  deed  given  by  Emma  Manter- 
nach, his  mother,  to  August  T.  Studt;  third,  he  is  barred 
by  section  9  of  the  statute  of  limitations ;  fourth,  he  is  barred 
by  sections  6,  7  and  8  of  the  statute  of  limitations ;  fifth,  he  is 
estopped  by  having  received  benefits  from  the  sale. 

Lizzie  Sperk  answered,  admitting  all  the  allegations  of 
the  bill  except  that  she  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions from  claiming  and  asserting  a  right  to  an  interest  in 
the  real  estate,  and  averred  that  she  was  the  owner  of  the 
undivided  one-fourth  of  said  premises,  and  asked  that  the 
same  be  ascertained  and  set  off  to  her,  as  well  as  a  share  of 
the  rents  and  profits  if  the  account  be  taken. 

^^^  Upon  a  hearing  in  open  court  a  decree  was  entered  dis- 
missing complainant's  bill  for  want  of  equity,  and  from  that 
decree  John  Manternach  and  Lizzie  Sperk  have  prosecuted 
this  appeal. 

In  our  opinion  Lizzie  Sperk  was  not  authorized  to  prose- 
cute an  appeal  from  the  decree.  The  dismissal  of  the  bill 
was  not  an  adjudication  of  her  rights  in  the  premises.  Ry 
her  answer  she  merely  asserted  that  she  was  the  owner  of 
the  undivided  one-fourth  of  the  land  sought  to  be  parti- 
tioned and  denied  the  allegations  of  the  bill  that  she  was 
not  entitled  to  any  interest  therein.  In  the  absence  of  a 
cross-bill,  finding  that  the  complainant  had  no  interest  in 
the  premises  and  no  right  to  a  partition  thereof  would  re- 
quire that  the  bill  be  dismissed,  and  the  decree  to  that  ef- 
fect was  an  adjudication,  only,  that  the  complainant  had 
no  interest  in  the  premises,  but  was  not  a  determination  of 
the  right  of  Lizzie  Sperk,  and  there  was  nothing,  therefore, 
for  her  to  appeal  from.  This  appeal  therefore  brings  before 
ns  for  consideration  nothing  except  the  correctness  of  the 
decree  of  the  superior  court  in  adjudging  that  John  INIanter- 
nach  (hereafter  called  appellant)  had  no  interest  in  the  real 
estate  sought  to  be  partitioned  and  dismissing  his  bill  for 
want  of  equity. 

The  proof  tends  to  show  appellant  had  no  knowledge  that 
his  father  ever  owned  the  lot  in  controversy  until  February, 
1906,  and  the  suit  was  instituted  by  him  June  29.  1906. 
There  is  some  controversy  as  to  the  age  of  appellant,  but  in 
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our  view  of  the  case  his  exact  age  is  immaterial.  The  proof 
shows  him  to  have  been  eitlier  seven  or  eight  years  old  at  the 
time  of  the  issuing  and  service  of  summons  in  the  ^®*  pro- 
ceeding by  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  for  the  sale  of 
real  estate  to  pay  debts.  Service  of  summons  issued  in  a 
chancer}'  proceeding  against  minor  defendants  by  delivering 
a  copy  of  the  summons  for  the  minor  defendants  to  the  com- 
plainjint  in  the  bill  and  informing  such  complainant  of  its 
contents  does  not  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  minors 
so  served,  and  a  decree  rendered  upon  such  service  is  void 
as  to  them.  Cases  so  holding  will  be  found  collected  in  Heppe 
V.  Szczepanski,  209  111.  88,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  70  N.  E. 
737.  The  same  rule  applies  to  proceedings  in  the  probate 
court  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  to  pay  debts.  It  is  true,  ]\Irs. 
IMantoniaeh,  mother  of  appellant,  with  whom  a  copy  of  sum- 
mons was  left,  was  not  complainant  in  the  petition  to  sell  the 
real  estate,  but  the  evidence  shows  she  was  the  creditor  for 
whose  benefit  it  was  sold,  and  that  slie  resigned  her  office  of 
administratrix  and  had  an  administratrix  de  bonis  non  ap- 
pointed so  she  might  become  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  and 
while  she  was  not  the  nominal  complainant  in  the  petition 
she  was  the  real  party  interested  and  the  one  for  whose  bene- 
fit the  proceeding  was  instituted. 

The  Heppe  case  (209  111.  88,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  70  N. 
E.  737),  is  in  its  essential  features  very  similar  to  the  case  at 
bar.  In  that  case  the  Avidow  of  Frank  Szczepanski  was  a  cred- 
itor of  his  estate,  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying  said  indebt- 
edness, and  upon  her  request,  the  exemitor  of  her  husband's 
estate  procured  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  to  sell  real  es- 
tate. Rosalia  and  Marianna  Szczepanski,  only  surviving 
children  of  said  Frank  Szczepanski  and  his  widow,  were 
minoi-s.  and  the  summons  as  to  them  was  served  by  leaving 
a  copy  with  their  mother,  who  at  that  time  was  married  to  a 
man  named  Witt  Obecny,  and  infonning  her  of  the  contents 
thereof.  A  guardian  ad  litem  was  appointed  for  and  an- 
swered the  petition  for  the  minors.  At  the  sale,  which  oc- 
curred November  12,  1897,  a  brother  of  ^Mrs.  Obocny  was  the 
highest  bidder  for  the  land,  and  it  was  struck  off  to  and  re- 
ported sold  to  him  by  the  executor.  Upon  the  approval  of 
tlie  rcjiort  of  snle  the  executor  executed  ^^^  a  deed  under  date 
of  November  18,  1897,  to  the  purchaser,  and  on  tlie  same  day 
the  purchaser  conveyed  the  premises  to  his  sister.  ^Irs. 
Obecny.     In  June,  1899,  Rosalia  Szczepanski  and  Marianna 
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Szczopanski  filed  their  bill  for  partition,  and  upon  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  service  was  had  upon  Rosalia  and  Mari- 
anne the  court  said  (p.  105)  :  "In  the  case  at  bar,  Katharina 
Obecny,  acting  in  the  name  of  the  executor,  Kucharski,  was 
the  real  complainant  in  this  petition  for  the  sale  of  this  prop- 
erty  There  was  no  service  upon  her  minor  children 

except  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  summons  with  her,  the  real, 
though  not  nominal,  complainant  in  the  petition,  and  stating 
the  contents  of  it  to  her.  We  do  not  regard  this  service, 
under  the  decisions  referred  to,  aud  upon  principle,  as  suffi- 
cient. Her  interest  lay  in  the  direction  of  keeping  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  filing  of  the  petition  from  the  very  children  for 
Avhom  she  accepted  service.  We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion 
that  the  court  acquired  no  jurisdiction  over  these  appellees 
to  enter  the  order  of  sale  against  their  property." 

But  one  summons  appears  to  have  been  issued  in  the 
present  case,  and  it  was  served  in  the  manner  above  set  out. 
That  summons  was  made  returnable  to  the  February  terra 
of  court,  and  at  that  term  the  decree  for  the  sale  was  en- 
tered. In  Ilemmer  v.  Wolfer,  124  111.  435,  16  N.  E.  652,  it 
was  held  that  where  a  decree  in  a  chancery  proceeding  is  en- 
tered at  a  term  subsequent  to  the  return  term  and  recites 
due  service  of  process  upon  the  defendants  but  the  return  on 
the  summons  is  in.suffieient,  the  finding  in  the  decree  will  be 
supported  by  the  pre.suraption  that  a  second  summons  was 
issued  and  served  for, the  term  at  which  the  decree  is  entered, 
But  no  such  presumption  can  be  indulged  where  the  decree 
was  entered  at  the  return  term  of  the  summons,  and  in  such 
case  the  recitals  in  the  decree  cannot  prevail  if  the  summons 
and  return  show  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction.  In  For- 
rest V.  Fey.  218  111.  165,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  249,  75  N.  E.  789, 
1  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  740,  it  was  said  (p.' 170)  :  "Where  the  record 
itself  shows  that  notice  was  not  given  as  required  by  *'^**"'  law 
the  jurisdiction  does  not  attach,  and  where  it  shows  that  the 
finding  of  jurisdiction  upon  which  the  court  acted  was  insuffi- 
cient, the  finding  of  the  court  as  to  its  jurisdiction  is  not 
conclusive,  and  the  recital  of  proper  service  on  the  face  of 
the  decree  makes  no  difference."  Service  of  smnmons  upon 
Mrs.  Manternach,  as  guardian  of  complainant,  did  not  give 
the  court  jurisdiction  to  enter  a  decree  to  sell  his  land.  To 
have  authorized  a  decree  to  that  effect  it  was  necessary  that 
process  be  served  legally  upon  comjdaiiiant:  Gi'cenman  v. 
Harvey,  53  111.  386;  Bonncll  v.  Holt,  89  111.  71.     Neither  did 
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tlie  appointment  of  a  ^lardian  ad  litem  for  the  appellant  give 
the  court  jurisdiction  of  his  person :  Campbell  v.  Campbell, 
63  111.  462 ;  Chambers  v.  Jones,  72  111.  275.  It  is  very  clear 
that  the  court  did  not  have  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  ap- 
pellant and  had  no  authority  to  decree  a  sale  of  his  interest 
in  the  land. 

It  is  contended  by  appellees  that  even  if  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  pei-son  of  appellant  in  the  proceeding 
to  sell  real  estate  to  pay  debts,  his  mother  having  made  ap- 
pellee August  Studt  a  warranty  deed  for  the  premises,  her 
warranty  is  binding  upon  her  heirs  "and  an  estoppel  to  their 
recovery."  This  contention  is  unsound,  for  the  reason  that 
appellant  does  not  claim  title  as  heir  of  his  mother,  but  his 
claim  is  that  he  derived  title  by  descent  from  his  father.  In 
such  case  he  would  be  no  more  bound  by  the  covenants  of 
Avarranty  in  a  deed  made  by  his  mother  than  he  would  by 
the  covenants  of  warranty  in  a  deed  made  by  any  other 
stranger  to  the  title. 

Appellees  also  relied  upon  the  seven  years'  statute  of  lim- 
itations as  one  of  their  defenses,  but  the  proof  was  insuffi- 
cient to  establish  such  defense.  At  the  time  of  the  sale  of 
the  premises  by  the  administrator  they  were  occupied  by 
a  barn,  but  the  barn  was  burned  down  some  time  (just  when 
the  evidence  does  not  show)  before  ]^.Irs.  Manternach  sold 
the  lot  to  Studt,  in  April,  1893.  Studt  began  the  erection 
of  a  building  on  the  lot  in  ]\rarch,  1897,  and  completed  it 
•'"'*  about  the  first  of  July  following.  lie  testified  he  rented 
the  premises,  and  they  had  been  occupied  from  the  time  of  the 
completion  of  the  building  until  the  sale  to  the  Nagls,  in 
]\[arch,  1906.  This  covered  a  period  of  more  than  seven 
years  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill.  June  29,  190G.  But  the 
premises  were  not  owned  bj'  Studt  during  all  that  time,  for 
he  conveyed  them  to  his  wife  in  March,  1898.  Studt  was 
absent  from  Chicago  from  January  1,  1898,  to  August  23, 
1S99.  He  testified  that  while  he  was  at  home  he  paid  the 
taxes  and  while  he  was  absent  his  wife  paid  them..  All  he 
knew  about  his  wife  paying  the  taxes  during  his  absence, 
he  said,  was  from  v.hat  she  told  him  and  from  the  receipts. 
lie  testified  he  had  turned  over  the  tax  receipts  to  Nagl,  and 
none  were  introduced  in  evidence.  Studt 's  testimony  was 
all  the  evidence  that  was  introduced  on  the  subject  of  the 
payment  of  taxes.  To  make  the  period  of  seven  years'  pay- 
liirnt  of  taxes  under  color  of  title  obtained  in  good  fiiith  a 
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bar  under  either  section  6  or  7  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
the  taxes  must  be  paid  by  the  person  holding  the  title  or  in 
some  way  interested  in  or  connected  therewith:  Hurlbut  v. 
Bradford,  109  111.  397 ;  Timmons  v.  Kidwell,  149  111.  507,  36 
N.  E.  974;  McCauley  v.  Mahon,  174  111.  384,  51  N.  E.  829. 
The  testimony  of  Studt  is  vague  and  uncertain  as  to  how  many 
of  the  >'ears  during  which  the  premises  were  occupied  after 
he  had  received  the  conveyance  from  Mrs.  Manternach  he 
paid  the  taxes  and  how  many  of  those  years  his  wife  paid 
them  after  he  made  the  conveyance  to  her.  If  he  paid  the 
taxes  at  any  time  after  malcing  convcj^ance  to  his  wife,  he 
does  not  testify  that  he  paid  them  for  her  as  her  agent  or  at 
her  request.  In  Timmons  v.  Kidwell,  149  111.  507,  36  N.  E. 
974,  it  was  held  that  payment  of  taxes  by  the  husband  where 
colnv  ■  title  was  in  the  wife,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  he 
paid  tiiem  for  his  wife,  was  insufficient.  In  Hurlbut  v.  Brad- 
ford, 109  111.  397,  and  McCauley  v.  Mahon,  174  111.  384,  51 
N.  E.  829,  it  was  held  that  proof  that  the  taxes  were  paid  for 
the  whole  period  of  seven  years  by  or  for  the  person  hold- 
ing or  interested  in  the  color  of  title  must  be  clear  ^^^  and 
convincing.  There  was  no  proof  that  the  premises  were 
vacant  and  unoccupied  for  any  period  of  seven  successive 
years.  "We  hold,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient 
to  sustain  the  defense  under  either  section  6  or  7  of  the  statute 
of  limitations. 

Section  4  of  the  statute  of  limitations  (Hurd's  Stats.  1905, 
p.  1331)  is  also  relied  upon  by  appellees.  That  section  reads 
as  follows:  "Actions  brought  for  the  recovery  of  any  lands, 
tenements  or  hereditaments  of  which  any  person  may  be 
possessed  by  actual  residence  thereon  for  seven  successive 
years,  having  a  connected  title  in  law  or  equity,  deducible 
of  record,  from  this  state  or  the  United  States,  or  from  any 
pu])lic  officer  or  other  person  authorized  by  the  laws  of  this 
state  to  sell  such  land  for  the  nonpayment  of  taxes,  or  from 
any  sheriff,  marshal  or  other  person  authorized  to  sell  sucli 
land  on  execution,  or  under  any  order,  judgment  or  decree  of 
any  court  of  record,  shall  be  brought  within  seven  years 
next  after  possession  being  taken,  as  aforesaid ;  but  when  the 
possessor  shall  acquire  such  title  after  taking  such  possession, 
the  limitation  shall  begin  to  run  from  the  time  of  acquiring 
title."  This  section  was  enacted  in  1853,  and  has  been  the 
subject  of  discussion  in  numerous  cases  in  this  court.  Sec- 
tions 6  and  7  of  the  limitation  act  were  enacted  subsequent 
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to  section  4,  to  meet  a  class  of  cases  to  which  that  section  was 
not  applicable.  Section  4  requires  that  a  person  claiming 
under  it  must  have  been  "possessed  by  actual  residence 
thereon  for  seven  successive  years."  Mere  possession  under 
section  6  is  sufficient,  but  section  4  requires  the  possession 
to  be  by  actual  residence,  and  this  has  been  the  construction 
given  this  section  of  the  statute  in  Stolz  v.  Doering,  112  111. 
234,  ITeacock  v.  Lubuke,  107  111.  396,  Elston  v.  Kenni^ott,  46 
111.  187,  Woodward  v.  Blanchard,  16  111.  424,  and  Collins  v. 
Smith,  18  111.  160.  There  is  no  proof  whatever  that  the  prem- 
ises had  been  possessed  by  anyone  "by  actual  residence 
thereon  for  seven  successive  years"  or  any  other  period,  and 
we  are  ^^^  of  opinion,  therefore,  appellees  failed  to  establish 
title  under  section  4  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  appellant  received  benefits  from 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  and  is  therefore 
estopped  from  attacking  appellees'  title  and  asserting  title 
in  himself.  The  proof  shows  that  his  mother,  as  his  guard- 
ian, received  $1-2.50  for  him  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 
We  do  not  agree  to  the  correctness  of  this  proposition,  but 
as  appellant  has  by  an  amendment  to  his  bill  tendered  the 
money  back  to  whomever  the  court  should  decide  was  entitled 
to  it.  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  this  question. 

We  are  of  opinion  the  court  erred  in  dismis-sing  the  ap- 
pellant's bill,  and  the  decree  is  reversed  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings  not  inconsistent  with  the 
views  herein  expressed. 


Infant  Befcnd/tnts  must  be  served  in  substnnt'ftlly  the  ninnner  pre- 
scribed by  statute,  else  the  proeeedinprs  are  defective  and  subject  to 
direct  attack.  A  defective  service,  however,  maj'  be  sufficient  to  in- 
vest the  court  with  jurisdiction,  so  that  its  judgment,  while  erroneous, 
will  not  be  void  and  open  to  collateral  attack:  Westmeyer  v.  Gallen- 
kamp,  154  Mo.  28,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  747;  Kalb  v.  German  Sav.  etc. 
Society,  25  "Wash.  349,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  757;  note  to  Sanford  v.  Ed- 
wards, 61  Am.  St.  Rep.  492. 

Infants  have  No  Ahxalnte  Eight  to  Avoid  Judgment  recovered  against 
them,  and  even  an  irregular  judgment  cannot  be  vacated  as  of  course: 
Robertson  v.  Blair,  56  S.  C.  96,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  543.  As  a  rule,  they 
are  bound  bv  a  decree  the  same  as  persons  of  full  age:  Harrison  v. 
Wallton,  95 'Va.  721,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  8.30.  See  the  note  to  Teel  v. 
Dunnihoo,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  198,  on  bills  by  infants  to  impeach  de- 
crees. 
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TEEL  V.  DUNNIIIOO. 

[230  111.  476,  82  N.  E.  844.] 

JUDGMENTS — Res  Judicata — Questions  not  Identical. — A  de- 
cision that  a  certain  decree  and  a  deed  in  pursuaneo  thereof  did  not 
devest  the  fee,  and  that  they  should  be  disregarded  in  determining 
where  the  fee  rested,  is  not  conclusive  of  whether  the  deed  can  be  re- 
formed by  striking  out  the  words  "bodily  heirs."     (pp.  323,  324.) 

JUDGMENTS — Conclusiveness  Against  Minors. — Where  the 
court  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  subject  matter,  then, 
although  errors  subsequently  intervened,  the  title  of  a  bona  fide 
])ur(.'haKer  under  the  decree  cannot  be  impeached  by  minor  parties  to 
the  suit.     (p.  325.) 

JUDGMENTS — Res  Judicata. — Where  Some  Controlling  Fact 
or  question  material  to  the  determination  of  both  causes  of  action  has 
been  determined  in  a  former  suit,  and  the  same  fact  or  question  is 
again  at  issue  between  the  same  parties,  its  adjudication  in  the  first 
Avill,  if  properly  presented,  be  conclusive  of  the  same  question  in  the 
latter  suit,  irrespective  of  whether  or  not  the  cause  of  action  is  the 
same  in  both  suits,     (p.  326.) 

JUDGMENTS — Enforcement  of  Inequitable  Decree. — Upon  an 
original  or  cross  bill  to  carry  a  former  decree  into  execution,  the  court 
will  look  into  the  original  case  and  see  whether  the  decree  is  equitable 
and  just.     If  it  is  not,  its  enforcement  will  be  denied,     (p.  328.) 

DEEDS — Reformation  as  Against  Minors. — Where  real  estate 
is  bought  for  its  full  value,  and  the  grantors  understand  that  tliey  are 
selling  and  the  grantees  understand  that  they  are  purchasing  a  fee  title, 
but  by  mistake  words  creep  into  the  deed  which  defeat  such  intention, 
it  is  not  inequitable  or  unjust  to  correct  the  deed  by  striking  out  those 
words,     (p.  331.) 

JUDGMENTS — Conclusiveness  Against  Parties. — Where  a  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  subject  matter  makes  findings 
of  fact  in  its  decree  upon  which  innocent  parties  rely,  such  facts,  when 
again  called  in  question  in  a  subsequent  suit  by  a  party  or  privy  to 
the  first  suit,  are  regarded  as  established  by  the  findings  in  the  first 
decree,     (p.   331.) 

F.  W.  Eayniond  and  Arthur  "W.  Underwood,  for  the  appel- 
lants. 

James  II.  Martin,  William  W.  Clemens  and  William  H. 
Warder,  for  the  appellees. 

^''^  HAND,  C.  J.  This  was  a  bill  in  chancery  filed  by  ap- 
pellants, Harry  C.  Teel  and  Nona  Teel  (formerly  Nona 
Stocks),  and  Elmo  Stocks,  by  his  guardian,  John  Stocks, 
against  the  appellees,  to  partition  certain  farm  lands  situated 
in  Williamson  county  between  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks, 
who  were  alleged  to  be  the  owners  in  fee  simple  thereof,  and 
to  impeach  and  set  aside  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  said 
Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks  a  certain  decree  entered  by  the 
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circuit  court  of  Williamson  county  on  April  17,  1891,  in  a 
suit  in  chancery  then  pending  in  said  circuit  court,  wherein 
Mary  E.  A,  Stocks  and  John  Stocks,  the  father  and  mother  of 
Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks,  were  complainants,  and  wherein 
AVilliam  L.  Henderson  and  Harriet  Henderson  (the  father 
and  mother  of  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks)  and  Nona  Stocks  were 
defendants,  for  fraud  and  for  errors  of  law  appearing  upon 
the  face  of  the  record  in  said  chancery  suit,  and  to  set  aside 
and  cancel  as  clouds  upon  the  title  of  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo 
Stocks  a  master's  deed  made  to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  in  pur- 
suance of  the  terras  of  said  decree;  also  to  set  aside  and 
cancel  certain  deeds  made  by  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  and  her 
grantees  to  said  lands,  through  which  the  parties  now  in 
possession  of  said  lands  claim  title.  The  court  sustained  a 
demurrer  to  said  bill  and  dismissed  the  same  for  want  of 
'*''**  equity,  and  an  appeal  was  prosecuted  to  this  court,  where 
the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  was  reversed  and  the  cause 
was  remanded  to  the  circuit  court,  with  directions  to  over- 
rule the  demurrer:  Teel  v.  Dunnihoo,  221  111.  371. 

It  appears  from  the  averments  of  the  bill  filed  in  this  case 
that  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  was  a  daughter  of  "William  L.  and 
Harriet  Henderson;  that  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  August, 
1886,  William  L.  and  Harriet  Henderson  conveyed  to  Mary 
E.  A.  Stocks  and  "her  bodily  heirs"  the  land  in  question  for 
one  thousand  dollars;  that  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  and  her  hus- 
band, John  Stocks,  immediately  moved  upon  the  lands  and 
improved  the  same  and  made  their  home  thereon  for  a  num- 
ber of  yeai-s;  that  on  February  18,  1891,  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks 
and  her  husband,  and  after  the  birth  of  their  child  Nona,  and 
when  she  was  of  the  age  of  three  years,  filed  a  bill  in  chan- 
cery in  the  circuit  court  of  Williamson  county  against  Nona 
Stocks,  William  L.  Henderson  and  Harriet  Henderson  for 
the  purpose  of  having  corrected  said  deed  by  striking  out 
therefrom  the  words  "her  bodily  heirs";  that  upon  the  hear- 
ing upon  said  bill  the  court  found  that  William  L.  and  Har- 
riet Henderson  by  deed  conveyed  to  said  IMary  E.  A.  Stocks 
and  "her  bodily  heirs,"  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  August, 
1886,  the  lands  described  in  the  bill,  and  that  the  words  "her 
Ijodily  heirs"  were  improperly  inserted  in  said  deed,  and  that 
Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  was  entitled  to  have  said  deed  corrected 
by  eliminating  therefrom  the  words  "her  bodily  heirs,"  and 
decreed  that  William  L.  Henderson,  and  Harriet,  his  wife, 
execute  a  good  and  sufficient  warranty   deed  conveying  to 
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Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  said  lands  in  fee  simple,  without  any 
qualification  or  restriction  whatever,  within  sixty  days,  and 
that  in  default  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  said  deed 
the  master  in  chancery  of  said  court  execute  a  deed  of  con- 
veyance conveying  to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  in  fee  simple  said 
lands;  that  William-L.  and  Harriet  Henderson  having  failed 
to  malce  a  deed  as  provided  by  said  decree,  the  master  in 
chancer}^  executed  a  deed  to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  in  ^''^  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  said  decree;  that  Mary  E.  A. 
Stocks  subsequently  sold  and  conveyed  sgiid  lands  by  abso- 
lute deed,  and  the  lands  have  been  transferred,  from  time 
to  time,  by  her  grantee  and  his  grantees,  and  are  now  owned 
and  in  the  possession  of  persons  who  were  not  parties  to  said 
chancery  suit  commenced  by  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  and  hus- 
band against  Nona  Stocks  and  William  L,  and  Harriet  Hen- 
derson;  that  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  died  on  October  21,  1902, 
leaving  her  surviving  husband,  John  Stocks,  and  Nona  Teel, 
born  March  21,  1887,  and  Elmo  Stocks,  born  August  22,  1891, 
as  her  children  and  sole  heirs  at  law,  and  that  said  Nona  was 
about  eighteen  years  of  age  and  Elmo  about  fourteen  years 
of  age  at  the  time  this  bill  was  filed. 

The  contentions  made  on  the  former  appeal  were,  first, 
that  in  the  case  of  Stocks  et  al.  v.  Stocks  et  al.,  the  court  did 
not  have  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of  Nona  Teel  and  Will- 
iam L.  Henderson  and  Harriet  Henderson;  second,  that  the 
guardian  ad  litem  appointed  for  Nona  Teel  neglected  and 
failed  to  properly  represent  and  protect  the  rights  of  Nona 
Teel;  third,  that  the  testimony  of  John  Stocks,  Mary  E.  A. 
Stocks  and  William  L.  Henderson,  upon  which  the  findings 
in  the  decree  were  based,  that  the  words  "bodily  heirs," 
found  in  the  deed  from  William  L.  Henderson  and  Harriet 
Henderson  to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks,  were  improperly  inserted 
in  said  deed,  was  false ;  and  fourth,  that  the  deed  from  Will- 
iam L.  and  Harriet  Henderson  to  ]\Iary  E.  A.  Stocks  con- 
vexed  to  ^Nlary  E.  A.  Stocks  a  life  estate  in  said  lands  only, 
and  that  the  fee  simple  estate  therein  vested  in  Nona  Teel 
and  Elmo  Stocks,  and  that  the  decree  entered  by  the  court 
in  said  chancery  case,  and  the  deed  of  the  master  in  chancery 
based  thereon,  did  not  have  the  effect  to  devest  said  Nona 
and  Elmo  Stocks,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  herein,  of  their 
title  in  and  to  said  lands,  and  that  the  title  to  said  lands  was 
in  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocl^s  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill 
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herein  in  fee  simple.  And  it  was  held  in  the  opinion  then 
filed  that  the  court  in  the  suit  of  ^^^  Stocks  et  al.  v.  Stocks 
et  al.  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  of  the  subject  matter 
of  that  suit,  and  that  the  fact  that  error  may  have  afterward 
intervened  on  the  hearing  or  in  the  entry  of  the  decree  would 
not  hnve  the  effect  to  defeat  the  title  of  "parties  who  dealt  in 
irood  faith  with  the  property,  relying  upon  said  decree,  but  as 
it  appeared  that  the  title  to  said  premises  passed  out  of  "Will- 
iam L.  Henderson  and  Harriet  Henderson  and  vested  in  said 
Mary  E.  A.  Stocks, for  life  and  in  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks 
in  fee,  there  was  no  title  remaining  in  William  L.  and  Harriet 
Henderson  which  they  could  convej'',  and  that  by  a  conveyance 
voluntarily  made,  or  by  one  made  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  they  could  not  devest  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks  of 
their  fee  simple  title  in  and  to  said  premises  and  invest  the 
same  in  IMary  E.  A.  Stocks,  and  that  the  master's  deed  had  no 
greater  effect  that  would  a  deed  from  William  L.  and  Harriet 
Henderson,  and  that  the  fee  simple  title  to  said  premises  was 
in  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks. 

Upon  the  case  being  reinstated  in  the  circuit  court  the 
demurrer  was  overruled,  whereupon  the  appellees  answered 
said  bill  and  filed  cross-bills,  in  which  they  prayed,  as  was 
prayed  in  the  bill  filed  by  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  and  husband, 
that  the  deed  from  William  L.  Henderson  and  Harriet  Hen- 
derson to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  be  reformed  and  corrected  by 
striking  out  the  words  "her  bodily  heirs."  The  cross-bills 
were  answered,  and,  replications  having  been  filed,  a  trial 
was  had  in  open  court,  and  a  decree  was  again  entered  dis- 
missing the  original  bill  for  want  of  equity,  and  the  prayers 
of  the  cross-bills  of  the  respective  cross-complainants  were 
granted  and  the  deed  from  William  L.  Henderson  and  Har- 
riet Henderson  to  IMary  E.  A.  Stocks  was  corrected  by  strik- 
ing out  the  words  "her  bodily  heirs,"  and  a  second  appeal 
has  been  prosecuted  to  this  court. 

'*^^  It  is  first  contended  that  the  opinion  filed  by  the  court 
on  the  former  appeal  is  conclusive  against  the  right  of  the 
appellees  to  recover  in  this  case.  The  question  presented  to 
this  court  when  the  case  was  here  before  was.  Did  the  de- 
cree entered  in  the  case  of  Stocks  et  al.  v.  Stocks  et  al.  by 
the  circuit  court  of  Williamson  county,  and  the  master's  deed 
made  in  pursuance  of  said  decree,  devest  the  fee  simple  title 
of  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks  in  the  real  estate  in  contro- 
versy and  invest  j\Iary  E.  A.  Stocks  with  the  fee    simple    title 
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to  said  premises? — and  it  was  held,  for  the  reasons  there 
stated,  said  decree  was  inoperative  in  that  regard,  and  that 
the  decree  and  master's  deed  did  not  devest  said  Nona  Teel 
and  Elmo  Stocks  of  the  fee  simple  title  to  said  premises,  and 
that  in  determining  the  question  of  where  the  fee  simple 
title  to  said  premises  then  rested  said  decree  and  master's  deed 
should  be  disregarded,  which  left  the  fee  simple  title  in  said 
Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks;  while  the  question  presented 
for  determination  on  this  appeal  is,  Did  the  circuit  court, 
on  the  last  trial,  properly  decree,  upon  the  cross-bills  filed 
after  the  case  was  reinstated  in  the  circuit  court,  on  the  evi- 
dence submitted  to  it,  that  the  deed  from  William  Henderson 
and  Harriet  PIcnderson  to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  should  be  re- 
formed and  corrected  by  striking  out  from  said  deed  the  words 
"her  bodily  heirs,"  and  did  the  court  err  in  reforming  and 
correcting  said  deed  by  striking  out  said  words  and  decree- 
ing that  the  appellees  be  invested  with  the  full  fee  simple 
title  to  said  premises,  as  the  remote  grantees  of  said  Mary  E. 
A.  Stocks?  It  clearly  appears,  therefore,  that  the  question 
now  presented  for  decision  is  a  different  question  from  the 
one  determined  when  the  case  was  here  before. 

4*^2  In  Davis  V.  Kennedy,  105  111.  300,  John  R.  Kennedy 
had  made  a  conveyance  of  an  eighty-acre  tract  of  land  to 
his  three  daughters,  but  in  describing  the  land  there  was  an 
error  in  the  deed,  the  land  being  described  as  located  in  a 
township  other  than  the  one  in  which  it  was  located.  Ken- 
nedy thereafter  became  a  bankrupt,  and  the  land  was  sold 
by  his  assignee  to  Davis.  The  daughters  filed  a  petition  and 
made  a  motion  in  the  United  States  district  court,  where 
the  bankruptcy  proceeding  was  pending,  to  set  a.side  the 
sale,  which  the  court  declined  to  do,  whereupon  they  filed 
a  bill  in  equity  in  the  state  court  to  correct  the  mistake  in 
the  deed,  and  it  was  contended  they  w^ere  foreclosed  from 
such  relief  by  reason  of  tlie  action  of  the  United  States  dis- 
trict court  in  overruling  their  motion  to  set  aside  said  sale, 
but  it  was  held  otherwise.  This  court,  on  page  307,  said : 
"That  proceeding  falls  far  short  of  an  adjudication  of  the 
([uestion  ])eiiig  litigated  in  this  case.  There  is,  therefore, 
no  just  claim  that  the  questions  here  litigated  were  there 
determined.  There,  the  object  and  direct  purpose  was  to 
have  the  sale  disapproved  and  set  aside ;  here,  the  purpose 
is  to  have  this  deed  rcforrnod  and  tlie  mistnke  corrected,  and 
the  assertion  of  title  under  the  assignee's  deed  be  enjoined. 
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So  it  fails  of  an  estoppel  because  the  questions  decided,  and 
necessary  to  be  decided,  are  not  the  same.  That  court,  on 
that  petition  and  motion,  could  not  have  declared  that  de- 
fendants in  error  were  not  entitled  to  the  relief  they  seek 
in  this  case,  because  no  such  question  was  presented  or  be- 
fore that  court.  We  are  not  warranted  in  presuming  that 
court  did  what  it  was  not  authorized  to  do,  on  the  record 
as  it  then  stood,  nor  was  it  asked  nor  do  we  suppose  it 
intended  so  to  do.  We  must  therefore  hold  that  this  pro- 
ceeding is  not  barred  by  a  former  adjudication  of  the  same 
questions  now  litigated." 

We  think  that  case,  and  many  others  which  might  be  cited, 
conclusive  of  the  proposition  that  the  appellees  were  not 
barred,  by  any  questions  determined  when  the  case  was 
483  ]^QYQ  before,  from  filing  their  cross-bills  to  correct  the 
mistake  in  the  deed  from  William  L.  Henderson  and  Harriet 
Henderson  to  ]\Iary  E.  A.  Stocks. 

It  is  next  contended  the  court  erred  in  admitting  in  evi- 
dence against  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks  the  decree  in 
the  case  of  Stocks  et  al.  v.  Stocks  et  al.,  as  it  is  said  that 
decree  is  not  binding  upon  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  guardian  ad  litem  appointed  for 
Nona  Teel  neglected  and  failed  to  properly  protect  and  gunrd 
her  interests,  and  that  the  testimony  of  John  Stocks,  'Mnvy 
E.  A.  Stocks  and  William  L.  Henderson,  upon  which  the  find- 
ings in  the  decree  were  based,  that  the  words  "her  bodily 
heirs,"  found  in  the  deed  from  William  L.  Henderson  and 
Harriet  Henclereon  to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks,  were  improperly 
inserted  in  the  deed,  was  false,  and  that  the  testimony  of  John 
Stocks,  'Mnvy  E.  A.  Stocks  and  AVilliam  L.  E[enderson  was 
taken  in  the  form  of  ai^davits — that  is,  in  narrative  form — ■ 
before  the  master  in  chancery,  and  not  upon  questions  pro- 
pounded to  them  by  the  master  in  chancery.  On  the  formei 
appealsimilar  contentions  were  made,  and  this  court,  on  pag.^ 
476,  said:  "The  bill  filed  in  that  case  was  sufficient  to  giv;^ 
the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  and 
the  court  having  found  it  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties, 
which  was  a  matter  upon  which  it  was  authorized  to  adjudi- 
cate, the  fact  that  errors  may  have  afterward  intervened  on 
the  hearing  or  in  the  entering  of  the  decree,  would  not  have 
the  effect  to  defeat  the  title  of  the  defendants,  who  dealt  in 
good  faith  with  the  property,  relying  upon  such  decree,  if 
the  efTeft  of  the  decree  was  to  devest  the  title  of  the  complain- 
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ants."  The  court  found,  however,  the  decree  did  not  have 
the  effect  to  devest  the  title  of  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks, 
and  for  that  reason  the  court  was  of  the  opinion  the  fee  to 
said  premises  still  remained  in  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks. 
It  was  also  held  in  that  opinion  that  while  an  original  bill 
might  be  filed  on  behalf  of  a  minor  during  his  minority,  or 
within  the  '*^"*  period  allowed  after  majority  for  the  prose- 
cution of  a  writ  of  error  to  impeach  a  decree  for  fraud  or  for 
errors  of  law  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  record,  if  it 
appeared  the  court  entering  the  decree  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties  and  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  and  parties  who 
were  not  parties  to  the  suit  and  who  had  dealt  with  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  suit  in  good  faith,  relying  upon  the  decree, 
had  acquired  interests  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  the 
court  would  not  set  aside  the  decree  and  thereby  devest  and 
destroy  their  interests  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  and 
the  cases  of  Hedges  v.  Mace,  72  111.  472,  Lloyd  v.  Kirkwood, 
112  111.  329,  and  Lambert  v.  Livingston,  131  111.  161,  23  N.  E. 
352,  were  cited  as  sustaining  that  position. 

In  the  Hedges  case  (72  111.  472),  which  was  a  bill  to  im- 
peach a  decree  in  partition  for  want  of  jurisdiction  over  the 
persons  of  the  defendants  in  the  partition  suit,  none  of  the 
complainants  appear  to  have  been  minors,  but  the  court,  after 
disposing  of  the  question  of  jurisdiction  adversely  to  the  con- 
tention of  the  complainants,  announced  the  general  doctrine 
upon  the  subject  now  under  consideration  in  the  following 
words  (p.  745)  :  "Various  other  objections  are  made  to  the 
proceedings,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  them.  If  the 
questions  raised  are  at  all  tenable  they  are  but  errors,  and 
cannot  be  urged  in  this  collateral  manner  against  the  title 
of  the  defendants  who  purchased  at  the  sale  under  the  de- 
cree. The  law  is  well  settled  that  where  the  court  has  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter  and  obtains  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  by  service  of  process,  then,  although  errors  may  in- 
tervene, the  title  of  a  purchaser  under  the  decree,  who  is 
not  a  party  to  the  proceeding,  will  be  protected :  Stow  v.  Kim- 
ball, 28  111.  93 ;  IMoore  v.  Neil,  39  111.  256,  89  Am.  Dec.  303 ; 
Wight  V.  Wallbaum,  39  lU.  554;  Mulford  v.  Stalzenback,  46 
lU.  303." 

In  the  Lloyd  case  (112  111.  329)  the  question  arose  upon 
the  cross-bill  filed  on  behalf  of  a  minor  to  impeach  a  decree 
which  was  relied  upon  in  the  original  bill  as  a  basis  for  par- 
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tition,  and  the  court  there  said  (p.  337):  "In  many  of  the 
states,  ^^'^  ....  including  our  own,  a  decree  against  an  in- 
fant, like  that  against  an  adult,  is  absolute  in  the  first  instance, 
su1).jeet  to  the  right  to  attack  it  by  original  bill,  for  either 
fraud  or  error,  nierel}';  but  until  so  attacked,  and  set  aside 
or  reversed  on  error  or  appeal,  it  is  binding  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  any  other  decree  or  judgment.  This  right  to  attack  a 
derree  by  original  bill  may  be  exercised  at  any  time  before 
the  infant  attains  his  majority,  or  at  any  time  afterward 
williin  the  period  in  which  he  maj',  under  the  statute,  prose- 
cute a  writ  of  error  for  the  reversal  of    such  decree 

The  rule  thus  established  is,  of  course,  subject  to  the  quali- 
fication tliat  the  dc'-ree  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit  and  the  person  of  the  infant  against 
whom  it  is  rendered,  will  not  be  thus  set  aside  as  against 
third  parties  who  have  in  good  faith  acquired  rights  under 
it;  but  as  against  original  parties  to  the  suit,  and  their  legal 
representatives,  the  rule  as  above  stated  will  be  enforced." 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  authorities,  if  the  mandatory 
part  of  the  decree  sought  to  be  impeached  had  corrected  the 
Hendei*son  deed  by  eliminating  the  words  therefrom  which 
vested  the  fee  in  Nona  Teele  and  Elmo  Stocks,  the  appellees 
would  have  been  protected  in  their  title  against  the  claims 
of  Nona  Teele  and  Elmo  Stocks.  The  question  then  arises, 
Of  what  force  and  effect,  as  evidence  in  this  case,  is  that 
portion  of  said  decree  against  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks 
which  finds  that  the  words  "her  bodily  heirs,"  in  the  deed 
from  William  L.  Henderson  and  Harriet  Henderson  to  Mary 
E.  A.  Stocks,  were  improperly  incorporated  therein,  and  that 
IMary  E.  A.  Stocks  w^as  entitled  to  have  the  deed  corrected 
by  eliminating  from  the  deed  said  words? 

It  has  been  frequently  held  by  this  court  that  where  some 
controlling  fact  or  question  material  to  the  determination  of 
both  causes  of  action  has  been  determined  in  a  former  suit 
and  the  same  fact  or  question  is  again  at  issue  between  the 
same  parties,  its  adjudication  in  the  first  will,  '*^^  if  prop- 
erly presented,  be  conclusive  of  the  same  question  in  tlie 
latter  suit,  irrespective  of  whether  the  cause  of  action  is  the 
same  in  both  suits  or  not:  Hanna  v.  Read,  102  111.  596,  40  Am. 
Rep.  608;  Tilley  v.  Bridges,  105  111.  336;  Wright  v.  Griffey, 
147  111.  496,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  35  N.  E.  732;  Reynolds  v. 
Mandel.  175  111.  615,  51  N.  E.  649;  Brack  v.  Boyd,  211  111. 
290   103  Am.  St.  Rep.  200,  71  N.  E.  995.     In  the  Brack  case, 
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in  a  partition  suit  betv.een  the  parties,  it  was  held  that  one 
Mary  J.  Singleton  was  the  legally  adopted  child  of  Allen  L. 
and  Sallie  Ralls,  and  in  a  subsequent  partition  suit  between 
the  same  parties,  although  in  regard  to  different  lands,  it 
was  held  that  the  parties  defendant  in  the  second  suit  were 
bound  by  the  findings  of  the  court  in  the  first  suit  upon  the 
subject  of  the  adoption  of  Mary  J.  Singleton,  which  finding 
in  the  first  suit  amounted  to  an  estoppel  upon  them  by  ver- 
dict. In  the  Ilanna  case  (102  Am.  Rep.  608),  Ezra  B.  Reed, 
owning  real  estate  in  Indiana  and  in  this  state,  made  two 
deeds,  one  conveying  the  Indiana  land  directly  to  his  wife 
and  the  other  conveying  the  Illinois  land  to  her  through  a 
third  party.  A  bill  was  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of  Vigo 
county,  Indiana,  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  in  that  state  on 
the  alleged  ground  that  Ezra  B.  Reed  was,  at  the  time  of  its 
execution,  of  unsound  mind  and  incapable  of  making  the 
deed,  and  that  he  was  unduly  influenced  to  execute  the  same. 
The  answer  of  the  defendant  denied  both  allegations,  and 
upon  the  hearing  a  decree  was  entered  sustaining  the  bill  and 
finding  that  the  grantor  was  of  unsound  mind  and  incapable 
of  maldng  said  instrument.  Afterward,  in  a  suit  between 
the  same  parties  in  this  state  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  of 
the  Illinois  lands,  the  decree  entered  in  the  Indiana  court  was 
set  up  by  the  complainants  as  res  judicata,  but  the  circuit 
court  refused  to  admit  the  transcript  of  the  record  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Vigo  county  as  evidence  to  sustain  the  bill. 
In  reversing  that  ruling  it  was  said  (p.  602)  :  "Where  the 
former  adjudication  is  relied  on  as  an  answer  and  bar  to  the 
whole  cause  of  action,  or,  in  other  M'ords,  where  it  is  claimed 
to  be  an  answer  to  all  the  questions  involved  in  the  subsequent 
*^'^  action,  then  it  must  appear  ....  that  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion and  thing  sought  to  be  recovered  are  the  same  in  both 
suits.  The  former  adjudication  in  cases  of  this  class  is  tech- 
nically known  as  an  estoppel  by  judgment,  ....  but  v.lierc 
some  specific  fact  or  question  has  been  adjudicated  and  de- 
termined in  a  former  suit  and  the  same  fact  or  question  is 
again  put  in  issue  in  a  subsequent  suit  between  the  same 
parties,  its  determination  in  the  former  suit,  if  properly  pre- 
sented and  relied  on,  will  be  held  conclusive  upon  the  parties 
in  the  latter  suit,  without  regard  to  whether  the  cause  of 
action  is  the  same  in  both  suits  or  not.  This  species  of  es- 
toppel is  known  to  the  law  as  an  estoppel  by  verdict,  and  is 
equally  available  to  a  plaintiff  in  sui^port  of  his  action,  when 
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the  circumstances  warrant  it,  as  when  offered  by  a  defendant 
as  a  matter  of  defense." 

We  therefore  think  it  clear  that,  the  circuit  court  of 
Williamson  county  having  found  in  the  case  of  Stocks  et  al. 
V.  Stocks  et  al.  that  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  deed  from 
William  L.  Henderson  and  Harriet  Henderson  to  IMary  E. 
A.  Stocks,  to  which  litigation  Nona  Teel  was  a  party  and 
Elmo  Stocks  a  privy,  appellants  are  bound  by  such  finding 
and  estopped  in  this  proceeding  to  deny  the  facts  there  found 
as  against  the  appellees,  who  are  subsequent  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers of  said  real  estate,  even  though  the  guardian  ad 
litem  of  Nona  Teel  may  not  have  performed  his  full  duty 
in  said  chancery  suit,  and  even  though  the  appellants  have 
introduced  into  this  record  some  evidence  which  tends  to 
contradict  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  who  testified  in  the 
case  of  Stocks  et  al.  v.  Stocks  et  al.,  upon  whose  testimony 
said  decree  was  based,  which  objections  and  irregularities 
only  amounted  to  error  in  the  original  case,  and  which  did  not 
render  the  decree  in  that  case  void,  but  which  would  have 
been  available  in  this  suit  against  the  original  parties  to  that 
suit  (Lloyd  V.  Kirkwood,  112  111.  329 ;  Crane  v.  Stafford.  217 
111.  21,  75  N,  E.  421),  but  which  are  not  available  against 
third  parties  ^^^  who  have  in  good  faith  acquired  rights  re- 
lying upon  said  decree :  Llo^^d  v.  Kirkwood,  112  111.  329. 

It  is  finally  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  entering 
the  decree  in  this  case,  as  it  is  said  appellees  failed  to  show, 
by  proper  proofs,  that  said  former  decree  was  equitable  and 
just,  and  it  is  urged  on  an  original  bill  to  carry  a  former 
decree  into  exec-ution  the  court  will  look  into  the  original 
case  and  see  if  the  former  decree  is  equitable  and  just,  and 
if  it  is  not,  it  will  refuse  its  enforcement.  The  doctrine 
contended  for  by  the  appellants  has  been  recognized  by  this 
court  in  Wadliams  v.  Gaj^  73  111.  415,  and  subsequent  cases, 
and  it  is  a  well-established  equitable  doctrine  where  an  orig- 
inal bill  has  been  filed  to  carry  a  former  decree  into  execution, 
and  we  think  applies  with  equal  force  where  a  former  decree 
is  sought  to  be  carried  into  execution  by  a  cross-bill.  The 
prayers  of  the  cross-bills  filed  in  this  case,  however,  are  in  the 
alternative,  that  of  AA'ilmoth  Dunnihoo,  the  Carterville  &  Her- 
rin  Coal  Company,  John  AVaggoner,  Ellen  Augusta  Wag- 
goner, Finis  W.  Varnier,  Henry  Keiper,  Raymond  Lisby, 
Clayton  Wright,  John  Alexander,  W.  C.  Alexander,  Joseph 
Moore,   Wilford   Bcson,   Wesley   Walker  and  Mary  Walker 
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being  in  the  following  form:  "Forasmuch,  therefore,  as  your 
orators  are  without  remedy  except  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  to 
the  end  that  the  said  Harry  C.  Teel,  Nona  Teel,  John  Stocks, 
Chicago  and  Carbondale  Railroad  Company,  Illinois  Central 
Railroad  Company  and  Elmo  Stocks,  who  are  made  parties  de- 
fendant to  this  bill,  may  be  required  to  make  full  and  direct 
answer  to  the  same,  but  not  under  oath,  answer  under  oath  be- 
ing hereby  waived,  and  that  upon  a  hearing  hereon  the  court 
may  order  and  decree  that  the  relief  granted  by  the  above-re- 
cited decree  may  be  made  effectual,  the  said  deed  from  "William 
L.  Henderson  and  wife  to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  hereinabove  set 
forth  be  canceled  and  set  aside,  and  that  the  master's  deed 
hereinabove  referred  to  and  set  forth  be  declared  effectual  to 
convey  the  **®  fee  simple  title  of  the  lands  therein  described 
to  said  IMary  E.  A.  Stocks  at  the  time  of  its  delivery,  or  that 
said  deed  so  made  by  William  L.  Henderson  and  wife  to  ^Nlary 
E.  A.  Stocks  be  reformed  and  corrected  to  accord  with  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties  as  found  and  declared  by  the  court  in 
said  decree  hereinabove  set  forth,  by  striking  therefrom,  and 
from  the  record  thereof,  the  words  'her  bodily  heirs,'  and 
that  your  orators  have  such  other  and  further  relief  as  equity 
may  require  and  as  to  your  honors  may  seem  meet."  And 
we  think  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  could  properly  be 
sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  findings  of  fact  in  the  de- 
cree in  the  case  of  Stocks  et  al.  v.  Stocks  et  al.  established 
the  fact  that  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  deed  from  the  Hender- 
sons to  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  and  it  should  be  corrected,  and 
such  seems  to  have  been  the  view  of  the  trial  court,  as  its 
decree  was  as  follows : 

"It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the 
complainants'  original  bill  herein  be  dismissed  for  want  of 
equity,  and  that  complainants  in  their  cross-bills  herein  be 
granted  the  relief  prayed  for  in  said  cross-bills,  and  that 
said  deed  made  by  William  L.  Henderson  and  wife  to  IMary 
E.  A.  Stocks,  dated  August  17,  188G,  conveying  to  her  the 
following  described  real  estate:  The  west  half  of  the  south- 
west f|uarter  of  section  22  and  the  northeast  quarter  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  section  28,  town  22  south,  range  2  east 
of  the  third  principal  meridian,  in  Williamson  county,  Illi- 
nois, be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reformed  and  corrected  by 
striking  therefrom  the  words  'her  bodily  heirs'  where  the 
same  appear  therein  after  the  words  'INIary  E.  A.  Stoeks,'  and 
that  the  record  thereof  in  the  recorder's  office  of  Williamson 
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county,  at  page  171  of  deed  records  27,  be  corrected  by  the 
master  in  chancery  of  this  court  by  striking  out  the  said 
words  'her  bodily  heirs'  after  the  words  'Mary  E.  A.  Stocks,' 
thus  vesting'  in  her  the  fee  simple  title  as  of  the  date  of 

August  17,  1886." 

^**^  If,  however,  it  be  conceded  that  it  was  necessary  that 
the  appellees  show  that  the  decree  entered  in  that  case  was 
e(|uitable  and  just,  we  think  the  evidence  found  in  this  en- 
tire record,  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  decree  in 
Stocks  et  al.  v.  Stocks  et  al.,  clearly  shows  that  equity  and 
good  conscience  required  the  correction  of  said  deed  as  be- 
tween Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  and  Nona  Teel  and  Elmo  Stocks, 
who  were  "her  bodily  heirs."  From  the  recitals  in  said 
decree  it  appears  that  the  land  in  question  belonged  to  Will- 
iam L.  Tleudcrson ;  that  on  August  17,  1886,  he  sold  the 
same  to  Mary  E.  Stocks  for  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars 
and  executed  to  said  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance of  said  lands,  intending  to  convey  thereby  said  lands 
to  said  IMary  E.  A.  Stocks  in  fee  simple,  and  that  in  consid- 
eration of  said  deed  of  conveyance  said  IMary  E.  A.  Stocks 
paid  to  said  William  L.  Henderson  the  sum  of  one  thousand 
dollars;  that  by  some  mistake  or  error  of  the  scrivener  who 
wTote  said  deed,  or  from  some  other  error  or  mistake  at  the 
time  unknown  to  both  the  grantors  and  the  grantee  in  said 
deed,  the  deed  was  so  written  as  to  convey  said  lands  to  said 
IMary  E.  A.  Stocks  and  to  "her  bodily  heirs,"  thereby  vesting 
in  said  IMary  E.  A.  Stocks  a  life  estate,  only,  in  said  lands, 
which  was  not  the  intention  of  the  grantors  or  the  grantee, 
each  of  whom  intended  and  agreed  that  said  deed  of  convey- 
ance should  pass  to  said  Mary  E.  A.  Stocks  the  said  lands  in 
fee  simple  absolute.  It  further  appears  that  IMary  E.  A. 
Stocks  sold  and  conveyed  said  premises  to  her  grantee,  and  he 
to  his  grantees,  for  a  full  and  valuable  consideration,  and 
that  lier  remote  grantees  are  now  in  possession  of  said  lands. 
In  Dinwiddle  v.  Self,  145  111.  290,  33  N.  E.  892,  and  Kyner  v. 
Boll  182  lU.  171,  54  N.  E.  925,  this  court  held  that  it  was 
not  inequitable  and  unjust  to  correct  a  deed,  under  similar 
circunistances  to  those  disclosed  in  this  record,  by  striking 
out  from  a  deed  words  of  similar  import  to  the  words  found 
in  the  deed  from  the  Hendersons  to  IMrs.  Stocks.  This  case, 
and  the  cases  above  ^^^  referred  to,  differ  materially  from  the 
ca.se  of  Athorton  v.  Roche.  192  111.  252,  Gl  N.  E.  357,  55  L. 
R.  A.  591,  the  distinction  between  the  cases  being  pointed 
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out  in  the  Atherton  case,  on  page  261.  IMistakes  of  law  can- 
not be  corrected  by  a  court  of  orjuity.  Where,  however,  real 
estate  is  bought  for  its  full  value,  and  the  grantors  understand 
they  are  selling  and  the  grantees  understand  they  are  pur- 
chasing a  fee  title,  and  by  mistake  some  words  creep  into  the 
deed  which  defeat  such  intention,  it  clearly  is  not  inequitable 
or  unjust  that  the  error  should  be  corrected. 

The  appellants  have  sought  in  this  case  to  impeach  the 
findings  of  the  decree  entered  in  the  case  of  Stoclcs  et  al.  v. 
Stocks  et  al.  by  parol  evidence  and  by  showing  irregularities 
took  place  upon  tlie  trial.  Many  years  have  elapsed  since 
the  testimony  in  that  case  was  taken  and  the  decree  entered. 
Mary  E.  A.  Stocte  and  William  L.  Henderson  are  both  dead, 
and  the  interest  of  John  Stocks,  through  his  children,  is  ad- 
ver-:e  to  the  decree.  This  case  demonstrates  the  wisdom  of 
the  rule  tliat  where  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and 
subject  matter  of  a  suit  and  makes  certain  findings  of  fact  in 
its  decree,  upon  which  innocent  parties  rely,  the  facts  thus 
found,  when  again  called  in  question  by  a  party  or  privy  to 
said  suit  in  a  subsequent  suit,  are  held  to  be  established  by 
the  findings  of  fact  in  the  first  decree.  Were  not  this  the  rule, 
no  title  in  which  a  minor  is  a  party  to  a  suit  would  ever  be 
secure  until  after  the  time  for  the  suing  out  of  a  writ  of  error 
or  for  filing  a  bill  to  impeach  the  decree  had  elapsed. 

Finding  no  reversible  error  in  this  record  the  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  will  be  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Vickers  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of  this 
case. 


Bes  Judicata. — When  Some  Controlling  Fact  or  question  material  to 
the  determination  of  the  case  has  been  adjudicated  in  a  former  suit, 
and  the  same  fact  or  question  is  again  at  issue  between  the  same 
parties,  its  adjudication  in  the  first  suit  will,  if  properly  presented, 
be  conclusive  of  the  same  question  in  the  latter  suit,  irrespective  of 
whether  or  not  tlie  cause  of  action  is  the  same  in  both  suits:  Brack 
V.  Boyd,  211  111.  290,  103  Am.  St.  Eep.  200;  Chicago  etc.  R.  E,  Co.  v. 
Cass  County,  72  Neb.  489,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  806;  Rew  v.  Independent 
School  Dist.,  125  Iowa,  28,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  282. 

On  tlie  Beformation  of  Written  Instruments  and  the  correction  of  mis- 
takes therein  by  courts  of  equity,  see  the  notes  to  Steicnieyer  v. 
Schroeppel,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  227;  Alabama  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jones,  55 
Am.  St.  Rep.  512;  Williams  v.  Hamilton,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  481. 
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BKUNER  V.  IITCKS. 

[230  111.  536,  82  N.  E.  888.] 

HOMESTEADS — Lease. — The  Value  of  a  Homestead,  so  far  as 
concerns  an  alleged  release  thereof  by  leasing  the  preniisrs  for  the 
purpose  of  prospecting  for  oil  and  gas,  is  determinable  as  of  the  date 
of  the  lease,  and  not  as  of  the  time  when  gas  or  oil  is  discovered  by 
the  lessees,     (p.  336.) 

HOMESTEAD. — A  Lease  of  a  Homestead,  valued  at  leas  than 
one  thousand  dollars,  for  the  purpose  of  prospecting  the  premises  for 
oil  and  gas,  for  an  indefinite  term  in  case  these  substances  are  dis- 
covered, is  void  and  ■will  sustain  no  rights  in  favor  of  the  lessee,  if 
the  lessors  have  not  released  their  homestead  right  in  the  manner 
[irovided  by  statute,  or  voluntarily  abandoned  possession  and  accepted 
rent  with  knowledge  of  the  facts,     (p.  337.) 

C.  S.  Conger,  McCarty  &  Arnold,  J.  C.  Maxwell  and 
Brownlee  &  Browne,  for  the  appellants. 

Parker  &  Newlin  and  J.  A.  Ilindman,  for  the  appellees. 

'^^^  HAND,  C.  J.  This  was  a  bill  in  chancery  filed  by  An- 
drew Bruner,  John  Righter  and  W.  G.  Skelly,  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Crawford  county,  against  Frank  Hicks,  John  Kerr, 
John  AV.  Smith.  Lem  Neely,  David  C.  Brubaker  and  ]\Iary  E. 
]5rubaker,  to  enjoin  the  said  Hicks,  Kerr,  Smith  and  Neely 
from  sinking  or  drilling  any  well  or  wells  for  oil  or  gas 
upon  a  certain  thirty-six  acre  tract  of  land  located  in  Craw- 
ford county,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  lease  bearing  date  April  5, 
1905,  made  by  said  David  C.  Brubaker  and  ^Mary  E.  Bru- 
l)aker,  the  owners  in  fee  of  said  premises,  to  said  Frank 
Kicks,  and  which  lease  had  in  part  been  assigned  by  Hicks 
to  Kerr,  Smith  and  Neel}',  upon  the  ground  that  said  David 
C.  and  ]Mary  E.  Brubaker,  on  the  eighth  day  of  December, 
1905,  had  executed  a  lease  of  said  premises  for  the  purpose 
of  mining  and  operating  for  oil  and  gas,  and  laying  pipe 
lines  and  building  tanks,  stations  and  structures  thereon  to 
take  care  of  said  products,  to  one  George  D.  INIcCarty  for 
the  period  of  ten  years  or  so  long  as  oil  and  gas  miglit  be 
found  on  said  premises,  which  lease  had  been  assigned  to 
Bruner,  Righter  and  Skelly,  and  which  lease,  it  was  alleged, 
contained  a  release  and  waiver  of  the  homestead  rights  of 
^^^  David  C.  and  ]\Iary  E.  Brubaker  in  said  premises,  and 
M'as  entered  into  by  said  ]McCarty  with  said  David  C.  and 
]\Iary  E.  Brul)al<er  and  assigned  to  the  said  Bruner,  Righter 
and  Skelly,  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  deeds 
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of  said  county,  without  notice  to  them,  or  either  of  them,  of 
the  fact  that  said  lease  of  April  5,  1905,  had  been  made 
by  said  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  to  Frank  Ilicks, 
and  which  lease  to  Ilicks,  it  was  averred,  was  void  by  rea- 
.son  of  the  fact  that  said  premises  were  of  less  than  one  thou- 
sand dollars  in  value  and  were  occupied  by  said  David  C.  and 
]\rary  E.  Brubaker  as  a  homestead,  and  the  homestead  rights  of 
David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  therein  were  not  waived  or 
released  in  said  lease,  and  that  the  premises  described  in 
said  lease  were  so  imperfectly  described  therein  that  they 
could  not  be  located  or  identified  as  the  property  owned  by 
David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker. 

A  demurrer  was  sustained  to  the  bill,  whereupon  a  supple- 
mental and  amended  bill  was  filed  by  said  Bruner,  Righter 
and  Skelly,  in  which  they  omitted  to  name  David  C.  and 
Mary  E.  Brubaker  as  defendants,  and  from  which  they  also 
omitted  all  averments  in  regard  to  the  homestead  rights  of 
David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  in  the  premises,  and  averred 
that  the  complainants  had  been  let  into  the  possession  of  said 
premises  by  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  under  the  lease 
of  December  8,  1905,  and  that  they  had  made  valuable  im- 
provements on  said  premises.  The  misdescription  of  the 
premises  in  the  lease  of  April  5,  1905,  and  the  want  of  notice 
to  ]\[cCarty  and  his  assigns  of  the  lease  of  April  5,  1905,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  lease  of  December  8,  1905,  were 
also  averred,  which  averments  were  relied  upon  to  establish 
complainants'  rights  under  the  lease  of  December  8,  1905, 
and  to  avoid  the  rights  of  Ilicks,  Kerr,  Smith  and  Neely  under 
the  lease  of  April  5,  1905. 

On  their  petition  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  were 
allowed  to  intervene  as  defendants  to  said  supplemental  and 
amended  bill,  and  they  thereupon  filed  an  answer  thereto. 
s.To  They  also  filed  a  cross-bill,  in  which  they  averred  that  at 
the  time  the  lease  of  December  8,  1905,  was  made,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  filing  of*their  answer  and  cross-bill,  said  prem- 
ises were  owned  in  fee  by  them  ;  that  th^y  occupied  the  same 
as  a  liomestead ;  that  said  premises,  at  the  time  said  lease  was 
executed,  were  in  value  not  to  exceed  one  thousand  dollars, 
and  that  they  had  not  waived  or  released  their  h(;mestead  in 
said  premi<(^s  or  abandoned  the  possession  of  said  premises  or 
sui'i'dulered  the  possession  of  said  premises  voluntarily  to  the 
coiiiplaiiiants,  and  aslced  that  the  lease  of  December  8,  1905. 
be  caii  (led   and  set   aside  as  a  cloud   upon   their  title,   and 
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that  the  complainants  be  enjoined  from  interfering  -with  their 
possession  of  said  premises.  The  other  defendants  to  the  sup- 
plemental and  amended  bill  also  filed  an  answer  and  cross- 
bill. By  their  cross-bill  they  asked  that  the  description  of 
said  premises  in  the  lease  of  April  5,  1905,  which  was  ad- 
mitted to  be  incorrect,  be  corrected,  and  for  other  relief. 

The  cross-bills  were  answered  and  replications  were  filed 
and  a  trial  was  had  in  open  court,  and  the  chancellor  en- 
tered a  decree  setting  aside  and  canceling  as  a  cloud  upon  the 
title  of  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  the  lease  of  Decem- 
ber 8,  1905,  and  the  assignment  thereof  to  the  complainants, 
and  perpetually  enjoined  the  complainants  from  going  upon 
said  premises  to  prospect  for  oil  or  gas,  or  otherwise,  and 
from  removing  therefrom  any  property  placed  thereon  and 
in  the  wells  drilled  by  them,  and  from  removing  any  oil 
therefrom,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  themseh'es,  agents,  etc., 
and  corrected  the  description  of  the  premises  contained  in 
the  lease  of  April  5,  1905,  as  against  David  C.  and  ]\Iary  E. 
Brubaker,  and  the  complainants  have  prosecuted  an  appeal 
to  this  court  to  reverse  said  decree. 

^■*^  The  lease  in  question  was  executed  with  the  \ie\v  to 
transfer  a  freehold  interest  in  said  premises,  as  it  provided 
the  term  created  thereby  might  last  for  an  indefinite  and 
undetermined  period  of  time  in  case  oil  or  gas  was  discov- 
ered upon  said  premises,  and  in  that  regard  this  lease  is  not 
like  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years.  It  was  therefore  necessary 
that  the  lease,  to  be  valid,  should  contain  a  release  or  waiver 
of  the  homestead  rights  of  David  C.  and  l^ary  E.  Brulwiker. 
and  if  the  premises,  at  the  ti)ue  the  lease  was  executed,  were 
of  less  value  than  one  thousand  dollars  the  lease  Avas  void. 

The  first  question  presented  upon  this  record  for  deter- 
mination is  the  value  of  the  premises  in  question  on  the 
eighth  day  of  Deeoml)er,  1905,  at  the  time  the  lea>;e  was 
made  to  MeCarty  by  David  C.  and  IMary  E.  Brubaker.  If 
said  prcmi.ses  at  that  time  were  of  less  value  than  one  thou- 
sand dollars,  then  the  lease  from  David  C.  and  ]Mary  E.  Bru- 
baker to  McCarty  is  absolutely  void  and  the  appellants  can 
predicate  no  rights  thereon,  unless  it  appears  that  the  home- 
stead rights  of  David  C.  and  ]\Iary  E.  Brubaker  in  the  prem- 
ises were  waived  and  released  or  the  possassion  of  the  prem- 
ises was  abandoned  by  them  or  they  have  estopped  tliem- 
selvos  from  setting  up  their  homestead  rights  as  against  the 
apprUants. 
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The  evidence  as  to  tlie  value  of  the  premises  on  Decem- 
ber 8,  1905,  was  conflicting.  The  witnesses  who  testified  upon 
that  point — and  they  were  numerous — fixed  the  value  there- 
of at  that  time  from  seventeen  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per 
acre  to  fifty  dollars  per  acre,  and  the  appellants  in  their 
original  bill,  which  was  sworn  to,  admitted  they  were  worth 
less  than  one  thousand  dollars.  The  trial  court  held  they 
were  worth  less  than  one  thousand  dollars.  The  chancellor 
who  tried  the  case  saw  and  heard  the  witnesses,  and  in  view 
of  the  conflict  in  the  evidence,  his  judgment  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  value  of  said  premises  on  December  8,  1905,  we 
think  should  be  held  to  control.  It  must  therefore  be  held, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  said  premises,  at  the  time 
'^^^  the  lease  to  McCarty  was  executed,  were  worth  less  than 
one  thousand  dollars.  As  it  is  admitted  that  the  homestead 
rights  of  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  in  said  premises 
were  not  waived  or  released  and  that  they  have  not  aban- 
doned the  possession  of  said  premises,  the  question  remains, 
Did  they  voluntarily  permit  the  appellants  to  enter  upon, 
said  premises  to  explore  and  prospect  for  oil  and  gas,  and 
did  they  receive  rent  from  the  appellants  under  the  lease 
of  December  8,  1905,  subsequent  to  its  date,  and  thereby 
estop  themselves  from  asserting  the  invalidity  of  said  lease 
hy  reason  of  their  failure  to  release  or  waive  their  homestead 
rights  therein? 

Up  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  this  bill  the  complainants 
had  not  done  any  prospecting  for  oil  or  gas  upon  said  prem- 
ises. After  the  bill  was  filed,  however,  and  against  the  wish 
and  protest  of  David  C.  and  ]\Iary  E.  Brubaker,  they  went 
upon  said  premises  and  sunk  five  wells,  from  which  they 
obtained  large  quantities  of  oil  and  gas,  and  the  rent  pro- 
vided for  in  the  lease,  which  they  claim  to  have  paid  to 
David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker,  amounted  to  but  two  dol- 
lars and  twenty-five  cents,  which  the  trial  court  found  was 
n'ccived  by  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  b,y  reason  of 
the  fraudulent  representations  made  to  them  by  the  complain- 
ants and  their  attorneys  that  the  controversy  over  the  Mc- 
Carty and  Hicks  leases  had  been  settled  between  those  par- 
ties, and  which  amount  they  offered  to  return  to  the  com- 
plainants and  deposited  for  their  benefit  in  court.  We  think 
it  clear,  therefore,  that  it  cannot  be  successfully  contended 
that  the  complainants  were  voluntarily  lot  into  the  posses- 
sion of  said  premises  by  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker, 
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or  that  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker,  or  either  of  them, 
ever  received,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  which 
affected  their  interest,  any  rent  provided  to  be  paid  to  them 
by  the  terms  of  the  lease  of  December  8,  1905.  We  are  there- 
fore of  the  opinion  they  are  not  estopped  to  challenge  the 
validity  of  said  lease  by  reason  of  a  failure  on  their  part  to 
release  their  homestead  rights  in  the  premises  covered  by 
the  lease. 

^'*-  It  is  contended,  however,  that  although  the  court  prop- 
erly held  that  the  premises  on  December  8,  1905,  were  of 
less  value  than  one  thousand  dollars,  that  fact  should  not 
control,  as  it  is  said  the  court,  in  determining  the  homestead 
rights  of  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  in  said  premises, 
should  have  been  governed  by  the  value  of  said  premises  on 
the  day  on  which  oil  and  gas  were  discovered  upon  said 
premises,  and  not  their  value  on  the  day  on  which  the  lease 
was  executed.  We  cannot  agree  with  this  contention.  If 
the  premises,  at  the  time  the  lease  of  December  8,  1905,  was 
.  executed,  were  less  in  value  than  one  thousand  dollars,  then 
the  lease  which  attempted  to  give  to  McCarty  and  his  assigns 
the  rigiit  to  use,  possess  and  enjoy  a  portion  of  said  prem- 
ises for  the  purpose  of  mining  and  operating  for  oil  and  gas, 
and  laying  pipe-lines  and  building  tanks,  stations  and  struc- 
tures thereon  to  take  care  of  said  products,  deprived  David 
C.  and  I\Iary  E.  Brvibaker  of  a  portion  of  their  homestead, 
and  said  homestead  not  having  been  waived  or  released  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  statute,,  said  lease  was  void. 
It  may  be  conceded  that  the  title  to  the  oil  and  gas  in  said 
lands  did  not  vest  in  the  appellants,  as  assignees  of  said  lease, 
until  the  oil  and  gas  were  discovered  and  appropriated  by 
them;  still  the  right  to  occupy  the  premises  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid  conferred  upon  MeCarty  and  his  assignees  a  pres- 
ent vested  right  in  said  premises,  which  might  last  ten  years 
and  might  last  for  an  indefinite  period  if  oil  and  gas  were 
discovered  in  said  premises,  and  to  the  extent  of  that  use 
David  C.  Brubaker  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  were  deprived  of 
their  homestead  rights,  w^hich  rights  they  could  release  to  Mc- 
Carty and  his  assigns  ofily  by  an  instrument  in  writing  duly 
signed  and  acknowledged  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  governing  the  release  and  waiver  of  homesteads: 
Franklin  Land  Co.  v.  Wea  Gas,  Coal  and  Oil  Co.,  43  Kan.  518, 
23  Pac.  G30. 
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It  is  also  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  correcting  the 
description  in  the  lease  of  April  5,  1905,  by  making  the  de- 
scription ^"^^  therein  contained  correspond  with  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  premises  which  the  parties  intended  to  cover  by 
said  lease.  The  correction  was  limited  by  the  decree  to  Da- 
vid C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  alone,  and  in  no  way  affected 
the  appellants.  "We  think,  therefore,  they  have  no  reason  to 
complain  as  against  that  part  of  the  decree. 

It  is  also  contended  the  decree  is  erroneous  in  enjoining 
the  appellants  from  removing  the  property  which  they  had 
attached  to  the  land  of  David  C.  and  ]\Iary  E.  Brubaker. 
From  a  careful  reading  of  this  record  we  are  impressed  with 
the  view  that  the  lease  of  December  8,  1905,  was  obtained 
from  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker  purely  as  a  matter 
of  speculation  and  not  with  a  view  to  prospect  their  lands, 
as  the  Brubakers  were  led  to  believe  the  object  of  the  lease 
was  at  the  time  it  was  executed,  and  that  nothing  was  done 
under  the  lease  by  the  appellants  until  other  parties,  acting 
under  the  Hicks  lease,  commenced  prospecting,  for  oil  and 
gas  upon  the  lands  of  David  C.  and  Mary  E.  Brubaker, 
when  the  appellants,  by  a  temporary  injunction,  tied  the 
hands  of  these  parties  and  then  went  onto  the  lands  and 
commenced  prospecting  for  oil  and  gas  against  the  wishes 
and  protests  of  the  owners  of  the  land,  claiming  under  a 
lease  which  was  absolutely  void,  and  that  while  they  may 
have  expended  a  considerable  amount  of  money  upon  said 
lands,  we  think  they  did  so  with  a  knowledge  of  all  the  facts 
and  that  they  acted  at  their  peril,  and  that  the  circuit  court 
did  not  err  in  enjoining  them  from  removing  the  property 
which  they  had  placed  upon  the  land. 

Finding  no  reversible  error  in  this  record  the  decree  of 
the  circuit  court  of  Crawford  county  will  be  affirmed. 


A  Homextead  Eight  is  inalienable  otherwise  than  in  the  niannor  pre- 
scribed by  statute:  Ogden  Bldg.  etc.  Assn.  v.  Mensch.  19G  111.  551,  S9 
Am.  St.  Rep.  330,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto; 
McDonald  v.  Sanford,  88  Miss.  G33,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  758;  Murpliy  v. 
Renner,  99  Minn.  348,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  418.  As  to  the  application 
of  this  rule  in  the  case  of  leasing  a  homestead,  see  Milliken  v.  Car- 
michael,  139  Ala.  22G,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  29;  note  to  Jerdee  v.  Fuibush, 
95  Am.  St.  Rep.  926. 

Abandonment  of  Homesteads  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Burkhardt 
V.  Walker,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  388. 
Am.   St.  Rep.,  Vol.   120 — 22 
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McKINNIE  V.  LANE. 

[230  111.  544,  82  N.  E.  878.] 

ASSUMPSIT — Pajrment  in  Articles  of  Personalty. — Where  there 
18  an  agreement  to  pay  a  certain  sum  in  specified  articles  of  personal 
]iro[H'rty,  at  agreed  prices,  on  a  particular  day,  a  failure  to  deliver  the 
articles  on  the  day  fixed  converts  the  transaction  into  a  money  obliga- 
tion, and  a  recovery  on  the  common  counts  may  be  had.     (p.  340.) 

SALE — Time  for  Delivery. — If  There  is  No  Agreement  fixing  the 
time  for  the  delivery  of  goods,  the  law  will  presume  delivery  to  be 
made  on  demand,  or  at  least  within  a  reasonable  time.     (p.  340.) 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS.— The  Object  of  a  Bill  of  particulars 
is  to  inform  the  defendant  of  the  claim  he  is  called  upon  to  defend 
against,     (p,   341.) 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS.— The  Effect  of  a  Bill  of  particulars 
is  to  limit  and  restrain  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial,  to  the  proof  of  the 
particular  cause  or  causes  of  action  therein  mentioned,      (p.  341.) 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS.— The  Amendment  of  a  Bill  of  Par- 
ticulars in  assumpsit  should  be  permitted  where  the  bill  states  that  the 
balance  of  the  amount  was  to  be  given  in  goods  at  agreed  prices, 
while  the  evidence  shows  that  payment  was  to  be  in  goods  or  in  cash, 
(p.  341.) 

APPEAL. — A  Party  cannot  Complain  of  an  Error  which  he  in- 
duced the  court  to  make,  or  to  which  he  consented,  in  refusing  to 
allow  the  amendment  of  a  bill  of  particulars,     (p.  341.) 

INSTRUCTIONS. — A  Party  cannot  Complain  of  an  instruction 
given  on  behalf  of  his  adversary  like  one  given  at  his  own  request, 
(p.  342.) 

EVIDENCE — Explanation  of  Receipt  in  Full. — A  person  suing 
for  an  alleged  balance  owing  for  the  purchase  of  goods  may  explain 
why  he  gave  the  defendant  a  receipt  in  full.     (p.  342.) 

Currey  &  Allen,  for  the  appellants. 

Wheeler,  Silber  &  Isaacs,  for  the  appellee. 

545  VICKERS,  J.  This  suit  was  brought  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Cook  county  by  Maurice  T.  Lane  against  P.  L.  ]\Ic- 
Kinnie  to  recover  the  sum  of  $1,700,  which  the  former  claimec) 
to  be  due  him  as  a  balance  on  the  purchase  price  of  certain 
paintings  sold  to  McKinnie. 

The  declaration  included  only  the  common  counts  and  was 
accompanied  by  a  bill  of  particulars  as  follows: 

**To  two  pictures  by  Dupres  and  Mueller $3500 

Credit    $1700 

Two  pictures  by  Ilammerstadt 100 

1800 

Balance   due    $1700 
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*  *  The  balance  of  this  amount  was  to  be  given  in  pictures  at 
agreed  prices.  These  pictures  were  demanded  and  refused 
and  are  now  suing  for  the  cash. 

"MAURICE  T.  LANE, 
"By  WHEELER,  SILBER  &  ISAACS, 

"Attorneys." 

On  June  11,  1900,  appellee  sold  to  P.  L.  McKinnie  two 
paintings  for  which  he  claims  he  was  to  receive  the  sum  of 
$3,500,  $1,700  of  which  he  admits  was  paid  in  money  and 
$1,800  he  claims  was  to  be  paid  in  other  pictures  or  in  cash. 
Two  pictures  were  received  by  appellee,  as  he  claims,  on 
the  balance  due,  for  which  he  gave  McKinnie  credit  for  $100. 
A  demand  for  the  other  $1,700  worth  of  pictures  was,  ac- 
cording to  appellee's  contention,  met  with  a  refusal,  where- 
upon suit  was  instituted  September  11,  1903,  by  appellee  to 
recover  the  remaining  $1,700  in  money.  The  cause  was  tried 
^y  jury  in  the  circuit  court  and  a  judgment  rendered  in 
favor  of  appellee  for  $1,700.  Appeal  was  prosecuted  to  the 
a])pellate  court  for  the  first  district,  where  the  judgment  was 
affirmed,  and  by  further  appeal  the  record  is  brought  to  this 
court  for  review. 

^^^  After  the  trial  in  the  court  below,  and  before  the  case 
was  passed  upon  by  the  appellate  court,  McKinnie  died,  and 
his  executors  were  substituted  in  the  case  and  appear  as  ap- 
pellants herein. 

McKinnie  testified  that  the  purchase  price  of  the  paint- 
ings was  $1,700,  which  he  paid.  He  submitted  a  receipted 
bill  showing  the  purchase  price  of  $3,500,  but  he  explains 
that  by  saying:  "Mr.  Lane  called  and  got  his  checks  for 
the  total  amount  and  brought  me  a  bill  made  out  at  $3,500, 
which  bill  at  $3,500  was  an  absolute  and  perfect  fiction.  I 
told  Mr.  Lane  I  did  not  care  to  have  a  bill  made  out  in  that 
manner,  but  he  said  to  me:  'Doctor,  these  pictures  are  worth 
more  than  this  money;  that  is  to  say,  you  may  be  able  to 
sell  them  sometime  for  a  larger  sum  than  $1,700,  and  I  will 
take  from  you  a  few  paintings  to  sell  on  commission,  and 
you  can  let  some  of  them  go  on  this,  but  this  $1,800  on  here 
is  simply  a  booster.'  I  didn't  fancy  it,  but  he  persuaded 
me  it  was  all  right.  I  never  agreed  to  give  Mr.  Lane  any 
other  paintings  than  the  two  which  he  received  for  these 
paintings.  He  wanted  me  to  forward  them  to  him  at  Pitts- 
burg, which  I  did,  and  they  are  the  only  paintings  which  I 
ever  offered  to  i\Ir.  Lane  in  the  world.     It  was  wholly,  purely. 
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absolutely,  a  fictitious  and  boosted  price."  He  also  submitted 
in  his  own  behalf  a  cheek  containing  the  words,  "In  full  to 
date."  This  check  was  dated  June  11,  1900,  and  was  cashed 
by  Lane. 

Lane  testified  that  the  purchase  price  of  the  two  oil  paint- 
incrs  was  $3,500,  to  be  paid  $1,700  in  money  and  $1,800  in 
specific  pictures  at  agreed  prices,  or  in  cash ;  that  he  re- 
ceived $1,700  in  mone}^  on  delivery  of  the  two  paintings, 
also  two  pictures  at  $100;  that  when  he  called  for  the  re- 
maining pictures,  representing  the  other  $1,700,  McKinnie 
refused  to  deliver  them  to  him;  that  he  called  repeatedly  to 
get  them,  "three,  four  or  five  times  at  McKinnie 's  house" 
and  ' '  at  least  a  dozen  times  at  his  office, ' '  but  was  never  able 
to  get  the  remaining  pictures.  Referring  to  the  check  which 
^^^^  contained  the  words  "in  full  to  date,"  he  denied  that 
these  w^ords  were  on  the  check  when  he  received  it.  He  ex- 
plained the  receipted  bill  by  saying:  "It  was  done  as  I  do 
in  thousands  of  cases  dealing  with  rich  people ;  I  merely  re- 
ceipted the  bill  and  called  afterward  to  get  my  pictures  and 
could  not  get  them." 

The  affirmance  of  the  judgment  by  the  appellate  court 
settles  all  controverted  questions  of  fact  adversely  to  the  con- 
tention of  appellants. 

It  is  contended  by  appellants  that  under  the  bill  of  par- 
ticulars filed  in  this  case  recovery  could  not  be  had  under 
the  common  counts.  It  is  well-settled  law  that  where  there 
is  an  agreement  to  pay  a  certain  sum  in  specified  articles  of 
personal  property,  at  agreed  prices,  on  a  particular  day,  a 
failure  to  deliver  the  articles  on  the  day  fixed  in  the  agree- 
ment converts  the  transaction  into  a  money  obligation :  Borali 
V.  Curry,  12  111.  66 ;  Smith  v.  Dunlap,  12  111.  184 ;  Bilderbaek 
V.  Burlingame,  27  111.  338;  Sleuter  v.  Wallbaum,  45  111.  43. 
In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  no  agreement  fixing  the  date  for 
the  delivery  of  the  pictures.  In  such  ease  the  law  will  pre- 
sume delivery  to  be  made  on  demand  or  at  least  within  a 
reasonable  time.  The  record  shows  that  after  delivering  the 
paintings  to  ^McKinnie  and  receiving  the  $1,700  in  money 
and  $100  in  pictures  appellee  waited  two  years  before  bring- 
ing suit,  making  during  that  time  repeated  demands  for  the 
pictures.  Appellee  did  all  the  law  re(iuired  of  him,  and  when 
]McKinnie  refused  to  deliver  the  pictures  as  agreed,  he  be- 
came liable  to  pay  in  money  to  appellee  the  sum  which  they 
had  agreed  the  pictures  would  have  represented  had  they 


Oct.  1907.]  McKiNNiE  V.  Lane.  341 

been  delivered.  The  common  counts  were  ^"^^  sufficient  to 
support  that  cause  of  action.  The  law  is  well  settled  that 
where  a  contract  has  been  fully  performed  and  nothing  re- 
mains to  be  done  but  to  pay  the  money,  a  recovery  may  be 
had  under  the  common  counts. 

Appellants  insist  that  there  is  a  variance  between  the  bill 
of  particulars  and  the  evidence,  in  that  the  bill  of  particu- 
lars states  that  the  balance  of  the  amount  was  to  be  given  in 
pictures  at  agreed  prices,  while  the  evidence  shows  that  Mc- 
Kinnie  was  to  pay  the  balance  in  pictures  or  in  cash.  The 
object  of  a  bill  of  particulars  is  to  inform  the  defendant  of 
the  claim  he  is  called  upon  to  defend  against,  and  its  effect 
is  to  limit  and  restrain  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial,  to  the  proof 
of  the  particular  cause  or  causes  of  action  therein  mentioned : 
Morton  v.  McClure,  22  111.  257 ;  McDonald  v.  People,  126  111. 
150,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  547;  Waidner  v.  Pauly,  141  111.  442,  30 
N.  E.  1025.  At  the  conclusion  of  his  evidence  appellee  asked 
leave  to  amend  his  bill  of  particulars  by  inserting  the  words 
"or  cash,"  in  order  that  the  supposed  variance  might  be  obvi- 
ated. Upon  objection  by  appellants  he  was  not  permitted  to 
make  the  amendment.  A  bill  of  particulars  may  be  amended, 
and  it  was  proper  for  appellee  to  ask  leave  to  amend  and 
leave  so  to  do  should  have  been  granted :  Morton  v.  IMcClure, 
22  111.  257;  Waidner  v.  Pauly,  141  111.  442,  30  N.  E.  1025. 
If  the  bill  of  particulars  had  been  amended  as  requested  there 
would  have  been  no  ground  to  claim  that  a  variance  existed. 
The  refusal  of  the  court  to  permit  the  amendment  occurred 
through  the  objection  of  appellants,  and  they  are  not  now 
in  position  to  urge  the  variance,  even  if  the  point  was  raised 
below.  A  party  cannot  complain  of  an  error  which  he  in- 
duced the  court  to  make  or  to  which  he  consented  :  Smith  v. 
Kimball,  128  111.  583,  21  N.  E.  503;  Oliver  v.  Oliver,  179  111. 
9,  53  N.  E.  304;  Conness  v.  Indiana  etc.  E.  R.  Co.,  193  111. 
464,  62  N.  E.  221 ;  Glos  v.  Murphy,  225  111.  58,  80  N.  E.  59. 

Appellants  complain  that  it  was  error  to  instnv't  the  jury 
that  if  they  "find,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  was 
to  pay  for  said  pictures  $1,700  in  cash  and  $1,800  either  in 
""***  cash  or  other  pictures,"  then  the  issues  should  be  found 
for  the  plaintiff.  It  is  contended  that  the  expn^ssion  "either 
in  cash  or  other  pictures,"  contained  in  the  instruction,  is 
error,  because  the  bill  of  particulars  mentions  pictures  only. 
This  instruction  was  proper  under  the  evidence. 
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Instruction  No.  2  given  on  behalf  of  appellee  was  as  fol- 
lows: "The  court  instructs  the  jurj-  that  the  credibility  of  the 
witnesses  is  a  question  exclusively  for  the  jurj',  and  the  law 
is,  that  where  a  number  of  witnesses  testify  directly  oppo- 
site to  each  otlier  the  jury  are  not  bound  to  find  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  as  evenly  balanced,  and  the  jury  have  a  right 
to  detennine,  from  the  appearances  of  the  witnesses  on  the 
stand,  their  manner  of  testifying,  their  apparent  candor  and 
frankness,  their  apparent  intelligence,  and  from  all  othor 
surrounding  circumstances  attending  the  trial,  which  wit- 
nesses are  the  more  worthy  of  credit,  and  to  give  credit 
accordingly." 

In  this  instruction  appellants  object  to  the  use  of  the  words, 
''from  all  other  surrounding  circumstances  attending  the 
trial."  Without  the  use  of  these  words  the  instruction  states 
the  law.  Appellants'  instruction  No.  6  contains  these  words: 
"The  jury  have  a  right  to  take  into  consideration  all  the 
facts  and  circumstances  connected  with  the  case."  Appel- 
lants' instruction  contained  words  of  the  same  import  and 
meaning  as  the  instruction  objected  to.  A  party  cannot  com- 
plain of  an  instruction  given  on  behalf  of  his  adversary  like 
one  given  at  his  own  request:  Springer  v.  City  of  Chicago. 
135  111.  552,  26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  R.  A.  609;  Consolidated 
Coal  Co.  V.  Ilaenni,  146  111.  614,  35  N.  E.  162;  Funk  v.  Bab- 
bitt, 156  111.  408,  41  N.  E.  166. 

Appellants  assign  error  on  alleged  improper  remarks  by 
appellee's  counsel  in  his  address  to  the  jury.  We  have  read 
the  remarks  insisted  on  by  appellants  as  error  and  see  notli- 
ing  in  them  to  condemn.  Appellee  had  testified  that  it  was 
his  custom  in  dealing  with  wealthy  patrons,  when  taking 
pictures  in  part  payment  for  sales,  to  give  a  receipt  in  full 
r>r,o  ^Q(j  later  to  call  for  the  pictures.  It  w^as  certainly  proper 
for  him  to  explain  to  the  jury  the  reasons  why  he  gave  a 
receipt  in  full  to  Dr.  McKinnie,  and  comments  made  by 
counsel  in  his  argument  were  in  line  with  the  evidence  and 
tended  in  no  way  to  prejudice  appellants'  interests. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court  for  the  first  district  is  affirmed. 


The  Nature  of  Assumpsit  as  a  Eemcdy  is  discussed  in  McDonald  v. 
Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.,  68  N.  H.  4,  73  .\m.  St.  Rep.  548;  Merchants' 
f^tc.  Bank  v.  Barnes,  18  Mont.  335,  5(3  Am.  St.  Kep.  586;  Downs  v. 
Finnegan,  58  Minn.  113,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  488.     An  agreement  to  pay 
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in  kind,  if  not  discharged  at  the  maturity  of  the  obligation  by  a  de- 
livery of  the  goods,  may  be  treated  by  the  obligee  as  an  agreement  to 
pay  in  cash,  and  he  may  maintain  a  general  action  of  assumpsit 
thereon:   Wainwright  v.  Straw,  15  Vt.  215,  40  Am.  Dec.  675. 

A  Bill  of  Farticulars  is  Amendable,  like  a  declaration:  Babcock  v. 
Thompson,  3  Pick.  446,  15  Am.  Dec.  235;  Spawn  v.  Veder,  4  Cow.  401, 
15  Am.  Doc.  401, 


CASES 

IN  THB 

SUPREME  COURT 

OF 

rSTDIANA. 


FOWLER  UTILITIES  COMPANY  v.  GRAY. 

[168  Ind.  1,  79  N.  E.  897.] 

INJUNCTION — Breach  of  Contract, — Generally,  an  injunction 
will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  a  breach  of  contract  when  the  com- 
plainant's promises  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they  could  not  be 
specifically  enforced,  unless  they  have  already  been  performed,  (p. 
346.) 

CONTRACTS — Meaning  of— What  Enforceable. — The  term 
"contract"  implies  mutual  obligations,  and,  in  general,  contracts, 
other  than  options  or  unilateral  obligations,  are  not  enforceable  unless 
both  parties  are  bound,  so  that  an  action  could  be  maintained  by  each 
against  the  other  for  a  breach,     (p.  346.) 

INJUNCTION — Breach  of  Contract — Specific  Performance, — 
General  rules  of  law  governing  suits  for  specific  performance  of  con- 
tracts govern  suits  for  injunction  to  prevent  the  breach  of  a  contract. 
(p.  34G.) 

SALES — Future  Delivery — Consideration — Option. — A  contract 
for  the  future  delivery  of  personal  property  is  void,  for  want  of  con- 
sideration and  mutuality,  if  the  quantity  to  be  delivered  is  conditioned 
by  the  will,  wish,  or  want  of  one  of  the  parties,     (p,  34/.) 

INJUNCTION — Breach  of  Contract. — An  injunction  will  not  lie 
to  restrain  an  apprehended  injury  resulting  from  a  breach  of  contract, 
unless  the  petitioner  is  without  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  the  con- 
tract itself  is  free  from  doubt  and  not  uncertain  or  vague  in  its  terms 
or  provisions,     (p.   348.) 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE— Revocable  Contracts,— A  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  to  decree  the  specific  perforinauce  of  a  con- 
tract where  the  power  of  revocation  exists,     (p.  348.) 

CONTRACTS — Determinable  at  Will — Specific  Performance — 
Injunction. — A  contract  which  can  be"termlnatcd  at  the  will  of  one  of 
the  parties  without  liability  for  damages,  so  far  as  it  remains  ex- 
ecutory, is  not  binding  for  want  of  mutuality  and  its  performance 
cannot  be  enforced  in  equity,  either  by  way  of  specific  performance 
or  injunction,     (p.  349.) 

C.  M.  Snyder,  for  the  appellant. 

Eraser  &  Isham,  B,  B,  Berry  and  D.  Smith,  for  the  ap- 
pellee. 

(344) 
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2  MONTGO:\IERY,  C.  J.  This  is  a  suit  for  an  injunction 
to  prevent  the  violation  of  an  oral  agreement  made  about 
September  1,  1902,  wherein  appellant  promised  to  install 
in  appellee's  building  a  heating  plant  with  sufficient  capac- 
ity to  heat  said  building  to  seventy-eight  degrees  Fahren- 
heit, and  to  connect  the  same  with  a  central  hot  water  heat- 
ing plant,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dol- 
lars payable  upon  the  installation  of  such  plant,  and  fifty 
dollars  per  year  payable  as  long  as  appellee  desired  heat  to 
be  so  supplied  and  appellant  was  operating  its  central  plant 
under  a  franchise  granted  by  the  board  of  trustees  of  the 
town  of  Fowler.  The  annual  payments  were  to  be  made  in 
two  installments — twenty-five  dollars  on  January  1st,  and 
twenty-five  dollars  on  October  1st,  of  each  year — and  no 
greater  charge  for  heating  the  building  was  to  be  made  so 
long  as  appellee  desired  the  same  to  be  so  heated.  The  com- 
plaint further  alleged  that  the  plant  had  been  completed  and 
heat  supplied  as  agreed,  and  that  appellee  had  paid  said 
sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  and  all  other  payments  as  they 
accrued  under  said  agreement,  but  that  appellant  is  now  de- 
manding an  increased  price  for  heating  ^  said  building,  and 
threatening  to  cut  off  the  hot  water  supply  from  the  same  un- 
less said  increased  demand  is  paid.  A  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint was  overruled,  and  appellant  answered  (1)  by  denial, 
and  (2)  by  affirmatively  setting  up  the  statute  of  frauds. 
To  the  latter  answer  appellee  replied  in  denial.  A  trial  re- 
sulted in  a  finding  and  decree  in  favor  of  appellee,  enjoining 
appellant  from  doing  any  act  tending  to  violate  or  termin- 
ate the  agreement  to  furnish  heat  for  appellee's  building  at 
the  rate  of  fifty  dollars  per  year  so  long  as  he  may  desire 
such  heat,  and  pay  therefor,  within  the  term  of  appellant's 
franchise. 

The  assignment  of  errors  properly  challenges  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  complaint.  The  right  to  a  future  supply  of 
hot  water  heat  at  a  special  price,  which  appellee  claims  and 
is  seeking  to  enforce  by  this  suit,  rests  wholly  upon  con- 
tract. The  theory  of  the  suit,  as  clearly  manifest  from  the 
record,  is  that  appellant  is  bound  to  supply  such  heat  for 
an  indefinite  time,  to  be  determined  solely  by  the  arbitrary 
discretion  and  will  of  appellee.  It  is  admitted  that  appellee 
is  not  bound  to  accept  such  heat  for  any  particular  period, 
and  his  only  obligation  is  an  implied  promise  to  pay  at  the 
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stipulated  rate  for  such  time  as  he  may  suffer  the  heat  to 
be  supplied. 

* '  The  general  rule  is  that  an  injunction  will  not  be  granted 
to  restrain  a  breach  of  contract  by  a  defendant  when  the  com- 
plainant's promises  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they  could  not 
be  specifically  enforced,  unless  they  have  already  been  per- 
formed": 22  Ca^c.  L.  &  Pr.  850.  This  rule  is  founded  upon 
a  want  of  mutuality.  The  term  "contract"  implies  mutual 
obligations,  and,  in  general,  contracts,  other  than  options, 
are  not  enforceable  unless  both  parties  thereto  are  bound,  so 
that  an  action  could  be  maintained  by  each  against  the  other, 
for  a  breach:  Bishop  on  Contracts,  2d  ed.,  sec.  78;  Lawson 
on  Contracts,  sec.  97;  Henry  School  Tp.  v.  Meredith  *  (1904), 
32  Ind.  App.  607,  70  N.  E.  393.  There  are  many  unilateral 
contracts  which  constitute  an  exception  to  this  rule,  includ- 
ing the  right  to  exercise  options,  but  the  contract  in  suit  has 
been  executed  in  part  and  does  not  belong  to  that  class. 

The  principle  applicable  to  the  contract  under  considera- 
tion is  stated  in  the  following  paragraph,  quoted  from  the 
case  of  Rutland  Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley  (1870),  10  Wall.  339. 
19  L.  ed.  955:  "Another  reason  why  specific  performance 
should  not  be  decreed  in  this  case  is  found  in  the  want  of 
mutuality.  Such  performance  by  Ripley  could  not  be  de- 
creed or  enforced  at  the  suit  of  the  marble  company,  for 
the  contract  expressly  stipulates  that  he  may  relinquish  the 
business  and  abandon  the  contract  at  any  time  on  giving  one 
year's  notice.  And  it  is  a  general  principle  that  when,  from 
pei-sonal  incapacity,  the  nature  of  the  contract,  or  any  other 
cause,  a  contract  is  incapable  of  being  enforced  against  one 
party,  that  party  is  equally  incapable  of  enforcing  it  spe- 
cifically against  the  other,  though  its  execution  in  the  latter 
way  might  in  itself  be  free  from  the  difficulty  attending  its 
execution  in  the  former." 

This  is  not  an  action  for  specific  performance,  but  the  con- 
tract is  to  be  enforced  negatively  by  an  injunction  prohibit- 
ing its  breach,  and  the  general  rules  governing  such  actions 
apply.  In  the  case  of  Iron  Age  Pub.  Co.  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  (1887),  83  Ala.  498,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  758,  3  South. 
449,  involving  a  contract  determina1)le  at  Avill,  the  court  said  : 
"AYe  can  tie  the  hands  of  the  Associated  Press  and  the  other 
defendants  by  injunction,  forbidding  the  delivery  of  the  press 
dispatches  to  anyone  else  than  the  complainant,  as  prayed 
for,   and  leave  the  complainant  free  to  terminate  the  con- 
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tract  at  its  will  without  limitation  of  time  or  eircumstanes, 
or  to  perform  its  duties  as  correspondent  as  negligently  or 

diligently  as  discretion  may  dictate The  first  decree 

•^  suggested  would  be  entirely  opposed  to  all  equity  preced- 
ents and  practice,  the  settled  rule  being,  that  the  courts  will 
not  interfere  by  injunction  in  cases  of  this  kind,  if,  indeed, 
in  any  case  where  defendant  cannot  be  made  secure  in  his 
rights  and  remedies  for  violation  of  the  duties  imposed  on 
the  complainant  by  the  contract  sought  to  be  enforced :  Brom- 
ley V.  Jeffries  (1700),  2  Yern.  415;  Richmond  v.  Dubuque 
etc.  R.  Co.  (1871),  33  Iowa,  422,  and  cases  cited  on  page  48G." 
The  application  of  the  rule  to  cases  of  this  class  is  con- 
cisely stated  by  Judge  Sanborn  in  Cold  Blast  Trans.  Co.  v. 
Kansas  City  etc.  Co.  (1902),  114  Fed.  77,  52  C.  C.  A.  25, 
57  L.  R.  A.  696,  as  follows:  "A  contract  for  the  future  de- 
livery of  personal  property  is  void,  for  want  of  considera- 
tion and  mutuality,  if  the  quantity  to  be  delivered  is  condi- 
tioned by  the  will,  wish,  or  want  of  one  of  the  parties": 
See,  also,  Lancaster  v.  Roberts  (1893),  144  111.  213,  33  N.  E. 
27;  Welty  v. 'Jacobs  (1898),  171  111.  624,  49  N.  E.  723,  40 
L.  R.  A.  98;  Rust  v.  Conrad  (1882),  47  Mich.  449,  41  Am. 
Rep.  720,  11  N.  W.  265;  American  etc.  Co.  v.  Harper  (1902), 
54  r'ent.  L.  J.  449;  Hoffman  v.  IMaffioli  (1899),  104  AVis. 
630,  80  N.  W.  1032,  47  L.  R.  A.  427 ;  Campbell  v.  Lambert 
(1884),  36  La.  Ann.  35,  51  Am.  Rep.  1;  Houston  etc.  R.  Co. 
V.  Mitchell  (1873),  38  Tex.  85;  Philadelphia  Ball  Club  v. 
Hallman  (1890),  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  57;  Davie  v.  Lumberman's 
Mm.  Co.  (1892),  93  Mich.  491,  53  N.  "W.  625,  24  L.  R.  A.  357. 
In  the  case  last  cited  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan  said : 
"When  a  party  agrees  to  sell  articles  of  merchandise,  or  de- 
liver the  productions  of  his  labor,  to  another  at  a  certain  price 
as  long  as  he  can  make  it  pay,  every  one  must  clearly  under- 
stand that  the  term  is  dependent  on  conditions  over  whir-li 
the  promisee  has  no  control,  and,  in  so  far  as  anyone  has  tlie 
power  to  make  the  term  effective,  it  is  lodged  solely  in  the 
promisor,  who  by  judicious  purchases  or  skillful  manipula- 
tions of  ^  labor  may  be  able  to  make  a  transaction  pay  when 
a  more  careless,  negligent,  or  improvident  person  would  he 
unable  to  do  so.  This  serious  element  of  uncertainty  de- 
stroys all  mutuality  in  the  contract,  and  gives  tlie  promisor 
full  power  to  say  when  a  further  execution  of  the  contract 
will  not  be  advantageous,  because  he  cannot  make  it  pay. 
Contracts  cannot  arise  wliere  tliere  is  no  mutuality,  nor  can 
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they  arise  from  the  action  of  one  party  alone  wiiere  the  other 
has  no  power  to  prevent  his  action." 

It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Philadelphia  Ball  Club  v.  Hall- 
man  (1890),  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  57,  that  an  agreement,  whereby 
one  engaged  to  play  baselmll  for  a  period  of  time  which  at 
the  option  of  the  club  might  equal  the  term  of  the  player's 
life,  and  which  reserved  to  the  club  the  right  to  diseli^rge 
the  player  on  ten  days'  notice  Muthout  cause,  was  not  enforce- 
able by  an  injunction  against  its  violation  by  the  player,  for 
the  reason  that  the  agreement  was  too  unfair,  and  wanting  in 
mutuality. 

When  a  party  comes  into  equity  it  should  be  very  plain 
that  his  claim  is  an  equitable  one.  The  application  is  in  a 
measure  addressed  to  the  judicial  discretion  of  the  court. 
The  court  will  not  exercise  its  extraordinary  power  to  re- 
strain an  apprehended  injury  resulting  from  a  breach  of  con- 
tract, unless  the  petitioner  is  without  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  and  the  contract  itself  be  free  from  doul^t  and  not  un- 
certain or  vague  in  its  terms  or  provisions :  Loy  v.  Madison 
etc.  Gas  Co.  (1901),  156  Ind.  332,  58  N.  E.  844. 

In  the  case  of  Rust  v.  Conrad  (1882),  47  Mich.  449,  41 
Am.  Rep.  720,  11  N.  W.  2G5,  a  bill  in  equity  founded  upon 
a  contract  determinable  at  the  will  of  one  of  the  parties 
was  dismissed  as  not  of  equitable  cognizance,  the  principal 
ground,  as  stated  by  Judge  Cooley,  being  as  follows:  "But 
the  court  will  also  refuse  to  interfere  in  any  case  where,  if 
it  were  to  do  so,  one  of  the  parties  might  nullify  its  aiitiou 
through  the  exercise  of  a  discretion  w^hich  the  contract  or  the 
law  ''  invests  him  with.  The  refusal  in  such  a  case  does  not 
depend  of  necessity  upon  any  illegality,  inequality,  or  un- 
fairness, but  it  is  sufficiently  based  upon  the  impropriety  of 
imposing  on  the  judge  the  labor,  and  on  the  public  the  ex 
pense,  of  an  investigation  of  disputes  when  the  circumstances 
are  such  as  to  preclude  any  judgment  that  may  be  rendered 
from  being  final.     No  court  can  with  reason  be  called  upon 

to  do  a  vain  thing All  contracts  Avhere  the  party  has 

reserved  to  himself,  or  where  the  law  gives  him  authority  to 
render  nugatory  any  decree  that  ought  to  be  rendered  in  their 
e)ift)rcenient,  rest  upon  the  same  principle.  This  was  recog- 
nized in  Rutland  :\Iarble  Co.  v.  Ripley  (1870),  10  Wall.  339, 
19  L.  ed.  955,  and  more  distinctly  a&serted  and  decided  in 
Sonthorn  Express  Co.  v.  Western' N.  C.  R.  Co.  (1878),  99 
IJ.  ;S.  191,  25  L.  ed.  319.     In  lliis  last  case  the  very  strong 
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assertion  is  made  that  *a  court  of  equity  never  interferes 
where  the  power  of  revocation  exists.*  " 

It  is  admitted  that  the  supply  of  hot  water  heat  bargained 
for  in  the  contract  under  consideration  could  be  terminated 
at  the  will  of  appellee,  without  liability  for  damages,  and  it 
must  follow  that  its  continuance  was  dependent  upon  the 
pleasure  of  both  parties.  The  decree  entered  by  the  trial 
court  may,  for  aught  we  know,  have  been  virtually  annulled 
before  this  time  at  the  instance  of  appellee  in  the  exercise 
of  his  discretion.  The  agreement  relied  upon,  so  far  as  it 
remains  executory,  is  not  binding  for  want  of  mutuality,  and 
its  performance  cannot  be  enforced  in  equity  at  the  suit  of 
either  party.  Other  objections  to  the  complaint  have  been 
urged,  but  the  conclusion  reached  renders  their  consideration 
unnecessary. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  directions  to  sustain  ap- 
pellant's demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

Gillett,  J.,  absent. 


Injunction  to  Prevent  Breach  of  Contract  ia  the  subject  of  a  note  to 
Philadelphia  BaU  Club  v.  Lajoie,  90  Am,  St.  Eep.  634. 


GREEN  V.  ESTABROOK. 

[168  Ind.  123,  79  N.  E.  373.] 

MORTGAGES — Effect  of  Joinder  of  Wife  In. — If  a  wife  joins 
her  husband  in  a  mortgage  of  his  real  estate,  she  is  thereby  barred  of 
her  inchoate  interest  therein  as  against  the  mortgagee  and  his  privies, 
(p.  352.) 

MORTGAGES— Joinder  of  Wife  in— Rights  of  Wife — ^If  a  wife 
joins  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  on  his  hands,  she  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  on  foreclosure  that  her  husband's  interest  shall 
first  be  exposed  for  sale.     (p.  352.) 

MORTGAGES — Joinder  of  Wife  in — Rights  as  Against  Cred- 
itors.— If  a  wife  joins  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  on 
his  lands,  she  is  entitled  to  her  marital  interest,  as  against  creditors 
in  the  surplus  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  land  on  mortgage  fore- 
closure,    (p.  352.) 

MORTGAGES — Joinder  of  Wife  in — ^Rights  upon  Redemption. 
A  wife'upon  redeeming  from  a  mortgage  in  which  she  has  joined  with 
her  husband  may  enforce  the  whole  claim  against  his  two-thirds  in- 
terest in  the  land.      (p.  352.) 

MORTGAGES— Joinder  of  Wife  In— Foreclosure — Rlghrs  of 
Wife. — If  a  wife  joins  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  mortgage 
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on  his  land,  and  upon  foreclosure  the  court  orders  that  his  two-thirds 
interest  shall  first  be  exposed  for  sale,  and  it  sells  for  a  sura  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  mortgage  debt,  the  uusold  interest  of  the  wife  vest* 
in  her  when  the  year  for  redemption  expires,     (p.  353.) 

STATUTES— Construction-  Hr-sband  and  Wife— Inchoate  In- 
terest of  Wife. — A  statute  providing  that  a  wife's  inchoate  interest 
in  her  husband's  land  shall  become  vested  where  his  land  is  sold  at 
judicial  sale  must  be  liberally  construed  in  her  favor,     (p.  353.) 

HUSBAND  AND  WITE.— Wife's  Inchoate  Right  under  statute 
to  a  one-third  interest  in  her  husband's  lands  is  a  substitute  for  dower, 
(p.  354.) 

MABBIED  WOMEN  are  Regarded  as  Purchasers  for  a  valuable 
consideration  of  all  property  which  accrues  to  them  by  virtue  of  the 
marriage,     (p.  354.) 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.— Wife 's  vested  interest  which  she 
takes  in  her  husband's  land  sold  at  judicial  sale  is  not  cut  down  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  demands  of  creditors  have  been  satisfied, 
(pp.  354,  355.) 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE — Mortgages — Redemption. — If  a  hus- 
band redeems  his  land  sold  at  judicial  sale,  the  inchoate  interest  of 
his  wife  therein  does  not  become  choatc.     (p.  355.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Husband  and  Wife— Wife's  In- 
choate Rights. — A  statute  providing  that  a  wife's  inchoate  interest  in 
her  husband's  lands  shall  become  vested  when  such  land  is  sold  at 
judicial  sale  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  property  without  due  process 
of  law.     (p.  333.) 

L.  ]\rock,  J.  IMoek  and  G.  Mock,  for  the  appellant. 

W.  H.  Eichhorn  and  G.  A.  JNIatlack,  for  the  appellee, 

*"**  GILLETT,  J.  Appellant  commenced  i^artition  pro- 
ceedings against  appellee,  Leah  Estabrook,  alleging  that  he 
was  the  owner  of  a  one-third  interest  of  the  land  described, 
and  that  she  was  the  owner  of  the  remaining  two-thirds  in- 
terest. On  her  own  application,  appellee  Ennna  Green  was 
admitted  as  a  party  defendant,  and  filed  a  general  denial  to 
the  complaint,  and  a  cross-complaint  against  appellant,  to 
<iuiet  title  to  one-third  of  said  real  estate.  Appellant  an- 
swered the  cross-complaint  by  a  general  denial.  The  remain- 
ing issues  need  not  be  stated. 

At  the  request  of  appellant,  the  court  made  special  find- 
ings and  stated  its  conclusions  of  law  thereon.  The  follow- 
ing facts  are  found:  Appellant  and  appellee.  Green,  were 
married  in  1889,  and  the  marriage  relation  thus'formcd  still 
continues,  although  for  some  years  they  have  been  living 
apart.  At  the  time  of  their  marriage,  appellant  was  the 
owner  of  the  tract  of  land  sought  to  be  partitioned.  Janu- 
ary 26.  1901,  npj>cllant  borrowed  three  hundred  and  seventy- 
live  dollans  from  appellee,  Leah  Estabrook,  to  pay  for  im- 
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provements  on  said  land.  The  debt  was  evidenced  by  his 
note,  and  at  the  same  time  he  and  his  wife  joined  in  the  exe- 
cution of  a  mortgage  on  said  real  estate  to  secure  said  note. 
Suit  was  afterward  brought  to  recover  on  said  note  and  to 
foreclose  said  mortgage,  appellant  and  his  wife  being  made 
defendants  *^®  thereto.  Such  proceedings  were  afterward 
had  in  said  suit  that  judgment  was  rendered  on  said  note  and 
a  decree  of  foreclosure  entered,  ordering  the  undivided  two- 
thirds  of  said  real  estate  to  be  sold.  Upon  the  sale  appellee 
Ijcah  Estabrook,  bid  the  full  amount  of  her  judgment  for 
said  two-thirds  interest,  and,  as  there  was  no  redemption, 
she  obtained  a  sheriff's  deed  therefor.  The  remaining  one- 
third  has  never  been  sold  by  virtue  of  any  legal  process. 
The  court  stated,  as  one  of  its  conclusions  of  law,  that  the 
defendant,  Emma  Green,  was  the  owner  of  an  undivided 
one-third  of  said  real  estate,  and  that  the  defendant,  Leah 
Estabrook,  was  the  owner  of  two-thirds  of  said  land. 

The  question  in  the  case  is  whether  appellant  or  appellee 
Green  is  the  owner  of  one-third  of  the  land,  the  title  of  ap- 
pellee, Estabrook,  to  the  other  two-thirds  being  undisputed. 
No  question  is  made  by  counsel  for  appellant  concerning  the 
regularity  or  form  of  that  part  of  the  decree  of  foreclosure 
which  related  to  the  sale  of  a  two-thirds  interest,  nor  is  it 
questioned  that  it  was  in  fact  made  for  the  protection  of  the 
wife.  On  the  contrary,  the  brief  of  appellant's  counsel  im- 
pliedly assumes  the  validity  of  such  order,  and  the  principal 
question  is  whether,  under  the  act  of  August  24,  1875  (Acts 
1875,  p.  178;  Bum's  Rev.  Stats.  1901,  sec.  2669  et  seq.),  the 
one-third  interest  of  the  wife  became  choate  and  vested  in 
her  as  against  her  husband,  since  the  rights  of  creditors,  other 
than  the  mortgagee,   did  not  intervene. 

Section  1  of  the  statute  referred  to  is  as  follows:  "In  all 
cases  of  judicial  sales  of  real  property  in  which  any  married 
woman  has  an  inchoate  interest  by  virtue  of  her  marriage, 
where  the  inchoate  interest  is  not  directed  by  the  judgment 
to  be  sold  or  barred  by  virtue  of  such  sale,  such  interest  shall 
become  absolute  and  vest  in  the  wife  in  the  same  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  as  such  inchoate  interest  of  a  married 
woman  now  becomes  absolute  upon  the  death  of  the  husband, 
whenever,  by  virtue  ^^'  of  said  sale,  the  legal  title  of  the 
husband  in  and  to  such  real  property  shall  become  absolute 
and  vested  in  the  purchaser  thereof,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  not  otherwise.     When 
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such  inchoate  right  shall  become  vested  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  such  wife  shall  have  the  right  to  the  immediate 
possession  thereof,  and  may  have  partition,  upon  agreement 
with  the  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  or  upon  demand, 
without  the  payment  of  rent,  have  the  same  set  off  to  her." 
"When  the  wife  joined  in  the  mortgage,  it  was  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  barring  her  inchoate  interest  as  against  the  mort- 
gagee and  the  privies  of  the  latter:  Perry  v.  Borton  (1865), 

25  Ind.  274;  Purviance  v.  Emley  (1891^),  126  Ind.  419,  26 
N.  E.  167;  Mandel  v.  McClave  (1889),  46  Ohio  St.  407,  15 
Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  22  N.  E.  290,  5  L.  R.  A.  519.  It  is  settled 
that  as  respects  a  mortgage  so  executed  the  wife  occupies  a 
position  analogous  to  that  of  a  surety,  and  that  as  such  she 
is  entitled  to  an  order  that  her  husband's  interest  shall  first 
be  exposed  for  sale:  Leary  v.  Shaffer  (1881),  79  Ind.  567; 
Crawford  v.  Hazelrigg  (1889),  117  Ind.  63,  18  N.  E.  603, 
2  L.  R.  A.  139;  Purviance  v.  Emley  (1891),  126  Ind.  419, 

26  N.  E.  167;  Kelley  v.  Canary  (1891),  129  Ind.  460,  29  N. 
E.  11;  Smith  V.  Sparks  (1904),  162  Ind.  270,  70  N.  E.  253. 
It  has  also  been  decided  that  she  is  entitled  to  her  marital 
interest,  as  against  creditors,  in  the  surplus  arising  from  the 
sale  on  mortgage  foreclosure,  although  she  joined  with  her 
husband  in  the  mortgage:  Purviance  v.  Emley  (1891),  126 
Ind.  419,  26  N.  E.  167;  Clements  v.  Davis  (1900),  155  Ind. 
624,  57  N.  E.  905.  And  see  Staser  v.  Gaar,  Scott  &  Co. 
(1907),  168  Ind.  131,  79  N.  E.  404.  It  has  been  held  by  the 
appellate  court  that  upon  redeeming  from  a  mortgage  in  which 
she  has  so  joined,  she  may  enforce  it  as  against  the  holder 
of  the  other  two-thirds  interest:  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Conaha  (1895),  14  Ind.  App.  82,  42  N.  E.  495. 

It  does  not  seem  to  admit  of  question  that,  where  an  order 
is  made,  for  the  protection  of  the  wife,  that  the  ^^'^  hus- 
band's two-thirds  interest  shall  first  be  exposed  for  sale,  and 
if  it  sells  for  a  sum  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  decree,  the  stat- 
ute vests  the  unsold  interest  of  the  wife  when  the  year  for 
redemption  C-xpires. 

Even  apart  from  the  statute,  it  appears  that  the  wife  has 
a  sufficient  equity  to  protect  her  inchoate  interest,  by  the 
procuring  of  an  order  that  the  interest-  of  the  husband  shall 
first  be  offered:  Leary  v.  Shaffer  (1881),  79  Ind.  567.  But 
the  statute  of  1875  provides  that  upon  a  judicial  sale  of  the 
husband's  interest,  where  the  wife's  interest  is  not  directed 
to  be  barred  or  sold,  her  inchoate  interest  shall  become  abso- 
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lute  when  the  legal  title  of  the  husband  shall  become  abso- 
lute and  vested  in  the  purchaser.  The  decisions  of  this  state 
which  recognize  the  wife's  right  as  against  general  creditors 
to  one-tliird  of  the  real  estate  even  where  her  interest  is  di- 
rected to  be  sold,  rest  upon  the  idea  that  the  mortgage  has 
barred  her  interest  only  as  against  the  mortgagee  and  his 
privies,  and  that  as  to  general  creditors  her  interest  in  the 
proceeds  has  become  choate  by  the  sale.  The  cases  on  which 
has  been  based  the  practice  of  procuring  an  order  in  a  fore- 
closure suit  that  the  two-thirds  interest  of  the  husband  shall 
first  be  offered  for  sale  amount  to  an  adaptation  of  the  gen- 
eral principle,  that  a  wife  may  procure  an  order  for  the  pro- 
tection of  her  inchoate  interest,  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1875,  supra,  thus  anticipating  the  fact  that  her  interest 
will  l)ecoine  choate  at  the  end  of  the  year,  if  the  husband's 
two-thirds  interest  is  sold  and  there  is  no  redemption.  To 
meet  possible  contingencies  that  may  arise  prior  to  the  ac- 
quiring of  title  at  the  end  of  the  year  of  redemption,  it  may 
be  that  the  decree  ought  to  provide  for  first  offering  the  whole 
interest  of  the  husband,  subject,  however,  to  the  right  of  the 
wife  to  one-third  in  case  her  interest  becomes  choate  either 
under  the  statute  of  1875  or  the  general  statute  of  descents. 
If,  however,  the  customary  practice  of  offering  the  husband's 
two-thirds  interest  is  observed,  and  it  sells  for  enough  to  sat- 
isfy the  decree,  there  can  be  no  *^**  doubt  that  when  the  year 
for  redemption  has  expired,  and  the  wife  is  in  esse,  the  sale 
of  the  husband's  two-thirds  interest,  after  the  ordinary  man- 
ner, devests  him  of  all  his  title,  and  therefore  the  case  would 
he  s(]iiarely  within  tlie  statute.  It  is  not  required  by  said 
enactnicnt,  in  order  to  create  an  interest  in  the  wife,  that 
the  decree  should  direct,  as  against  the  husband,  that  the 
whole  estate  should  be  sold,  leaving  her  inchoate  interest  to 
become  choate  when  the  purchaser  makes  title,  but  it  is  with- 
in the  contemplation  of  the  enactment,  as  judicially  construed, 
that  when  the  title  has  passed  to  the  latter  to  all  that  can 
pass  as  against  a  choate  marital  right,  her  title  shall  thereby 
be  created,  although  that  portion  of  the  estate  to  which  she 
becomes  entitled  by  statute  has  never  been  sold  as  against 
tlie  husband. 

llio  real  contention  of  appellant's  counsel,  however,  seems 
to  be  based  upon  the  theory  that  tlie  statute  does  not  give  the 
wif(^  ono-lhird  as  against  the  husband,  but  only  as  a<rainst 
credilors.     It  is  settled  that  the  statute  in  question  is  to  be 
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liberally  construed  in  favor  of  the  wife:  Lawson  v.  DeBolt 
(1881),  78  Ind.  563;  Strauj^han  v.  White  (1882),  88  Ind. 
242;  Mansur  v.  Ilinkson  (1884),  94  Ind.  395.  In  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  statute  the  nature  of  the  claim  which  the 
enactment  was  designed  to  amplify  must  not  be  overlooked. 
Her  inchoate  right  under  the  laws  of  this  state  is  a  substi- 
tute for  dower,  and  this  court  has  declared  that  dower  is 
"a  legal,  an  equitable,  and  a  moral  right":  Noel  v.  Ewing 
(1857),  9  Ind.  37;  McCord  v.  Wright  (1884),  97  Ind.  34; 
Crawford  v.  Hazelrigg  (1889),  117  Ind.  63,  18  N.  E.  603,  2 
L.  R.  A.  139;  Staser  v.  Gaar,  Scott  &  Co.  (1907),  168  Ind. 
136,  79  N.  E.  404. 

In  the  determination  of  the  question  in  hand,  the  fact  is  to 
be  remembered,  that  "marriage  is  a  valuable  consideration, 
and  a  married  woman  is  regarded  as  a  purchaser  for  a  valu- 
able consideration  of  all  property  which  accrues  to  her  by 
virtue  of  the  marriage":  ^^^  Dcrry  v.  Derry  (1881),  74 
Ind.  560.  See,  also,  Richardson  v.  Schulz  (1884),  98  Ind. 
429;  Staser  v.  Gaar,  Scott  &  Co.  (1907),  168  Ind.  131,  79 
N.  E.  404. 

We  may  also  suggest  that  it  was  the  wife's  equity  which 
was  alone  sufficient  to  procure  an  order  that  the  husband's 
interest  in  the  land  be  first  offered  for  sale,  so  that,  as  against 
the  husband,  it  would  seem  that  she  had  a  reasonably  strong 
equity  to  that  part  of  the  estate  which  her  right  has  saved 
from  the  wreckage.  The  case  of  Kelley  v.  Canary  (1891), 
129  Ind.  460,  29  N.  E.  11,  is  one  which  is  strongly  against 
the  construction  contended  for  by  appellant.  It  was  there 
held  that  where  the  wife  had  procured  an  order  upon  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  in  which  she  had  joined,  that  the 
two-thirds  interest  of  the  husband  should  first  be  offered, 
and  it  sold  for  enough  to  satisfy  the  decree,  the  purchaser 
obtaining  title,  she  v\as  entitled  to  the  remaining  one-third 
as  against  one  who  deraigned  title  through  a  deed  made  by 
the  husband  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage, 
in  which  deed  she  did  not  join.  In  disposing  of  the  case 
this  court  said,  that  if  the  husband  had  not  conveyed  she 
would  take  one-third  as  against  him,  and  that  his  convey- 
ance did  not  place  the  purchaser  in  any  better  condition.  It 
was  also  observed — and  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  this  is 
the  keynote  of  the  statute — that  its  purpcse  Avas  "to  sec-ure 
the  wife  not  only  against  the  misfortunes  of  the  husband  but 
his  improvidence  as  well." 
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There  is  no  merit  in  the  contention  that  construing  the 
act  of  1875  with  section  2640  of  Burn's  Revised  Statutes  of 
1901,  section  2483  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1881,  the  wife 
takes  her  share  as  against  creditors  only.  The  later  statute 
contains  a  substantive  provision  in  favor  of  the  wife,  and  the 
interest  she  takes  in  the  real  estate  is  not  cut  down  by  rea- 
son of  the  fact  that  the  demands  of  creditors  have  been  satis- 
fied: Mansur  v.  Hinkson  (1884),  94  Ind.  395. 

We  are  not  impressed  with  the  claim  that  the  act  of  1875, 
construed  as  we  have  indicated,  is  invalid  as  depriving  ap- 
pellant *^^  of  his  property.  He  had  a  right  to  redeem  his 
two-thirds  interest,  and  the  effect  of  such  redemption  would 
have  been  to  prevent  his  wife's  interest  from  becoming  choate : 
Huffmaster  v.  Ogden  (1893),  135  Ind.  661,  35  N.  E.  512. 
He  was  not  put  under  any  greater  burden  in  effecting  a  re- 
demption than  he  would  have  been  under  had  the  statute 
not  existed.  It  was  not  until  all  interest  over  which  he  had 
any  control,  so  far  as  the  foreclosure  was  concerned,  was 
irretrievably  lost  to  him  that  the  statute  attached :  See  Ervin 
v.  State  (1898),  150  Ind.  332,  48  N.  E.  249.  But  even  should 
we  give  him  the  benefit  of  assuming  every  possibility  in  his 
favor,  and  indulging  the  supposition  that  a  sale  of  the  whole 
estate  would  have  produced  an  overplus,  of  which  he  might, 
but  for  the  statute,  have  availed  himself,  yet  we  are  not  pre- 
pared to  say,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  wife  is  a  purchaser 
as  respects  her  marital  right,  that  a  statute  is  invalid  Avhich, 
as  against  such  a  possibility,  humanely  gives  her  a  remnant 
of  the  estate  as  a  provision  for  her  support.  The  authority 
of  the  law-making  power  over  the  marriage  relation  and  its 
incidents  is  clearly  sufficient  to  uphold  the  statute. 

Judgment  affirm. ed. 


If  a  Married  Womnn  Executes  Jointly  Kith  Her  Hvshayid  a  mortgage 
on  land,  owned  in  part  by  him  and  in  part  by  her,  to  secure  his  debt, 
his  land  should  first  be  made  liable  and  sold  in  exoneration  of  hers: 
Shew  V.  Call,  119  N.  C.  450,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  078. 

A  Married  Woman  Who  Mortgages  her  separate  property  to  secure 
a  loan  to  her  husband  is  a  surety,  not  the  principal  debtor,  notwith- 
standing her  general  interest  in  his  transactions:  Bull  v.  Coe,  77  Cal. 
54,  11  Am.  St.  Kep.  235;  Osborne  v.  Cooper,  113  Ala.  405,  59  Am.  St. 
Eep.  117. 
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BROADSTREET  v.  HALL. 

[168  Ind.  192,  80  N.  E.  145.] 

NEGLIGENCE— Parent  and  Child— Reckless  Riding  of  Child.— 
If  a  father  sends  his  young  son,  known  to  be  a  reckless  ridor,  upon  the 
highway  to  deliver  a  message  uyion  a  horse  known  to  be  unruly,  and 
which  the  son  is  unable  to  control,  such  father  is  guilty  of  negligence, 
(p.  359.) 

NEGLIGENCE — Proximate  Cause — Parent  and  Child — Reckless 
Riding  of  Child. — If  a  father  sends  his  young  son,  known  to  be  a  reck- 
less rider,  upon  the  highway  to  deliver  a  message  upon  a  horse  known 
to  be  unruly,  and  which  the  son  is  unable  to  control,  and  which,  in 
consequence,  he  runs  into  a  carriage  causing  a  personal  injury,  the 
father  is  guilty  of  negligence,  and  such  negligence  is  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury,     (pp.  359,  360.) 

NEGLIGENCE — Anticipation  of  Injury. — To  constitute  action- 
able negligence  it  is  not  essential  that  the  complaining  party  should 
make  it  appear  that  the  precise  injury  or  accident  which  did  occur 
could  have  been  anticipated  or  foreseen  by  him.     (p.  360.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Parent  and  Child— Negligence  of 
Child. — If  a  father  sends  his  young  son,  known  to  be  a  reckless  rider, 
upon  the  highway,  to  deliver  a  message,  upon  a  horse  known  to  bo 
unruly,  he  thereby  creates  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  between 
himself  and  his  son,  and  is  liable  on  account  of  the  son's  negligence 
in  riding  the  horse  along  the  highway  while  engaged  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  business  of  his  father,     (p.  360.) 

NEGLIGENCE — Use  of  Highways. — Whoever  travels  over  and 
along  a  public  highway  must  do  so  in  such  a  manner  and  with  such 
care  as  is  consistent  with  the  rights  and  safety  of  others  traveling 
thereon.     A  violation  of  this  duty  is  negligence,     (p.  361.) 

PARENT  AND  CHILD — Master  and  Servant — Principal  and 
Agent — Torts  of  Child. — A  parent,  merely  as  such,  is  not  liable  for  the 
torts  of  his  child;  but  he  may  be  liable  upon  the  relation  of  principal 
and  agent,  or  master  and  servant,     (p.  301.) 

APPEAL — Order-book  Entry  of  Verdict — Bill  of  Exceptions. — 
A  copy  of  an  order-book  entry  of  a  verdict  under  the  certificate  of 
the  clerk  of  the  lower  court  imports  absolute  verity  and  cannot  be  con- 
tradicted by  the  bill  of  exceptions  or  a  motion  and  affidavit  therein 
contained,     (p.  364.) 

TRIAL — Instructions. — If  the  jury  has  been  fully  instructed,  it 
is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  further  and  additional  instructions,  (p. 
364.) 

TRIAL — Instructions. — An  instruction  stating  to  the  jury  that 
in  determining  the  disputed  question,  it  should  consider  all  the  evi- 
dence upon  that  question  in  the  case,  together  with  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  shown  to  exist  in  the  case  which  have  any  bearii;^' 
thereon,  is  not  open  to  the  criticism  that  it  permits  the  jury  to  consider 
evidence  which  is  not  pertinent  or  relevant  to  the  issue,  (pp.  304, 
365.) 

EVIDENCE — Negligence — Master  and  Servant. — In  an  action 
against  a  father  to  recover  for  a  personal  injury  inflicted  by  the  reck- 
less riding  of  his  son  on  an  unruly  horse  wliile  upon  an  errand  for  his 
father,  evidence  of  prior  specific  acts  of  careless  and  reckless  riding 
by  such  son  and  of  his  reputation  in  that  regard  is  admi-^sible  to  charg.; 
his  father  with  notice  or  knowledge  thereof,  and  of  his  incompetency, 
for  that  reason,  to  be  intrusted  with  the  control  and  managiiiuiit  of 
tlio  horse  at  the  time  he  was  sent  on  the  errand  in  question,      (p.  ;5'JG.) 
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Moore  Brothers,  C.  C.  Matson  and  Crane  &  McCabe,  for 
the  appellant. 

S.  A.  Hays,  C.  E.  Akers  and  N.  A.  Whitaker,  for  the  ap- 
pellee. 

***^  JORDAN,  J.  Action  by  appellee  to  recover  damages 
for  personal  injuries  sustained.  The  cause  was  originally  in- 
stituted and  tried  in  the  Putnam  circuit  court,  wherein  ap- 
pellee recovered  a  judgment,  which,  on  appeal  to  the  appel- 
late court,  was  reversed  by  reason  of  certain  erroneous  rul- 
ings of  the  trial  court:  Broadstreet  v.  Hall  (1904),  32  Ind. 
App.  122,  69  N.  E.  415.  The  venue  of  the  action  was  sub- 
sequently changed  to  the  Montgomery  circuit  court.  The 
complaint  upon  which  the  cause  was  tried  in  the  latter 
court  consists  of  two  paragraphs,  the  fii^st  and  third.  The 
*^"*  former,  having  been  amended,  is  denominated  the 
amended  first  paragraph  of  the  complaint.  The  answer 
was  the  general  denial.  There  was  a  trial  by  a  jury.  No 
evidence,  however,  was  introduced  by  appellant.  A  verdict 
was  returned  in  favor  of  appellee,  assessing  her  damage  at 
fifteen  hundred  dollars,  and  over  appellant's  motions  for  a 
venire  de  novo  and  a  new  trial  judgment  was  rendered  on 
the  verdict.  The  denial  of  these  motions  and  the  overruling 
of  the  demurrer  to  the  third  paragraph  of  the  complaint  are 
the  errors  assigned  and  relied  upon  for  reversal. 

The  amended  first  paragraph  of  the  complaint  abounds  in 
repetitions  and  unnecessary  averments.  The  following,  how- 
ever, may  be  said  to  be  an  epitome  of  the  facts  therein  alleged. 
On  April  15,  1899,  Clyde  Broadstreet,  a  minor  of  tender 
years,  son  of  defendant,  was  living  with  his  said  father  as 
a  member  of  his  family  at  the  town  of  Cloverdale,  Putnam 
county,  Indiana.  On  that  day  the  defendant  employed  his 
said  son  to  convey  a  certain  message  from  said  town  to  Har- 
rison Broadstreet,  who  resided  two  miles  distant  therefrom. 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  this  message  the  defendant  fur- 
nished and  supplied  his  son  with  a  horse,  owned  by  him  (the 
defendant),  and  this  horse  was  ridden  by  the  boy  on  that 
occasion.  The  horse  in  question  was  difficult  to  control,  and, 
it  is  alleged,  defendant's  son  was  careless  and  negligent  in 
managing  and  controlling  the  horse  which  defendant  fur- 
nished him  upon  the  occasion  of  carrying  said  message — all 
of  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  well  knew.  Defend- 
ant's son,  at  the  instance  and  command  of  his  father,  rode 
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the  horse  in  question  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  mes- 
sage as  commanded  by  his  father  to  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  directed.  While  in  the  performance  of  this  service,  and 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment  and  agency,  he  rode  the 
horse  along  a  public  highway  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was 
lawfully  traveling  in  a  buggy.  The  paragraph  further  al- 
leges that  on  said  occasion  the  son,  in  the  performance  of  the 
^"•*  aforesaid  service  for  his  father,  negligently,  careles-ly 
and  recklessly  rode  and  ran  said  horse  along  said  highway 
over  and  against  the  buggy  in  which  plaintiff  was  traveling, 
and  thereby  struck  her  and  threw  her  out  of  the  buggy  upon 
the  ground,  by  reason  of  which  she  was  bruised,  wounded 
and  permanently  injured  and  damaged. 

The  facts  alleged  in  the  third  paragraph  may  be  summar- 
ized as  follows:  On  April  15,  1899,  defendant  negligently 
ordered,  commanded  and  permitled  his  son,  Clyde  Broad- 
street,  of  the  age  of  nine  years,  who  was  residing  with  his 
father  as  a  member  of  the  family,  to  ride  a  horse  owned  by 
the  defendant  to  carry  a  message  for  the  defendant  from  th<3 
town  of  Cloverdale,  Putnam  county,  Indiana,  to  Harrison 
Broadstreet,  who  resided  about'  two  miles  distant  from  said 
town.  Said  Clyde  Broadstreet  was  inexperienced  in  the  man- 
agement and  control  of  horses,  did  not  have  the  strength  and 
skill  to  manage  and  control  horses,  and  was  reckless  and  car.-- 
less  in  the  management  and  control  of  horses — all  of  wlii.-ii 
was  at  the  time  known  to  the  defendant.  In  pui-suance  of 
the  order  and  command  of  the  defendant,  he  started  up  >!i 
his  said  mission  of  conveying  the  message  in  question,  and. 
while  riding  said  horse  furnished  by  his  father  along  the 
public  highway  in  a  careless  and  reckless  manner,  he  met  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  lawfully  traveling  in  a  buggy  upon  said 
highway.  It  is  alleged  that,  by  reason  of  said  Clyde's  in- 
ability, and  want  of  strength  and  skill,  to  manage  and  con- 
trol said  horse  on  which  he  was  riding,  he  ran  the  horse  int;) 
and  against  the  buggy  in  which  plaintiff  was  then  and  thero 
traveling  on  said  highway,  and  thereby  threw  her  out  of 
said  vehicle  to  the  ground,  by  reason  of  which  she  was  l)rui.scd 
and  wounded  to  such  an  extent  as  to  be  permanently  in- 
jured and  damaged. 

The  evident  theory  of  the  first  paragraph,  as  outlined  by 
the  facts,  is  that  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed 
between  appellant  and  his  minor  son  at  the  time  ^''*^  of  the 
accident  in  question,  and  that  therefore,  under  a  well-settled 
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rule,  appellant  is  responsible  for  the  negligence  of  his  said 
servant,  to  which  the  injury  of  appellee  is  imputed.  This 
negligence,  as  shown,  was  committed  by  appellant's  son  and 
servant  within  the  scope  of  the  employment  or  service  which 
he  was  performing  at  the  time  for  his  father. 

The  third  paragraph  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  the 
injuries  received  by  appellee  are  due  to  the  negligence  of 
appellant,  under  the  circumstances,  in  placing  his  minor  son 
in  the  control  and  management  of  his  horse  upon  the  occa- 
sion and  for  the  purpose  in  question,  and  allowing  him  to 
ride  the  horse  along  the  public  highway  in  the  performance 
of  the  business  or  mission  upon  which  he  sent  him.  That, 
by  reason  of  the  boy's  carelessness,  youth,  inexperience  in 
the  management  of  horses,  and  his  want  of  strength  and  abil- 
ity to  govern  the  horse  at  the  time  in  question,  he  ran  into 
appellee's  buggy  and  threw  her  to  the  ground,  thereby  in- 
juring her,  as  alleged  in  the  pleading. 

The  objection  urged  by  appellant's  counsel  in  respect  to 
the  insufficiency  of  the  third  paragraph  of  the  complaint  is 
that  it  was  the  willful  act  of  the  horse  which  is  averred  to 
have  injured  appellee,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  act  is  such 
as  horses  do  not  usually  commit,  the  paragraph  is  bad,  for 
the  reason  that  there  are  no  facts  to  show  that  the  horse 
which  appellee's  son  was  riding  at  the  time  had  any  disposi- 
tion or  propensity  to  commit  such  act,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant had  notice  of  such  disposition.  Counsel,  however,  cer- 
tainly misapprehended  the  facts  as  they  are  averred  in  the 
third  paragraph,  for  the  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  appellee  are  not  attributed  to  the  willful  act  of  the 
horse,  but  it  is  alleged  that  appellant,  by  reason  of  the  youth 
of  his  son,  his  careless  and  reckless  habits,  and  his  want  of 
strength  and  skill  to  manage  and  ^^^  control  the  horse  in 
question,  which  horse,  as  averred,  was  difficult  to  manage 
and  control — all  of  which  facts  were  well  known  to  appel- 
lant at  the  time — was,  under  the  circumstances,  guilty  of  iieg- 
ligence  in  placing  his  son  in  charge  of  the  horse,  and  sending 
him  out  upon  the  public  highway  to  convey  the  message  to 
Harrison  Broadstreet,  as  he  was  directed  and  commanded  to 
do. 

It  appears  that  by  reason  of  his  inability  to  manage  and 
control  the  horse,  and  by  reason  of  the  careless  and  reckless 
manner  in  which  he  rode  tlie  horse  along  the  public  highway 
upon  which  appellee  was  traveling,  he  collided  with  the  buggy 
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and  thereby  caused  the  injury  of  which  appellee  complains. 
That  appellant  must  be  regarded  as  guilty  of  negligence  in 
placing  his  son  in  control  of  the  horse  and  sending  him  out 
upon  the  public  highway  is  manifest.  In  Dunlap  v.  Wagner 
(1882),  85  Ind.  529,  44  Am.  Kep.  42,  this  court  said:  '*We 
assume  that  horses  require  the  management  of  an  intelligent 
pereon,  in  reasonable  control  of  his  mental  and  physical  pow- 
ers, and  this  we  do  for  the  reason  that  all  persons  are  pre- 
sumed to  know  the  natural  and  ordinary  propensities  and  dis- 
positions of  such  animals."  It  is  apparent  that  the  injury 
which  appellee  received  was  the  natural  and  ai)proxiinate 
result  of  appellant's  negligence.  It  is  a  maxim  of  the  law 
that  a  person  must  be  held  to  contemplate  the  probable  con- 
sequences of  his  own  act.  It  is  true,  however,  that  in  cases 
of  this  kind  the  injury  received  by  the  complaining  party 
must  be  such  as  the  wrongdoer  might  reasonably  have  antic- 
ipated or  foreseen,  but  it  is  not  essential  that  it  should  be 
made  to  appear  that  the  precise  injury  or  accident  which 
did  occur  could  have  been  anticipated  or  foreseen.  It  will 
be  sufficient  if  the  injury  resulting  from  the  wrongful  act  is 
such  as  was  usuql,  and  therefore  might  have  been  expected: 
Dunlap  V.  Wagner  (1882),  85  Ind.  529,  44  Am.  Rep.  42,  and 
authorities  cited. 

*^^  Appellant,  by  engaging  his  son  to  carr^'  the  message 
for  him  on  the  occasion  in  question,  under  the  facts  and  the 
law  applicable  thereto,  must  be  held,  to  that  extent  at  least, 
to  have  created  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  between 
him  and  his  son,  and  is,  under  the  third  paragraph  of  the 
complaint,  responsible  in  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from 
the  inability  of  the  son  properly  to  control  or  manage  the 
horse,  or,  under  the  first  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  on  ac- 
count of  the  son's  negligence  in  riding  the  horse  along  the 
public  highway  while  engaged  in  the  performance  of  the  busi- 
ness of  his  fatlior.  In  support  of  these  propositions,  see  the 
following:  Teagarden  v.  McLaughlin  (1882),  86  Ind.  476,  44 
Am.  Rep.  332 ;  Dunlap  v.  Wagner  (1882),  85  Ind.  529,  44  Am. 
Kep.  42;  1  Cooley  on  Torts,  3d  ed.,  *122;  Tiffany  on  Personal 
and  Domestic  Relations,  sec.  120;  Schouler  on  Domestic  Re- 
lations, 5th  ed.,  sec.  263;  Lashbrook  v.  Patten  (1864),  62  Ky. 
316;  Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  2d  ed.,  sees.  277,  282  ;"l 
Thompson  on  Negligence,  2d  ed.,  sec.  529. 

In  Lashbrook  v.  Patten,  62  Ky.  316,  the  minor  son  of  the 
defendant,  while  driving  a  carriage  conveying  his  two  sisters 
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to  a  picnic,  negligently  ran  into  and  against  the  vehicle  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  which  the  latter  was  traveling,  causing  his 
horse  to  become  frightened,  to  "run  over"  and  break  the 
carriage,  and  throw  out  plaintiff's  daughter.  The  cariiage 
driven  by  the  son  on  that  occasion  belonged  to  the  father, 
as  did  the  horse  by  which  it  was  drawn,  and  the  son  and 
his  sisters,  who  were  in  the  carriage  with  him,  were  all  mem- 
bers of  his  father's  family,  and  the  son  was  driving  with  the 
approbation  of  the  father.  The  court,  in  that  case,  held  that 
the  son  must  be  regarded  as  in  the  employ  of  his  father,  and, 
therefore,  at  the  time  of  the  accident  was  the  servant  of  the 
father,  and  the  latter  was  liable  in  damages  for  the  son's  neg- 
ligence upon  the  occasion  in  question. 

Generally  speaking,  the  law  regards  public  highAvays  as 
open  alike  to  travel  thereon  by  all  persons  who  may  desire 
*^  to  exercise  that  right,  subject,  however,  to  all  reasonable 
conditions  and  restrictions  that  may  be  interposed:  City  of 
Terre  Haute  v.  Kersey  (1902),  159  Ind.  300,  95  Am.  St.  Rep. 
298,  64  N.  E.  469.  But  whoever  travels  over  and  along  a 
public  highway  must  do  so  in  such  a  manner  and  with  such 
care  as  is  consistent  with  the  rights  and  safety  of  others  trav- 
eling thereon,  and  a  violation  of  this  duty  is  regarded  by  the 
law  as  negligence.  Appellant's  counsel  earnestly  argue  that 
in  this  case  he  is  not  liable  because  the  father  is  not  respon- 
sible for  the  torts  of  his  minor  child.  But  this  is  not  the  (jues- 
tion  with  which  we  have  to  deal.  It  is  true  that  a  father  is 
not  responsible  for  the  torts  of  his  child,  due  to  the  negligence 
or  willful  act  of  the  latter,  merely  because  of  the  relation  ex- 
isting between  parent  and  child.  The  liability  of  the  father 
does  not  depend  upon  this  relation,  but  upon  the  relation  of 
principal  and  agent,  or  master  and  servant,  and  is  governed 
by  the  rules  applicable  to  such  relation.  Or,  in  other  words, 
tlie  law  holds  the  father  liable  only  on  the  same  grounds  that 
he  would  be  responsible  for  the  wrong  of  any  other  person ; 
that  is,  he  directed  or  ratified  the  wrongful  act  of  his  child 
or  accepted  the  benefit  thereof,  or  that  the  child  at  the  time 
the  tort  was  committed  was  engaged  in  performing  work  or 
service  for  the  father:  Teagarden  v.  IMcLaughlin,  86  Ind. 
476,  44  Am.  Rep.  332 ;  1  Cooley  on  Torts,  3d  ed.,  *122 ;  Tiffany 
on  Personal  and  Domestic  Relations,  sec.  120;  Schouler  on  Do- 
mestic Relations,  5th  ed.,  sec.  263. 

In  view  of  these  well-settled  principles  it  has  been  held 
that  where  a  father  permitted  his  infant  son,  eleven  yeare 
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old,  to  ride  the  father's  horse,  the  father  was  not  liable  for 
an  injury  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  child,  while 
using  the  horse,  in  running  over  a  person,  for  the  reason  that 
the  wrongful  act  was  not  committed  with  the  father's  consent 
or  at  his  direction  and  the  son  at  the  time  was  not  performing 
any  act  for  the  father:  Smith  v.  Davenport  ^oo  (1891),  45 
Kan.  423,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  737,  25  Pac.  851,  11  L.  R.  A.  429. 
We  conclude  that  the  third  paragraph  of  the  complaint  is 
sufficient  on  demurrer. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  establishes  the  following  facts: 
On  April  15,  1899,  appellant  resided  in  the  town  of  Clover- 
dale,  Putnam  county,  Indiana,  and  was  engaged  in  selling 
implements  and  buggies.  Clyde  Broadstreet,  his  son,  a  boy 
between  eight  and  nine  years  old,  resided  with  his  father  as 
a  member  of  his  family.  Clyde  was  small,  weighing  from  fifty- 
five  to  seventy  pounds,  and  was  physically  weak.  He  appears 
to  have  had  a  disposition  for  fast  riding.  At  and  prior  to 
the  time  of  the  accident  in  question  he  had  a  reputation  in  the 
community  in  Avhich  he  lived  for  riding  horses  in  a  reckless, 
careless  and  dangerous  manner.  He  frequently  rode  his  fath- 
er's horse  up  and  down  Main  street  of  said  town  in  front 
of  his  father's  store  and  house,  in  a  reckless  manner  and  at 
a  dangerous  rate  of  speed.  Appellant  was  aware  of  the  reek- 
less  and  careless  manner  in  which  his  son  was  accustomed  to 
manage  and  ride  a  horse.  lie  also  knew  his  son's  inability, 
by  reason  of  his  physical  weakness  and  age,  properly  to  man- 
age and  control  a  horse.  On  the  morning  of  the  day  afore- 
said appellant  sent  his  said  son, with  a  message  to  Harrison 
Broadstreet,  who  lived  some  two  or  three  miles  distant  from 
the  town  of  Cloverdale,  to  inform  him  that  a  buggy  which  he 
had  ordered  through  appellant  had  been  received  by  the  latter 
and  was  ready  for  delivery.  Upon  the  occasion  in  question, 
appellant  directed  his  hired  man  to  catch  and  saddle  the  horse 
for  Clyde  to  ride.  Clyde,  it  appears,  was  so  small  that  he 
Ava-s  unable  to  saddle  and  mount  the  horse,  and  this  service 
Avas  generally  performed  by  the  hired  man.  Upon  this  oc- 
casion, after  the  horse  was  saddled,  appellant  placed  his  said 
son  on  the  horse,  put  him  in  charge  of  it,  and  sent  him  out 
upon  the  highway  to  carry  said  message  to  Harrison  Broad- 
street. ^^^  Clyde,  as  it  appears,  rode  the  horse  to  the  place 
where  Harrison  Broadstreet  resided,  delivered  the  me.s.sage 
appellant  had  sent,  and  started  on  his  return,  riding  along 
and  over  the  public  highway,  which  was  the  proper  road  for 
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him  to  use  in  going  and  returning.  On  his  return  trip  he 
rode  the  horse  at  a  "lope"  or  gallop,  whipping  the  horse  all 
the  Avay  along  the  highway.  At  one  point  it  appears  that  he 
came  very  near  colliding  with  a  buggy  in  wjiich  an  old  man, 
named  Hood,  was  riding.  After  passing  Mr.  Hood  he  con- 
tinued riding  at  the  same  rapid  gait,  galloping  and  whipping 
his  horse,  and  urging  it  on  "faster  and  faster,"  as  a  witness 
testified. 

Appellee,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  returning  to 
her  home  from  Cloverdale,  traveling  over  the  public  high- 
wa}^  in  "an  open-top  buggy"  which  was  driven  by  a  Miss 
Foster,  who  had  invited  appellee  to  ride  with  her.  Appel- 
lee and  her  companion  had  traveled  along  the  highway  in 
the  buggy  about  one-half  a  mile  when  they  met  Clyde  Broad- 
street.  When  they  first  saw  him  he  was  about  sixty  yards 
beyond,  them,  and  was  riding  his  horse  at  full  speed.  Miss 
Foster  turned  the  horse  she  was  driving  to  the  right,  as  far 
as  she  could,  but  Clyde  did  not  slacken  his  speed,  nor  did  he 
do  anylliing  to  check  the  horse  which  he  was  riding,  but  bore 
down  at  full  speed  upon  the  buggy  in  which  appellee  was 
traveling  and  ran  into  the  buggy.  The  horse  upon  which 
he  was  riding  struck  the  front  wheel  of  the  buggy,  breaking 
it,  and  also  breaking  the  shaft,  and  appellee  was  thereby 
"knocked  or  thrown  out"  of  the  vehicle  backward,  and  seri- 
ously bruised  and  wounded.  The  injuries  which  she  received 
at  the  time  are  shown  to  be  serious  and  permanent,  and  greatly 
impaired  her  ability  to  perform  labor  or  domestic  duties. 
She  has  been  rendered  nervous  and  restless,  and  suffers  much 
pain.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  she  was  at  the  time 
of  the  accident  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  Under 
the  authorities  hereinbefore  cited,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
evidence  sustains  the  ^^^  verdict,  and  the  motion  of  appellant 
requesting  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor  was  prop- 
erly denied. 

A  transcript  of  an  entry  from  the  trial  court's  order-book, 
showing  the  return  of  the  verdict,  is  as  follows: 

"Come  again  said  jury  in  charge  of  the  sworn  bailiff  afore- 
said and  by  their  foreman  present  to  the  court  the  following 
verdict:  'We,  the  jury,  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assess 
her  damages  in  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars. 

"  'B.  B.  RUSK, 
**  'Foreman.'  " 


364  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.         [Indiana^. 

As  previously  shown,  appellant  unsuccessfully  moved  for 
a  venire  de  novo,  on  the  grounds:  (1)  That  the  verdict  was 
so  ambiguous  that  no  judgment  could  be  rendered  thereon ; 
(2)  that  no  damages  were  assessed  by  the  jury.  "We  are  re- 
ferred by  appellant's  counsel  to  a  motion  and  an  affidavit  in 
support  thereof,  each  of  which  is  embraced  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions and  shows  that  the  verdict,  as  returned  into  court,  reads 
as  follows:  ""We,  the  jur3%  find  for  the  plaintiff  and  assess 
her  damages  at  1,500,"  there  being  an  entire  absence  of  any 
dollar  mark.  But  this  fact  is  not  verified  by  the  order-book 
entry  which,  under  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  lower 
court,  imports  absolute  verity  and  cannot  be  controlled  by 
the  bill  of  exceptions  in  question,  or  the  motion  and  affidavit 
therein  contained.  The  entry  of  the  verdict  which  the  clerk 
has  transrribed  from  the  order-book,  and  certified  as  a  true 
and  corrc  t  entr}',  has  attaclied  immediately  to  the  left  of 
the  fifteen  hundred  a  dollar  mark.  If  this  was  not  the  con- 
dition of  the  verdict  Avhen  it  was  returned  into  court,  appel- 
lant should  not  Iiave  permitted  the  clerk  to  transcribe  the 
entry  of  the  verdict  into  the  order-book  with  the  dollar  mark 
immediately  preceding  the  figures  1,500,  as  disclosed  by  the 
order-book  entry  hereinbefore  set  out.  It  follows  that  there 
is  no  defect  in  the  verdict  as  it  appears  in  the  record  herein, 
and  the  motion  for  a  venire  de  novo  was  properly  denied. 

-**"^  The  court  gave  to  the  jury  on  its  own  motion  seven  in- 
structions, by  which  it  correctly  and  fully  advised  the  jury 
in  regard  to  the  law  applicable  to  the  case.  Appellant  pre- 
sented a  request  for  twelve  additional  instructions.  Eight  of 
these  were  given  by  the  court,  but  Nos.  2,  8,  10,  and  11  were 
refused.  "\Ylien  the  instructions  given  by  the  court  on  its 
own  motion,  and  those  which  it  gave  at  the  request  of  appel- 
lant, are  considered,  we  perceive  no  room  for  further  instruc- 
tions in  behalf  of  appellant.  In  fact,  it  may  be  ^aid  that  the 
instructions  refused  by  the  court,  so  far  as  they  are  correct, 
were  embraced  in  those  given  by  the  court. 

Appellant  assails  instruction  No.  5  of  the  series  given  by 
the  court  on  its  own  motion.  By  this  charge  the  jury  was 
informed  that  the  cjuestion  as  to  whether  appellant's  son,  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  complained  of,  was  engaged  in  the 
service  of  defendant  and  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  said 
service  was  one  of  fact  to  be  determined  from  all  of  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case.  But  in  determining  this  question  the  court 
informed  the  jurv  that  it  was  its  duty  to  consider  all  of  the 
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evidence  of  the  witnesses  upon  the  subject,  together  with  all 
of  the  facts  and  circumstances  shown  to  exist  in  the  case 
which  had  any  bearing  upon  the  question.  The  court  furtlier 
said  in  the  charge  in  question  that  it  "was  not  necessary 
that  agency  be  established  by  direct  or  positive  proof,  but  it 
may  be  established  by  circumstantial  evidence."  Appell.mt 
criticises  that  part  of  the  charge  which  stated  to  the  jury  that 
the  question  was  to  be  determined'from  all  of  the  evidence  in 
the  case.  Possibly  this  statement,  standing  alone,  might  be 
open  to  appellant's  criticism  that  the  jury  was  thereby  given 
to  understand  that  it,  in  the  determination  of  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  defendant's  son  at  the  time  of  the  accident 
was  engaged  in  the  employment  or  service  of  the  defendant, 
might  consider  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  regardless  of  its 
pertinence  '^^  or  bearing  on  that  question,  but  the  court,  in 
that  part  of  the  charge  immediately  following,  expressly 
stated  to  the  jury  that  in  determining  the  question  it  was  its 
duty  to  consider  all  of  the  evidence  upon  that  subject,  to- 
gether with  all  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  shown  to  exist 
in  the  case  which  had  any  bearing  thereon.  Certainly  the 
jury  nuist  have  understood  from  this  latter  statement  that  in 
determining  the  question  involved  it  must  consider  only  such 
evidence  as  was  pertinent  to  or  had  a  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion. 

Complaint  is  made  of  the  admission  of  certain  evidence 
to  show  that  appellant's  son,  in  the  neighborhood  in  which 
he  resided,  was,  at  and  prior  to  the  time  in  controversy,  gen- 
erally reputed  to  be  careless  and  reckless  in  managing  and 
riding  horses.  Complaint  is  also  made  because  the  court  per- 
mitted witnesses  to  testify  that  prior  to  the  time  of  such  acci- 
dent they  fre({uently  had  seen  appellant's  son  riding  in  a 
reckless  and  careless  manner  along  Main  street  in  the  town  of 
Cloverdale,  in  front  of  appellant's  house  and  place  of  busi- 
ness. His  riding  on  these  occasions  was  so  reckless  and  care- 
less as  to  attract  attention  of  persons  on  the  street.  The  evi- 
dence in  question  as  to  the  son's  reputation  was  admissible  to 
charge  appellant  with  knowledge  or  notice  of  his  son's  care- 
less and  reckless  manner  of  riding  and  controlling  horses,  and 
of  his  incompetency,  for  that  reason,  to  be  intrusted  with  the 
control  and  management  of  the  horse  at  the  time  appellant 
sent  him  upon  the  errand  in  question :  1  Wigmore  on  Evi- 
dence, sec.  2-49,  and  authorities  cited;  Western  Stone  Co.  v. 
Whalen  ilSOi),  151  111.  472,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  244,  3S  N.  Iv 
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241 ;  6  Thompson  on  Negligence,  2d  ed.,  sec.  7781 ;  Wood  on 
Master  and  Servant,  2d  ed.,  sec.  421 ;  1  Shearman  and  Redfield 
on  Negligence,  5th  ed.,  sec.  191. 

The  specific  acts  of  reckless  and  careless  riding  at  the  time 
and  place  testified  to  by  the  witnesses  were  also  admissible 
for  the  same  purpose  of  charging  appellant  ^^^  with  knowl- 
edge or  notice  of  his  son's  incompetency  to  control  or  manage 
the  horse  at  the  time  he  employed  him  to  carry  the  message: 
Pittsburgh  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Ruby  (1871),  38  Ind.  294,  10  Am. 
Rep.  Ill;  City  of  Delphi  v.  Lowery  (1881),  74  Ind.  520,  39 
Am.  Rep.  98. 

The  trial  court,  at  the  time  the  evidence  in  question  was 
received,  by  an  instruction  to  the  jurj'-  limited  the  consid- 
eration thereof  by  that  body  to  the  legitimate  purpose  for 
which  it  was  introduced.  There  was  no  error  in  admitting 
the  evidence  in  question.  Other  minor  points  are  discussed 
by  appellant's  counsel  relative  to  the  introduction  of  evi- 
dence. These  rulings  of  the  court  we  have  considered,  but 
discover  no  error  therein.  There  being  no  available  error 
presented  by  the  record,  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


A  Parent  is  not  Anstcerable  for  the  Negligence  of  his  minor  child  in 
riding  a  horse,  unless  done  with  the  parent's  consent  or  in  connection 
with  his  business:  Smith  v.  Davenport,  45  Kan.  423,  2.3  Am,  St.  Eep. 
737;  note  to  Johnson  v.  Glidden,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  801.  As  to  the 
liability  of  a  master  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant  in  managing  a 
team  intrusted  to  him  by  the  master,  see  Socker  v,  Waddell,  98  Md.  43, 
103  Am.  St.  Eep.  314;  Pierce  v.  Conners,  20  Colo.  178,  46  Am.  St.  Eep. 
279;  Eitchie  v.  T^\ilkr,  G3  Conn,  155,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  361;  McCarthy 
V.  Timmins,  178  Mass,  378,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  490. 


MILLER  V,  TOWN  OF  SYRACUSE. 

[168  Ind.  230,  80  N.  E.  411.] 

NUISANCES — Power  of  Municipal   Corporation  to   Declare. — 

Under  a  general  grant  of  power  to  a  municipal  corporation  to  declare 
what  shall  constitute  a  nuisance,  it  cannot  declare  that  to  be  a  nui- 
sance which  from  its  evident  nature,  situation  and  surroundings  is  not, 
and  cannot  in  fact  become,  a  nuisance,     (p.  368.) 

NUISANCES  at  Common  Law. — Anything  offensive  to  the  sight, 
smell,  or  hearing,  erected  or  carried  on  in  or  near  a  public  place  where 
the  people  dwell  or  pass,  or  have  the  right  to  pass,  to  their  annoyance, 
is  a  nuisance  at  common  law.     (p.  368.) 

NTTISANCES — Power  of  Municipal  Corporations  to  Declare, — 
Under  a  general  grant  of  power  to  a  municipal  corporation  to  declare 
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what  shall  constitute  a  nuisance,  it  may  include  nuisances  per  se,  and 
those  things  which  in  their  nature  may  become  nuisances,  and  as  to 
which  there  may  be  honest  differences  of  opinion  in  impartial  minds. 
(p.  368.) 

MUNICIPAL  COEPOEATIONS  —  Ordinances  —  Nuisance.  —A 
municipal  ordinance  which  treats  a  thing  as  a  nuisance  is  8uflS.cient, 
without  a  formal  declaration  that  it  is  such.     (p.  368.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Exercise  of  Police  Power- 
Nuisances. — The  legislature  may  properly  delegate  to  incorporated 
towns  the  exercise  of  police  power  within  fixed  constitutional  limits, 
to  declare,  prevent  and  abate  nuisances  and  preserve  the  public  health, 
(p.  369.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Ordinances— Police  Power- 
Keeping  Hogs. — An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  keeping  of  hogs  in  a 
pen  within  certain  prescribed  limits  of  a  city  is  clearly  within  the 
scope  of  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  which  may  be  delegated  to 
the  city.     (p.  369.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  —  Ordinances  —  Reasonable- 
ness.— If  the  adoption  of  a  municipal  ordinance  ia  expressly  authorized 
by  the  legislature  and  the  power  so  granted  is  not  in  conflict  with  con- 
stitutional prohibitions,  or  fundamental  principles,  it  cannot  be  suc- 
cessfully assailed  as  unreasonable  in  a  judicial  tribunal,     (p.  369.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Ordinances — Exercise  of  Po- 
lice Power. — Under  a  general  grant  to  a  city  of  authority  to  exercise 
the  police  power,  ordinances  exercising  such  power  should  not  be  de- 
clared invalid  as  unreasonable  unless  plainly  in  violation  of  constitu- 
tional guaranties,     (p.  370.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  —  Ordinances  —  Keeping  of 
Hogs. — An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  keeping  of  hogs  in  a  pen  within 
certain  prescribed  limits  in  a  city  is  valid  as  a  legitimate  exercise  of 
the  police  power  for  the  promotion  of  the  public  health  and  comfort, 
(pp.  371,  372.) 

A.  L.  Cornelius,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  A.  Sloane,  for  the  appellee. 

2"2  l\rONTGOMERY,  C.  J.  Appellant  was  convicted  of 
violatinj^  an  ordinance  of  the  town  of  Syracuse,  which  pro- 
liibiled  the  keeping  of  hogs 'in  a  pen  within  the  corporate 
limits  when  within  two  hundred  feet  of  a  street  or  alley  of 
the  town. 

The  only  error  assigned  is  the  overruling  of  appellant's 
(K-uiurrer  to  the  amended  complaint. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  is  attacked  upon  the  ground 
tliat  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  upon  wliich  it  is  based  are 
too  broad  and  sweeping  to  be  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power. 

Section  4357  of  Burns'  Revised  Statutes  of  1901  (Rev. 
Stats.  1881,  sec.  3333)  confers  upon  the  board  of  trustees  of 
an  incorporated  town  tlie  power  "to  declare  wliat  sliall  con- 
stitute a  nuisance,  and  to  prevent,  abate  and  remove  the  same. 
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and  take  such  othor  measures  for  the  preservation  of  the  pub- 
lie  health  as  they  shall  deem  necessary,"  It  was  in  pursuance 
of  this  authority,  we  assume,  that  the  ordinance  in  question 
was  enacted.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  municipality  cannot, 
under  this  general  warrant,  declare  that  to  be  a  nuisance 
which,  from  its  evident  nature,  situation  and  surroundings, 
is  not,  and  cannot  in  fact  become,  a  nuisance:  City  of  Evans- 
ville  V.  Miller  (1897),  146  Ind.  613,  45  N.  E.  1054,  38  L.  R. 
A.  161,  and  cases  cited, 

]\Iany  things,  however,  from  their  nature,  the  condition 
in  whii^h  they  may  be  maintained,  and  their  proximity  to 
public  places,  may  become  nuisances,  and  in  dealing  with 
such  things  the  municipality  is  clothed  with  a  large  discre- 
tion. Anything  offensive  to  the  sight,  smell,  or  hearing, 
erected  or  carried  on  in  or  near  a  public  place  where  the 
people  'dwell  or  pass,  or  have  the  right  to  pass,  to  their  annoy- 
ance, is  a  nuisance  at  common  law:  ITackney  v.  State  (1856), 
8  Ind.  494;  Ilaggart  v,  Stehlin  (1894),  137  Ind.  43,  35  N.  E. 
997,  22  L.  R.  A.  577. 

^^^  The  supreme  court  of  Illinois  has  held  that,  under  a 
power  in  terms  quite  similar  to  the  provision  just  quoted, 
the  governing  body  of  a  municipal  corporation  in  that  state 
is  authorized  to  denounce  conclusively  as  a  nuisance  those 
things  which  are  nuisances  per  se,  and  also  those  which  in 
their  nature  may  be  nuisances,  but  as  to  which  there  may  be 
honest  differences  of  opinion  in  impartial  minds:  Laugel  v. 
Bushnell  (1902),  197  111.  20,  63  N.  E.  1086,  58  L.  R.  A.  266. 
See,  also,  Baumgartner  v.  Hasty  (1885),  100  Ind.  575,  50  Am. 
Rep.  830. 

The  ordinance  under  consideration  does  not  recite  or  de- 
clare what  object  or  reasons  there  are  for  its  passage,  or  in 
terms  denounce  as  a  nuisance  the  keeping  of  hogs  in  a  pen 
within  the  prohibited  limits,  but  its  silence  and  omission  in 
these  respects  in  nowise  affect  the  validity  of  the  oi'dinance. 
The  objects  of  any  particular  enactment  are  generally  obvious, 
and  the  reasons  for  its  passage  are  usually  found  in  existing 
conditions,  and  the  adaptability  of  the  act  to  secure  the  man- 
ifest purpose  of  the  legislation.  It  is  accordingly  sufnripTit 
that  the  statute  or  ordinance  treats  a  thing  as  a  nuisance,  with- 
out a  formal  declaration  that  it  is  such:  Harrington  v.  Board 
etc.  riSS7),  20  R.  I.  233.38  Atl.  1.  38  L.  R.  A.>.05;  City  of 
Crowley  v.  Ellsworth  (1905),  114  La.  308,  108  Am,  St.  Rep. 
353.  38  South.  199,  69  L.  R.  A,  276. 


Feb.  1907.]         Miller  v.  Town  op  Syracuse.  369 

The  police  power  is  incident  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  state, 
and  may  be  exercised  by  the  legislature  to  protect  or  promote 
the  public  health,  morals  or  safety,  subject  only  to  such  limi- 
tations as  are  imposed  by  the  fundamental  law.  The  legis- 
lature has  properly  delegated  to  incorporated  towns  the  exer- 
cise of  such  power,  within  fixed  limits,  to  declare,  prevent 
and  abate  nuisances  and  preserve  public  health.  When  the 
exercise  of  the  police  power  by  the  state  is  challenged  as  un- 
reasonable, it  is  a  judicial  function  to  determine  whether  the 
particular  regulation  comes  within  the  scope  of  such  power, 
and,  finding  ^^'*  that  fact  in  the  affirmative,  courts  "cannot 
run  a  race  of  opinions  upon  points  of  right,  reason  and  ex- 
pediency with  the  law-making  power."  It  is  not  essential 
that  a  police  regulation  be  wholly  wise  and  just  to  sustain  its 
validity,  but  if  such  regulation  appears  to  have  been  designed 
for,  and  to  be  reasonably  calculated  to  subserve,  a  proper 
public  purpose,  it  will  be  upheld  unless  it  clearly  invades 
some  right  secured  by  the  state  or  federal  constitution. 

The  objects  of  this  ordinance  were  clearly  within  the  scope 
of  the  police  power,  and  it  was  enacted,  as  already  shown,  in 
pursuance  of  express  authority  conferred  by  the  legislature: 
Walker  v.  Towle  (1901),  156  Ind.  639,  59  N.  E.  20,  53  L.  R. 
A.  749;  Beiling  v.  City  of  Evansville  (1896),  144  Ind.  644, 
42  N.  E.  621,  35  L.  R.  A.  272;  Rund  v.  Town  of  Fowler 
(1895),  142  lud.  214,  41  N.  E.  465. 

It  is  well  settled  that  when  the  adoption  of  a  municipal 
ordinance  or  by-law  is  expressly  authorized  by  the  legislature, 
and  when  the  power  so  granted  is  not  in  conflict  with  a  con- 
stitutional prohibition  or  fundamental  principles,  it  cannot 
be  successfully  assailed  as  unreasonable  in  a  judicial  tribunal: 
Beiling  v.  City  of  Evansville  (1896),  144  Ind.  644,  42  N.  E. 
621;  Rund  v.  Town  of  Fowler  (1895),  142  Ind.  214,  41  N.  E. 
465;  Skaggs  v.  City  of  Martinsville  (1895),  140  Ind.  476,  49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  209,  39  N.  E.  241,  33  L.  R.  A.  781 ;  SteiTy  v. 
Town  of  Monroe  City  (1893),  135  Ind.  466,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
436,  35  N.  E.  121 ;  Coal  Float  v.  City  of  Jeffersonville,  (1887), 
112  Ind.  15,  13  N.  E.  115. 

The  legislature  did  not  define  with  precision  the  details 
of  the  regulations  which  a  town  may  adopt  for  the  preven- 
tion or  abatement  of  nuisances,  or  prescribe  the  precise  pen- 
alties which  it  may  impose  for  a  violation  of  such  provisions, 
but  it  did  delegate  and  confer  upon  town  boards  full  autlior- 
ity  within  their  jurisdictions  to  declare  and  define  what  shall 
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constitute  a  nuisance,  and  power  to  prevent  and  abate  the 
same,  and  power  to  take  such  other  measures  as  may  be 
deemed  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the  public  health. 
It  would  ^^^  be  manifestly  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  frame 
general  law's  dealing  in  detail  with  nuisances,  and  the  legis- 
lature has  wisely  committed  to  the  local  governments  author- 
ity to  enact,  and  the  responsibility  of  enforcing,  proper  sani- 
tary and  health  regulations.  If  there  be  any  fear  of  oppres- 
sion, that  fear  must  be  that  the  people  invested  with  the  right 
of  self-government  will  oppress  themselves,  as  the  power  is 
wholly  in  their  hands.  Courts  should  be  reluctant  to  dis- 
turb a  municipal  regulation,  enacted  in  pursuance  of  such 
a  comprehensive  grant  of  power,  and  designed  to  promote 
the  public  health  and  comfort,  on  the  ground  of  unreason- 
ableness, but  such  regulation  should  be  upheld  as  valid  unless 
it  is  plain  that  it  has  no  real  relation  to  its  professed  object, 
or  is  a  palpable  invasion  of  private  rights  protected  by  con- 
stitutional guaranties.  In  discussing  this  question  Judge 
Dillon  says:  "Much  must  necessarily  be  left  to  the  discretion 
of  the  municipal  authorities,  and  their  acts  will  not  be  judi- 
cially interfered  with  unless  they  are  manifestly  unreasonable 
and  oppressive,  or  unwarrantably  invade  private  rights,  or 
clearly  transcend  the  powers  granted  to  them":  1  Dillon  on 
Municipal  Corporations,  4th  eel.,  sec.  379. 

In  the  case  of  Town  of  Darlington  v.  Ward  (1896),  48  S. 
C.  570,  26  S.  E.  906,  38  L.  R.  A.  326,  it  was  held  that  an  or- 
dinance making  it  unlawful  to  keep  any  hog  within  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  the  town  could  not  be  held  void  for  unrea- 
sonableness, under  statutes  giving  powder  to  define  nuisances 
and  regulating  and  controlling  the  keeping  of  animals  in  the 
town. 

The  court  of  criminal  appeals  of  Texas  upheld  an  ordinance 
which  prohibited  the  keeping  of  hogs  within  one  mile  of  the 
courthouse,  the  corporate  limits  of  the  town  extending  one 
and  one-half  miles  in  each  direction  from  the  courthouse:  Ex 
parte  Glass  (1905)    (Tex.  Cr.),  90  S.  W.  1108. 

In  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Collier  (1903),  118  Ga.  306.  45  S. 
E.  417,  the  supreme  court  of  Georgia  held  that  an  ordinance 
^'"*  which  declares  that  "no  hogs  shall  be  permitted  to  re- 
main within  the  corporate  limits  ....  between  the  first  day 
of  April  and  the  first  day  of  October,"  is  not,  upon  its  face, 
so  unreasonable  that  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  de- 
clare it  void. 
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The  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina  held  an  ordinance 
to  be  valid  which  prohibited  the  keeping  of  hog-pens  within 
one  hundred  yards  of  another's  residence:  State  v.  Hord 
(1898),  122  N.  C.  1092,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  743,  29  S.  E.  952. 

The  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  sustained  an  ordinance 
prohibiting  the  keeping  of  swine  within  particular  districts 
of  the  city,  and  declared  that,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  the  court  will  presume  that  such  ordinance  is  rea- 
sonable: Commonwealth  v.  Patch  (1867),  97  Mass.  221. 

The  supreme  court  of  Iowa  confirmed  a  conviction  under 
an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Cedar  Rapids  for  maintaining 
a  pen  in  which  one  hog  was  kept,  in  violation  of  a  regula- 
tion of  the  board  of  health.  It  was  admitted  in  the  case  that 
the  pen  was  kept  clean,  and  was  not  a  nuisance  by  reason  of 
filth,  but  was  a  nuisance,  if  at  all,  because  of  the  regulation 
of  the  board  of  health.  The  court  said  in  concluding  the 
opinion:  "Before  an  ordinance  or  regulation  of  a  board  of 
health  can  be  said  to  be' unreasonable,  it  should  clearly  so  ap- 
pear. The  question  should  not  remain  doubtful,  and  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  discretion  necessarily  reposed  in  the  officers  and 
boards  of  cities  making  regulations  for  the  preservation  of  the 
health  of  the  inhabitants  cannot  be  declared  invalid  unless  it 
clearly  so  appears.  A  legal  restraint  may  be  imposed  on  the 
few  for  the  benefit  of  the  many.  "We  conclude  that  the  regu- 
lation and  ordinance  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  law,  be  said  to  be 
unreasonable":  State  v.  Holcomb  (1885),  68  Iowa,  107,  56  Am. 
Rep.  853,  26  N.  W.  33.  As  illustrative  cases,  see,  also.  Hoops 
V.  Ipava  (1893),  55  111.  App.  94;  Ex  parte  ^37  ^qq^q  (1901), 
70  Ark.  12,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  63,  65  S.  W.  706 ;  City  of  St.  Louis 
V.  Stern  (1876),  3  Mo.  App.  48  j  Commonwealth  v.  Van  Sickle 
(1845),  Brightly  (Pa.),  69. 

The  strongest  cases  cited  by  appellant  in  support  of  his  con- 
tention are  Ex  parte  O'Leary  (1887),  65  Miss.  80,  7  Am.  St. 
Rep.  640,  3  South.  144,  State  v.  Speyer  (1895),  67  Vt.  502,  48 
Am.  St.  Rep.  832,  32  Atl.  476,  29  L.  R.  A.  573,  and  McKnight 
v.  City  of  Toronto  (1883),  3  Ont.  284.  We  need  not  attempt 
to  distinguish  these  cases,  or  to  reconcile  the  apparent  conflicts, 
as  we  are  satisfied  that  our  conclusion  is  in  accord  with  the 
authorities,  sound  legal  principles,  and  a  wholesome  adminis- 
tration of  the  law. 

The  ordinance  in  question  is  the  product  of  the  legitimate 
exercise  of  a  legislative  power  and  administrative  discretion 
lodged  in  the  municipality  for  the  promotion  of  the  public 


372  American  Statb  Reports,  Vol.  120.        [Indiana, 

health  and  comfort,  and  we  are  not  warranted  in  saying,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  that  its  provisions  are  unreasonable  or  im- 
properly invade  private  rights.  The  court  did  not  err  in 
overruling  appellant's  demurrer  to  the  amended  complaint. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


POWEE   OF   MUNICIPALITY   TO   DECLAEE   WHAT   IS  A   NUI- 
SANCE. 
I.  Power  to  Declare  a  Nuisance,  372. 
II.  What  may  be  Declared  a  Nuisance,  875. 
m.  What  may  not  be  Declared  a  Nuisance,  376, 

IV.  Conclusiveness  of  Declaration,  378. 

I.  Power  to  Declare  a  Nuisance. 
As  announced  in  the  principal  case,  the  rule  is  everywhere  conceded 
that  a  municipal  corporation  has  no  authority  to  declare  that  to  be  a 
nuisance  which  in  fact  is  not  such,  although  it  is  by  law  empowered 
to  declare  what  shall  be  a  nuisance.  The  authorities  on  this  subject 
are  numerous  and  uniform,  and  among  them  are  the  following:  Ward 

V.  City  of  Little  Eock,  41  Ark.  526,  48  Am.  Kep.  46;  Town  of  Arka- 
delphia  v.  Clark,  52  Ark.  23,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  154,  11  S.  W.  957;  Ex 
parte  Poote,  70  Ark.  12,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  63,  65  S.  W.  706;  City  of  Den- 
ver V.  Mullen,  7  Colo.  345,  3  Pac.  693;  City  of  Orlando  v.  Pragg,  31 
Fla.  Ill,  34  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  12  South.  368,  19  L.  E.  A.  196;  Harmon 
V.  City  of  Chicago,  110  111.  400,  51  Am.  Eep.  098;  Village  of  Des 
Plaines  v.  Poyer,  123  111.  318,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  524,  14  K  E.  677;  Laugel 
V.  City  of  Bushnell,  197  111.  20,  63  N.  E.  lOSG,  58  L.  E,  A.  266;  City 
of  Indianapolis  v.  ililler,  .168  Ind.  285,  80  N.  E.  626,  8  L.  E.  A., 
N.  S.,  822;  Everett  v.  City  of  Council  Bluffs,  46  losva,  66;  Tissot  v. 
Great  Southern  Tel.  etc.  Co.,  39  La.  Ann.  996,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  218,  3 
South.  261;  City  of  St.  Paul  v.  Gilfillan,  36  Minn.  298,  31  N.  W.  49; 
Wreford  v.  People,  14  Mich.  41;  Green  v.  Lake,  60  Miss.  451;  Ex  parte 
O'Leary,  65  Miss.  80,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  640,  3  South.  144;  St.  Louis  v. 
Heitzeberg  Packing  etc.  Co.,  141  Mo.  375,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  516,  42  S. 
W.  954,  39  L.  E.  A.  551;  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Schunckelberg,  7  -Ml 
App.  536;  City  of  Kansas  v.  McAleer,  31  Mo.  App.  433;  State  v.  Jeihiv 
City,  29  N.  J.  L.  170;  Pye  v.  Peterson,  45  Tex.  312,  23  Am.  Eep.  Gu^; 
Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall.  497,  19  L.  ed.  984;  In  re  Sam  Kee,  12 
Saw.  379,  31  Fed.  6S0;  Ilennessy  v.  City  of  St.  Paul,  37  Fed.  oOo.  If 
a  city  by  its  charter  is  given  the  extraordinary  power  to  define  and 
declare  what  is  a  nuisance,  such  power  will  not  justify  a  wanton 
declaration  that  an  act  or  avocation  is  a  nuisance  which  unqiuHtion- 
ably  is  not:  City  of  Kansas  v.  McAleer,  31  Mo.  App.  433.  Power  con- 
ferred in  general  terms  on  a  municipal  corporation  to  declare  what  are 
and  to  al>ate  nuisances  cannot  be  taken  to  authorize  the  condemna- 
tion of  that  as  a  nuisance,  which  in  its  nature,  situation,  or  use  is  not 
Buch  in  luct:  City  of  Orlando  v.  Pragg,  31  Fia.  Ill,  34  Am.  St.  Eep. 
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17,  12  South.  368,  19  L.  R.  A.  196.  A  clause  in  a  charter  giving  a  city 
power  to  declare  what  shall  be  a  nuisance,  and  to  prevent  and  remove 
It,  does  not  mean  that  a  city  council  may  by  ordinance  declare  any 
particular  thing  a  nuisance  which  has  not  theretofore  been  pronounced 
to  be  such  by  law,  or  so  adjudged  by  judicial  determination:  City  of 
Denver  v.  Mullen,  7  Colo.  345,  3  Pac,  693.  And  a  city  council  has  no 
power  to  declare  a  thing  a  nuisance  which  is  not  such  at  common  law, 
nor  in  fact  has  not  been  declared  to  be  such  by  statute:  Everett  v. 
City  of  Council  Bluffs,  46  Iowa,  66.  Under  a  general  grant  of  power, 
a  city  is  not  authorized  to  declare  that  to  be  a  nuisance,  which  in  fact 
is  not  one,  and  thus  destroy  property  or  interfere  with  individual 
rights  under  the  pretense  of  preventing  or  removing  nuisances,  but 
the  city  has  the  power  to  prevent  and  remove  that  which  comes  with- 
in the  legal  notice  of  a  nuisance. 

In  Ee  Sam  Kee,  12  Saw.  379,  31  Fed.  680,  it  was  decided  that  a  city 
ordinance  which  declares  it  a  nuisance  to  keep  a  laundry  within  the 
larger  part  of  the  limits  of  a  city,  without  regard  to  the  character  of 
the  structure,  or  the  appliances  used,  or  the  manner  in  which  the  oc- 
cupation is  carried  on,  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  In  this  case,  it 
was  said  that  "there  is  nothing  tending,  in  the  slightest  degree,  to 
show  that  this  laundry  is,  in  fact,  a  nuisance,  and  the  uncontradicted 
nllegations  of  the  petition  are  that  it  is  not.  So  far  as  appears,  it 
is  only  made  a  nuisance  by  the  arbitrary  declaration  of  the  ordinance, 
;ind  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  common  council,  by  its  simple  fiat  to 
make  that  a  nuisance  which  is  not  so  in  fact:  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  10 
Wall.  505,  19  L.  ed.  987.  To  make  an  occupation  indispensable  to  the 
health  and  comfort  of  civilized  man,  and  the  use  of  the  property 
necessary  to  carry  it  on,  a  nuisance,  by  a  mere  arbitrary  declaration 
in  a  city  ordinance,  and  suppress  it  as  such,  is  simply  to  confiscate  the 
property  and  deprive  its  owner  of  it  witliout  due  process  of  law.  It 
also  abridges  the  liberty  of  the  owner  to  select  his  own  occupation  and 
his  own  method  in  the  pursuit  of  happiness,  and  thereby  prevents  him 
from  enjoying  his  rights,  privileges,  and  immunities,  and  deprives  him 
of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  secured  to  every  person  by  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States":  In  re  Sam  Kee,  12  Saw.  379,  31  Fed. 
680.  Again,  in  Hennessy  v.  City  of  St.  Paul,  37  Fed.  565,  it  was  said: 
"It  was  urged  on  the  trial,  and  it  is  pressed  with  some  degree  of 
earnestness,  that  under  the  charter  and  ordinance  as  above  recited,  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction  was  conferred  upon  the  common  council  to  de- 
termine what  constitutes  a  nuisance.  I  do  not  think  so.  The  common 
council  undoubtedly  has  the  power  to  abate  nuisances,  and  a  dilap- 
idated and  vacant  building,  by  reason  of  fire,  and  its  temporary  occupa- 
tion b_y  disorderly  persons  and  trespassers,  and  its  use  as  a  receptaele 
of  filth,  may  become  a  common  nuisance  as  rcrogtiized  by  law.  But 
unless  a  nuisance,  as  defined  by  common  law  or  by  statute,  exists,  the 
act  of  the  common  council  cannot  make  it  one  by  a  mere  resolution. 
Such  a  doctrine  might  place  the  property  of  the  people,  no  matter  what 
in  fact  might  be  its  real  condition  and  character,  at  the  disposal  of  the 
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common  council,  without  compensation.  A  nuisance  cannot  be  created 
by  mere  declaration  of  the  common  council,  unless  it  is  in  some  man- 
ner injurious  to  the  public." 

In  Grossman  v.  Oakland,  30  Or.  478,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  832,  41  Pac.  5, 
S6  L.  R.  A.  593,  the  general  rule  was  laid  down  that  a  municipal  cor- 
jioration  has  no  power  to  declare  a  particular  use  of  projjcrty  a  nui- 
sance, unless  such  use  comes  within  the  common  law  or  the  statutory 
idea  of  a  nuisance,  though  its  charter  purports  to  confer  upon  it  pow<?r 
to  prevent  and  restrain  nuisances,  and  to  declare  what  shall  constitut') 
a  nuisance.  In  this  case  it  was  said  that  under  such  a  charter  "tho 
city  is  clothed  with  authority  to  declare  by  general  ordinance  undor 
what  circumstances  and  conditions  certain  specified  acts  or  things 
injurious  to  the  health,  or  dangerous  to  the  public  are  to  constitut'j 
and  be  deemed  nuisances,  leaving  the  question  of  fact  open  for  judi- 
cial determination  as  to  whether  the  particular  act  or  thing  complained 
of  comes  within  the  prohibited  class,  but  it  cannot,  by  ordinance,  arbi- 
trarily declare  any  particular  thing  a  nuisance  Which  has  not  hereto- 
fore been  so  declared  by  law  or  judicially  determined  to  be  such: 
Denver  v.  Mullen,  7  Colo.  345,  30  Pac.  693.  An  ordinance  of  the  city 
cannot  transform  into  a  nuisance  an  act  not  treated  as  such  by  stat- 
utory or  common  law,  nor  can  it  prohibit  the  free  use  of  property  by 
the  owner,  so  long  as  such  use  does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of 
others":  Grossman  v.  Oakland,  30  Or.  478,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  832,  41  Pac. 
5,  36  L.  R.  A.  593.  The  power  to  declare  what  are  nuisances,  and  pro- 
vide for  their  removal  does  not  include  an  act,  the  doing  of  which  may 
be  a  nuisance,  but  is  confined  to  stationary  nuisances,  such  as  can  be 
removed:  State  v.  Jersey  City,  29  N.  J.  L.  170.  Trades,  occupations,  or 
businesses  which,  in  their  nature,  are  not  nuisances,  but  which  may 
become  such  by  reason  of  their  locality,  surroundings  or  the  inauiu'V 
in  which  they  are  conducted,  cannot  be  arbitrarily  declared  to  be 
nuisances,  but  they  can  be  so  declared  only  when,  under  the  circum- 
stances, they  have  become  so  in  fact:  Langel  v.  City  of  Bushnell.  197 
111.  20,  63  N.  E.  1086,  58  L.  R.  A.  266.  The  mere  fact  that  a  city 
ordinance  declares  a  particular  use  of  property  to  be  a  nuisance  does 
not  make  it  such  unless  it  be  a  nuisance  in  fact:  Tissot  v.  Groat 
Southern  Tel.  etc.  Co.,  39  La.  Ann.  996,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  248,  3  South. 
261.  And  a  common  council  of  a  city  has  no  power  to  declare  iiny- 
thing  a  nuisance  which  cannot  be  detrimental  to  the  health  of  the 
city,  or  dangerous  to  its  citizens,  or  a  public  inconvenience,  and  even 
not  then,  where  the  thing  complained  of  is  expressly  authori/.ed  by  the 
supreme  legislative  power  of  the  state:  State  v.  Jersey  City,  29  N.  .T. 
L.  170.  In  State  v.  Mott,  61  Md.  297,  48  Am.  Eep.  105,  it  was  sai<l 
that  limekilns  "not  being  nuisances  in  their  nature,  irrespective  of 
tlieir  local  surroundings,  it  is  very  clear  that  there  has  been  no  au- 
thority conferred  upon  the  mayor  and  city  council  to  make  them  nui- 
sances, cither  to  health,  comfort,  or  property,  by  simply  declaring 
them  so.  In  the  aV>sencc  of  express  autliority,  the  principle  is  too  weil 
settled   to   re(juire   the   citation   of   authorities  for   its   support,    that   a 
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particular  use  of  property  declared  a  nuisance  by  an  ordinance  of  a 
municipal  corporation  does  not  make  such  use  a  nuisance,  unless  it  bo 
80  in  fact,  according  to  the  common  law  or  statutory  definition  of 
nuisance.  The  ordinance  in  question,  however,  does  not  in  terms  de- 
clare limekilns  to  be,  within  the  limits  of  the  city,  nuisances.  It 
simply  prohibits  thoir  operation  altogether,  but  upon  wliat  ground  does 
not  distinctly  appear.  But  the  provision  in  the  charter  only  confers 
authority  to  prevent  and  remove  nuisances,  and  the  mere  possibilily 
that  all  the  limekilns  within  the  limits  of  the  city  may,  in  the  future, 
become  nuisances,  does  not  justify  the  city  in  prohibiting  the  business 
entirely  in  anticipation.  Upon  any  such  principle  of  action  by  the 
city,  many  of  the  most  valuable  and  indispensable  trades  might  be 
stopped." 

Considerable  discretion  is  generally  vested  in  cities  to  declare  what 
constitutes  a  nuisance,  and  such  discretion  when  exercisefl  by  them 
will  not  be  judicially  interfered  with,  unless  the  corporation  has  been 
manifestly  unreasonable  and  oppressive,  or  has  invaded  private  rights 
illegally  and  transcended  the  power  granted:  State  v.  Heidenhain,  42 
La.  Ann.  483,  21  Am.  St.  Eep.  388-,  7  South.  621. 

II.  What  may  be  Declared  a  Nuisance. 
When  cities  are  authorized  by  general  statute  to  declare  what  con- 
stitutes a  nuisance  and  to  abate  it,  they  may  declare  anything  a  nui- 
sance which  is  in  fact  in  its  nature  such,  either  under  common-law  prin- 
cij)los  or  which  is  legally  made  a  nuisance  by  statute.  Thus  an  old, 
dilapidated  building,  situated  upon  the  principal  street  of  a  city,  unfit 
for  human  habitation,  or  other  lawful  use,  devoted  to  no  use  or  pur- 
pose, a  resort  for  tramps  and  disorderly  persons,  a  source  of  serious 
discomfort  and  annoyance  to  the  public  and  of  actual  danger  to  useful 
and  valuable  property  of  the  community  within  the  range  of  its  in- 
fluence, may  be  declared  by  ordinance  a  public  nuisance  and  abated 
as  such:  Nazworthy  v.  City  of  Sullivan,  55  111.  App.  48.  If  a  city 
under  its  charter  has  the  extraordinary  power  to  define  and  declare 
what  is  a  nuisance,  it  may  declare  that  the  running  of  a  rock-crushiug 
machine  in  any  block  or  square  whereiu  there  are  three  or  more 
residences  or  dwellings  occupied  is  a  nuisiince,  and  niay  prohibit  it: 
Kansas  City  v.  McAleer,  31  Mo.  App.  433.  By  virtue  of  such  power 
the  following  ordinance  is  valid:  "All  steam  gristmills,  sawinills,  or 
machinery  run  by  steam,  contained  and  operated  in  buiklinj^^s  or 
structures  wholly  or  in  part  of  wood,  which  establishment,  Ijy  reasoti 
of  the  defect  or  dilapidation  of  the  buildings,  the  defective  construc- 
tion of  the  machinery,  the  worn-out  condition  of  the  boiler,  or  other 
cause,  are  or  shall  licreafter  become  dangerous  to  the  persons  or  prop- 
erty in  the  vicinity,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  jjublic  nuisances,  and 
liable  to  bo  proceeded  against  as  such":  Green  v.  Lalve.  60  Mis.s.  451. 
Under  sucii  a  charter  a  city  has  authorit}^  to  dicl;ire  the  sale  of  intox- 
icating di'iiiks  within  its  limits  a  nuisance:  Block  v.  Town  of  Jackson- 
ville, 3(j  ill.  oO]..     An  exhibition  of  a  t,l;illiou  on  tlie  public  streets  of  a 
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city  or  villnge  may  be  declared  a  tmisance  by  the  municipal  author- 
ities: State  V.  lams  (Neb.),  Ill  N.  W.  604;  or  the  keeping  of  a 
jackass  within  the  limits  of  a  municipal  corporation:  Ex  parte  Foote, 
70  Ark.  12,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  63,  65  S.  W.  706.  A  merry-go-round  run 
by  a  steam  engine,  the  whistle  of  which  blew  every  few  minutes,  ac- 
companied by  a  band,  and  attended  by  a  large,  noisy,  and  boisterous 
crowd  until  late  at  night,  disturbing  some  of  the  people  living  nearby, 
is  such  a  nuisance  as  a  town  council  has  power  to  declare  to  be  such, 
and  to  abate  it:  Town  of  Davis  v.  Davis,  40  W.  Va.  4G4,  21  S.  E.  906. 

Under  a  city  charter  authorizing  the  common  council  to  enact  ordin- 
ances declaring  what  is  a  nuisance  and  to  abate  it,  a  city  was  held  to 
have  power  to  pass  an  ordinance  prohibiting  the  erection  of  billboards 
exceeding  seven  feet  in  height,  within  the  city,  without  the  council's 
permission,  and  authorizing  the  abatement  of  any  board  erected  in  vio- 
lation of  the  ordinance  as  a  nuisance:  Whitmier-Filbrick  Co.  v.  City 
of  Buffalo,  118  Fed.  773. 

A  city,  in  the  exercise  of  its  granted  legislative  discretion,  may  de- 
termine what  is  a  nuisance,  and  enact  necessary  ordinances  to  suppress 
it,  and  it  may  thus  declare  and  abate  as  a  nuisance  the  act  of  smok- 
ing by  passengers  while  in  street-cars,  as  a  part  of  the  police  power 
vested  in  it:  State  v.  TTcidenhain,  42  La.  Ann.  483,  21  Am.  St.  Rep. 
388,  7  South.  621.  A  city  charter  giving  the  power  to  declare,  pre- 
vent, and  abate  nuisances  on  private  property  gives  power  to  pass  an 
ordinance  forbidding  the  owner  of  premises  from  permitting  a  growth 
of  weeds  thereon:  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Gait,  179  Mo.  8,  77  S.  W.  876, 
63  L.  E.  A.  778. 

As  a  city  has  power  to  declare  anything  a  nuisance  which  is  clearlv 
per  se  such,  it  has  authority,  of  course,  under  a  general  grant  of  power 
over  nuisances,  to  adopt  an  ordinance  declaring  a  slaughterhouse 
within  the  town  limits  to  be  a  nuisance  and  to  have  it  abated:  Harnii- 
son  V.  City  of  Lewistown,  153  111.  313,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  893,  38  N.  E. 
628. 

in.    What  may  not  be  Declared  a  Nuisance. 

Under  the  rule  that  a  city  can  have  no  power  to  declare  a  certain 
thing  or  a  jiarticiilar  use  of  property  a  nuisance,  regardless  of  the 
fact  of  whether  it  is  such  or  not,  it  may  be  well  to  call  attention  to 
some  of  tlie  things,  and  uses  of  property,  which  cannot  be  declared 
nuisances.  Thus,  neither  the  kccf.ing  nor  the  raising  uor  owning  of  bees 
within  the  limits  of  a  city  is,  in  itself,  a  nuisance,  and  an  ordinance 
which  declares  it  to  be  so  without  regard  to  the  fact  of  whether  it  is 
so  or  not  is  void:  Town  of  Arkadelphia  v.  Clark,  52  Ark.  23,  20  Am. 
St.  Eep.  154,  11  S.  W.  957;  and  public  picnics  and  dances  are  not  in 
their  nature  nuisances,  and  an  ordinance  declaring  them  to  bo  such  is 
void:  Village  of  Des  Plaines  v.  Poyer,  123  III.  348,  5  Am.  St.  Rep. 
524,  14  N.  E.  677. 

Trees  growing  in  a  street  or  highway  do  not  constitute  a  nuisance 
unless  they  olistruct  travel,  and  in  tlie  absi  iire  of  sncli  obstruction  an 
ordinauce  declaring  thcui  to  be  a  nuisance  is  void:  Everett  v.  City  of 
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Council  Bluffs,  46  Iowa,  66.  It  has  also  been  held,  though  we  doubt 
the  soundness  of  such  holding,  that  as  a  municipal  corporation  cannot 
make  that  a  nuisance  which  is  not  such  in  fact,  an  ordinance  declar- 
ing that  "all  hog-pens  or  lots  now  used  as  such  are  hereby  declared  a 
nuisance  and  shall  be  abated"  is  too  broad  and  sweeping  in  its  pro- 
visions, and  is  void:  Ex  parte  X)'Leary,  65  Miss.  80,  7  Am.  St.  Kep. 
640,  3  South.  144.  And  that  it  is  only  when  the  keeping  of  hogs  in  a 
city  is  really  a  nuisance  that  the  city  may  prevent  their  being  kept 
therein,  so  that  an  ordinance  providing  generally  that  hogs  may  not 
be  kept  in  the  city,  without  reference  to  whether  they  are  or  are  not  a 
nuisance,  is  void:  Comfort  v.  City  of  Kosciusko,  88  Miss.  611,  41 
South.  268.  Dense  smoke  alone  is  not  a  nuisance  under  the  common 
law,  and  when  not  declared  to  be  such  by  statute,  it  cannot  be  so 
declared  by  ordinance  until  shown  to  be  such  by  clear  and  convincing 
proof:  St.  Louis  v.  Heitzeberg  Packing  etc.  Co.,  141  Mo.  375,  64  Am. 
St.  Eep.  516,  42  S.  W,  954,  39  L,  R.  A.  557.  An  ordinance  declaring 
the  running  of  any  locomotive  or  train  of  cars  upon  any  track  in  the 
city  at  a  greater  rate  than  one  mile  ,in  six  minutes,  or  declaring  the 
stopping  of  a  train  of  cars  upon  the  track  of  a  railroad  authorized  by 
law,  where  the  track  does  not  cross  a  street  or  public  square,  a  remov- 
able nuisance,  is  not  a  fair  or  legal  exercise  of  the  power  to  declare 
nuisances  and  provide  for  their  removal:  State  v.  Jersey  City,  29  N. 
J.  L.  170.  Statutory  authority  to  declare  what  are  and  to  obviate 
nuisances  does  not  empower  a  municipal  corporation  to  declare  it  a 
nuisance  to  open  theater  entrances  and  exits  on  alleys:  City  of 
Indianapolis  v.  Miller,  168  Ind.  285,  80  N.  E.  626,  8  L.  R.  A.,  N,  S., 
822.  Under  general  power  to  declare,  prevent  and  abate  nuisances, 
and  regulate  the  places  where  offensive  trades  are  carried  on,  a  city  is 
not  authorized  to  prohibit  the  operation  of  limekilns  within  its  limits, 
irrespective  of  their  location:  State  v.  Mott,  61  Md.  297,  48  Am.  Eep. 
105. 

A  municipal  corporation  cannot,  by  its  mere  declaration  that  a  cer- 
tain structure  is  a  nuisance,  subject  it  to  removal  by  any  person  sup- 
posed to  be  aggrieved,  or  even  by  the  city  itself:  Yates  v.  City  of  Mil- 
waukee, 10  Wall.  497,  19  L.  ed.  984.  Under  a  charter  conferring  upon 
the  common  council  of  a  city  the  power  to  abate  and  remove  nuisances 
and  to  define  and  declare  what  shall  bo  deemed  to  be  such,  such 
council  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  any  general  law  of  the  city  or  state, 
by  a  mere  declaration  by  ordinance  that  a  structure  is  a  nuisance, 
make  it  such:  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  City  of  Joliet,  79  111.  25;  Lake 
V.  City  of  Aberdeen,  57  Miss.  200.  Under  power  to  declare  what  shall 
constitute  a  nuisance,  a  city  council  has  no  authority  to  declare 
a  partially  burned  building  a  nuisance,  irrespective  of  its  actual  con- 
dition as  affecting  public  or  private  safety,  and  health:  City  of  Evans- 
ville  V.  Miller,  146  Ind.  613,  45  N.  E.  1054,  38  L.  R.  A.  161.  A  public 
laundry  is  not  a  nuisance  per  se,  and  cannot  be  made  so  by  the  mer« 
legislative  declaration  of  a  city  council.  Such  declaration  is  not  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power,  but  is  unconstitutional  and  void: 
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In  re  Sam  Kee,  12  Saw.  379,  31  Fed.  680;  In  re  Hong  Wah,  82  Fed.  623. 
The  coniiiion  council  of  a  city  cannot,  hy  ordinance,  declare  a  church 
which  is  being  erected  by  a  negro  congregation  a  nuisance,  on  the 
ground  that  worship  therein  will  be  noisy  and  disagreeable  to  neigh- 
boring residents.  Such  an  ordinance  is  arbitrary  and  unconstitutional: 
Boyd  V.  Board  of  Council  of  Frankfort,  117  Ky.  199,  111  Am.  St.  Rep. 
'J-IO,  77  S.  W.  669.  If  a  cemetery  has  never  been,  and  will  not  become, 
a  nuisance,  and  is  not  dangerous  to  life  or  detrimental  to  the  public 
licalth,  it  is  not  within  the  constitutional  powers  of' a  municip.Tlity  to 
declare  it  a  nuisance  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  it,  and  prohibiting 
its  use:  County  of  Los  Angeles  v.  Hollywood  Cemetery  Assn.,  124  Cal. 
344,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  57  Pac.  153;  Town  of  Lake  View  v.  Letz,  44 
111.  81;  Hume  v.  Laurel  Hill  Cemetery,  142  Fed.  522.  A  city  ordinance 
declaring  a  certain  newspaper  to  be  a  public  nuisance,  and  prohibiting 
its  circulation  within  the  city  limits  is  unconstitutional  and  void:  Ex 
parte  JS^cill,  32  Tex.  Cr.  Rep.  275,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  776,  22  S.  W.  923. 
Where  the  charter  of  a  town  confers  power  on  it  to  prevent  and  re- 
move nuisances,  without  any  provision  authorizing  it  to  define  and  de- 
clare what  is  a  nuiKance,  the  town  has  only  power  to  remove  sum- 
marily conditions  which  were  nuisances  at  common  law,  and  as  wooden 
awnings  over  a  city  sidewalk  do  not  constitute  a  public  nuisance,  per 
se,  the  city  has  no  power  to  declare  them  a  nuisance,  and  require  the 
summary  abatoncnt  thereof:  Brown  v.  Town  of  Carrollton,  122  Mo. 
App.  27G,  99  S.  W.  37. 

rv.  Conclusiveness  of  Declaration. 
In  Illinois  the  rule  is  firmly  established  that  city  and  village  authori- 
ties under  a  general  grant  of  power  to  declare  what  shall  constitute  a 
nuisance,  have  no  power  to  adopt  an  ordinance  declaring  a  thing  a  nui- 
sance which  is  in  fact  not  clearly  so,  but,  in  doubtful  cases,  where  a 
thing  may  not  be  a  nuisance,  depending  on  a  variety  of  circumstances 
requiring  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  such  authorities  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  legislative  functions,  their  action  is  conclusive  of  ques- 
tion, and  binding  on  the  courts:  North  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Town 
of  Lake  View,  105  111.  207,  44  Am.  Rep.  788;  Harinison  v.  Town  of 
Lewistown,  153  111.  313,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  893,  38  N.  E.  628;  Langel  v. 
City  of  Bushnoll,  96  111.  App.  618;  affirmed  on  appeal  in  Langel  v.  City 
of  Bushnell,  197  111.  20,  63  N.  E.  1086,  58  L.  R.  A.  206.  And  the  same 
rule  prevails  in  Indiana:  Walker  v.  Jameson,  140  Ind.  591,  49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  222,  38  N.  E. '402,  39  N.  E.  869,  28  L.  R.  A.  679.  As  a  general 
rule,  however,  the  power  or  authority  of  a  municipality  to  declare  a 
certain  thing  a  nuisance  arbitrarily  cannot  be  so  absolute  as  to  be  be- 
yond the  cognizance  of  the  courts  to  determine  whether  it  lias  been 
reasonal)ly  exercised  in  a  given  case  or  not:  River  Rendering  Co.  v. 
Belir,  77  Mo.  91,  40  Am.  Rep.  6.  \Vlicther  an  act  or  thing  not  clearlv 
a  nuisance  constitutes  one  or  not  must  be  judicially  determined  in  each 
jtaiticiilar  ciisr:  'l'(>\'rn  of  Arkadelphia  v.  Clark,  52  Ark.  23,  20  Am.  Rep. 
154,  11  S.  W.  51)7;  Pliillips  V.  City  of  Denver,  19  Culo.  179,  41  Am.  St. 
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Kep.  230,  34  Pac.  902;  St.  Louis  v.  Hcitzeberg  Packing  etc.  Co.,  141 
Mo.  375,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  42  S.  W.  954,  39  L.  R.  A.  551;  Hutton  v. 
City  of  Camden,  39  N.  J.  L.  122,  23  Am.  Rep.  203;  Griffin  v.  City  of 
Gloversville,  67  App.  Div.  403,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  681.  Tf  an  alleged  nui- 
sance is  not  so  at  common  law,  or  made  so  by  statute,  but  has  been 
■declared  a  nuisance  by  ordinance  and  ordered  to  be  abated,  under 
[)Ower  to  declare  and  abate  nuisances  granted  to  a  city,  the  person 
violating  the  ordinance  may  show  that  the  thing  declared  to  be  a 
nuisance  is  not  so  in  fact,  and  the  action  of  the  city  in  such  case  is 
not  conclusive:  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Schuuckelberg,  7  Mo.  App.  536. 


CHICAGO,   INDIANAPOLIS   AND   LOUISVILLE  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY  V.  RAMSEY. 

[168  Ind.  390,  81  N.  E.  79.] 

ACTIONS — Separate  Causes — Jurisdiction. — If  two  steers  are 
killed,  one  instantly  and  the  other  mortally  wounded,  by  being  struck 
by  a  locomotive,  running  twenty-five  or  thirty  miles  per  hour,  at 
points  about  two  hundred  feet  apart,  there  is  but  one  cause  of  action, 
and  the  circuit  court  is  not  deprived  of  jurisdiction  on  the  question 
of  the  value  of  the  property  involved,     (p.  380.') 

RAILEOADS— Liability  for  Killing  Stock— Farm  Crossings. — A 
railroad  company  is  not  liable,  unless  negligent,  for  injury  to  or  the 
killing  of  animals  that  enter  upon  its  tracks  by  a  gate  of  a  private 
farm  crossing,     (pp.  381,  382.) 

RAILROADS — Liability  for  Killing  Stock — Entries  upon  Right 
of  Way. — A  railroad  company  is  not  liable,  unless  negligent,  for  killing 
stock  which  first  entered  upon  its  unfenced  right  of  way,  but  after- 
ward crossed  the  land  of  others  and  again  entered  upon  such  right  of 
way  through  a  gate  at  a  private  farm  crossing,     (p.  382.) 

NSGLIGET'TCE— How  Determined.— If  a  statute  fails  to  define 
what  shall  constitute  negligence,  it  must  be  determined  by  the  rules 
of  the  common  law.      (p.  384.) 

TRIAL — Findings — Presumption. — If  a  finding  is  silent  upon  a 
material  fact,  it  will  be  presumed  not  to  exist,  as  against  the  party 
having  the  burden  of  proof,      (p.  384.) 

RAILROADS — Duty  as  to  Stock  Wrongfully  on  Track. — A  mil- 
road  company  owes  no  duty  to  be  on  the  lookout  for  cattle,  wrong- 
fully and  unexpectedly,  on  its  right  of  way.      (p.  384.) 

RAILROADS — Liability  for  Killing  Stock — Negligence  When 
Question  of  Fact. — If  an  engineer  in  charge  of  a  locomotive  actually 
saw  cattle  on  the  track,  and  could  have  stoj)ped  the  train  with  reason- 
able effort  and  safety  and  thus  have  'avoided  killing  them,  the  question 
whether  his  fr.ilure  to  do  so,  under  the  circumstances,  constituted  negli- 
gence, is  a  question  of  fact.      (p.  385.) 

J.  R.  l'>ast  and  R.  IT.  East,  for  the  appellee. 

E.  f.  l''i<'l(l,  11.  R.  Kunie  and  J.  E.  Henley,  for  the  appel- 
lant. 
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^1  HADLEY,  J.  Action  by  appellee  for  the  killing  of  two 
steers.  The  complaint  is  in  two  paragraphs,  the  first  stating 
the  cause  of  action  under  the  statute,  alleging  that  the  steers 
went  upon  the  railroad  track  at  a  point  where  the  same  might 
have  been,  but  was  not,  securely  fenced.  The  second  is  pred- 
icated upon  the  alleged  negligence  of  appellant's  servants 
in  the  management  and  operation  of  its  train.  A  demurrer  to 
each  paragraph  of  the  complaint  was  overruled,  the  case  was 
put  at  issue  by  general  denial,  there  was  a  special  finding  of 
facts,  conclusions  of  law  stated,  and  judgment  rendered 
thereon  in  favor  of  appellee  for  ninety  dollars. 

^^^  Appellant's  first  proposition  is  that  the  trial  court  did 
not  have  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  action ; 
that  as  each  animal  was  of  the  value  of  forty-five  dollars,  and 
as  they  were  killed  at  different  times,  there  were  two  separate 
causes  of  action,  each  of  which  was  witliin  the  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  a  justice  of  the  peace;  citing  Burns'  Rev.  Stats. 
1901,  sec.  5513 ;  Rev.  Stats.  1881,  sec.  4026 ;  Louisville  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Quade  (1885),  101  Ind.  364;  and  other  cases.  The 
proposition  would  be  sound  if  its  premise  were  sound.  But 
the  finding  is  that  the  steers  were  killed,  one  instantly,  the 
other  mortally  w^ounded,  by  being  struck  by  a  locomotive, 
running  twenty-five  or  thirty  miles  an  hour,  at  points  about 
two  hundred  feet  apart.  These  findings  show  that  while  both 
animals  were  not  struck  at  precisely  the  same  moment,  the 
time  intervening  could  not  have  ajuounted  to  more  than  a  few 
seconds,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  this  action,  will  be  regarded 
as  the  same  time. 

The  facts  specially  found,  applicable  to  the  first  paragraph 
of  the  complaint,  may  be  sinnmarized  as  follows:  AppL4]ant 
was  the  owner  of  tliirteen  steers,  kept  in  an  inclosed  pasture, 
surrounded  by  a  fence,  in  good  repair  and  sufficient  to  turn 
stock.  On  ^lay  1,  1904,  they  escaped  from  said  pasture  witli- 
out  plaintiff's  fault  or  knowledge,  and  he  did  not  know  tliat 
Ihoy  had  esea])cd,  until  he  was  informed  on  the  morning  of 
May  2d  that  two  of  them  had  been  killed  by  defendant  com- 
pany. After  the  steers  left  defendant's  pasture  they  entered 
upon  defendant's  right  of  way  at  a  point  near  said  pasture 
where  liie  defendant  had  failed  to  construct  and  maintain  a 
fence,  and  where  it  could  and  should  have  been  fenced. 
From  the  place  of  entry  the  cattle  passed  along  the  line  of  the 
railroad  to  Clear  cr;"'k.  where  they  passed  under  a  bridire  con- 
structed by  dcfciulant  over  said  creek,  from  the  ea-^t  to  the 
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west  side  of  the  railroad,  and  continued  their  course  west  over 
the  lands  of  others,  until  they  arrived  at  and  entered  upon 
the  lands  of  one  Ketcham,  whose  land  lay  on  both  sides  of  the 
railroad.  ^^^  Gates  in  the  rij^ht  of  way  fence  had  been  there- 
tofore erected  and  a  private  farm  crossing  constructed  across 
the  rigfht  of  way  and  track  of  the  railroad  for  the  use  and 
convenience  of  Ketcham,  and  upon  his  request.  When  the 
cattle  went  upon  the  land  of  Ketcham  the  west  gate  of  said 
farm  crossing  was  open,  and  they  passed  through  said  open 
gate  onto  the  defendant's  railroad,  and  then  and  there  the 
two  animals  were  killed,  by  being  struck  while  on  the  track, 
at  places  about  two  hundred  feet  apart,  by  a  locomotive  draw- 
ing a  train  and  running  upgrade  at  the  rate  of  twenty-five 
or  thirty  miles  an  hour.  The  animals  killed  were  worth 
ninety  dollars. 

In  1863  (Burns'  Rev.  Stats.  1901,  sec.  5312  et  seq.,  Rev. 
Stats.,  1881,  see.  4025  et  seq.)  the  legislature  passed  an  act 
imposing  upon  railroad  companies  liability  for  stock  killed 
at  all  places  where  their  roads  were  not  securely  fenced,  mak- 
ing no  exceptions  or  provisions  for  private  farm  crossings. 
A  line  of  decisions  followed  the  passage  of  this  act,  constru- 
ing its  provisions  to  the  effect  that  if  a  railroad  company 
constructed ,  or  permitted  the  land  owner  to  construct,  a 
private  crossing  for  his  accommodation,  such  land  owner 
therel)y  waived  the  benefit  of  the  statute  as  to  all  animals 
of  his  own  that  passed  to  the  railroad  through  such  private 
gate,  but  as  to  all  other  persons  the  obligation  of  the  company' 
securely  to  fence  its  right  of  way  existed  at  private  cross- 
ings the  same  as  elsewhere,  and  the  company  was  liable  for 
injury  to  animals  of  others  entering  upon  the  railroad  at  such 
crossings:  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Williamson  (1885),  104  Ind. 
154,  3  N.  E.  814,  and  cases  cited.  This  remained  the  law 
until  1885.  when  an  act  was  passed  providing  that  persons 
owning  land  on  both  sides  of  the  railroad  should  have  the 
right  to  construct  and  maintain  private  wagon  ways  across 
the  railroad.  And  when  such  railroad  is  fenced  such  land 
owner  shall  erect  and  maintain  substantial  gates  in  the  lines 
of  such  fence,  and  keep  the  same  serurely  locked.  It  is  fur- 
ther provided:  *'If  animals  are  killed  or  ^'*'  injured  on  the 
track  of  such  railroad  by  the  cars  or  locomotives  thereof,  the 
company  owning  or  operating  such  railroad  shall  not  be  liabh^ 
to  pay  damages  tlicrofor  if  such  animal  entered  upon  the 
tiaek  of  such  railroad  through  such  gates,  unless  it  shall  be 
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proved  that  such  killing  or  injury  was  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  servants  of  the  company  owning  or  operating 
such  railroad":  Burns'  Rev.  Stats.  1901,  sees.  5321,  5322; 
Acts  1885,  p.  148,  sees.  2,  3. 

The  act  of  1885,  and  all  previous  legislation,  and  the  de- 
cisions of  the  court  construing  the  same,  were  reviewed  in 
the  case  of  Hunt  v.  Lake  Shore  etc.  R.  Co.  (1887),  112  Ind. 
69,  13  N,  E.  2G3,  and  the  conclusion  there  reached  that,  by 
the  latter  act,  the  manifest  intention  was  to  give  the  farmer, 
who  prior  thereto  had  no  such  power,  the  right  to  force  a 
wagon  way  across  a  railroad  that  traversed  his  land,  and 
to  relieve  railroad  companies  from  all  liability  for  injuring 
or  killing  animals  that  got  upon  the  track  by  passing  through 
one  of  such  gates.  In  other  words,  under  the  act  of  1885 
a  railroad  company  is  not  liable,  in  the  absence  of  negligence, 
for  the  injury  or  killing  of  animals  that  enter  upon  its  tracks 
by  a  gate  of  a  private  farm  crossing.  We  are  still  satisfied 
with  the  ruling,  and  this  decision  must  dispose  of  the  pres- 
ent case  if  it  is  found  that  the  cattle  in  question  went  upon 
the  railroad  track  through  such  gate. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  cattle  broke  out  of  their  pasture, 
and  reached  the  railroad  at  a  place  where  it  might  have  been, 
but  was  not,  fenced.  The  plaintiff  himself  testified  that  the 
unfenced  road  the  cattle  entered  upon  was  a  stone-quarry 
switch  and  not  a  part  of  the  main  road.  The  special  find- 
ing further  states  that  the  cattle  went  along  the  road  till 
they  came  to  Clear  creek,  then  down  into  the  creek,  passing 
under  the  bridge  from  the  east  to  the  west  side  of  the  right 
of  way  of  the  main  track,  and  thence,  continuing  west  some 
(listanr-e,  over  the  lands  of  others,  reached  and  entered  upon 
the  lands  of  Ketcham,  and  thence  passed  to  the  railroad  track 
:h>5  tiirongh  an  open  gate  to  a  private  crossing  constructed 
for  the  convenience  and  accommodation  of  Ketcham  and  upon 
his  request. 

Relying  on  a  long  line  of  cases  which  hold  that  the  test 
of  liability  for  animals  killed  is  the  point  of  entry  upon  the 
railroad,  and  not  the  place  where  killed,  appellee  earnestly 
contends  that  the  special  findings  show  that  the  animals  sued 
for  entered  upon  the  railroad  at  a  place  where  the  company 
was  bound  to  fence,  and  not  through  the  gate  of  a  private 
crossing.  "We  cannot  accept  this  view  as  a  correct  render- 
ing of  the  facts.  The  first  entry  upon  the  railway  ended 
when  the  cattle  passed  under  the  bridge  and  off  the  railroad 
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right  of  way  to  the  west.  They  traveled  over  the  lands  of 
others,  and  reached  and  entered  upon  the  farm  of  Ketcham, 
and  while  on  the  latter 's  farm  went  through  an  open  gate  of 
his  private  farm  crossing  onto  the  railroad,  and  were  then 
and  there  killed.  How  long  they  wandered,  or  how  far  from 
the  bridge  was  the  point  of  second  entry,  is  not  stated.  It 
is,  however,  very  clear  that  they  were  uninjured  when  they 
left  the  railroad  of  their  own  accord  at  the  bridge,  and  that 
they  would  not  have  been  injured  at  all  by  defendant's  cars 
if  they  had  not  re-entered  upon  the  railroad.  Having  aban- 
doned the  railroad  at  the  bridge,  we  are  unable  to  see  any 
causal  or  proper  connection  between  the  first  and  second  en- 
try. For  aught  that  appears,  the  second  entry  might  have 
been  miles  distant  from  the  first,  and  might  have  occurred 
hours  after  the  first,  and  we  feel  compelled  to  regard  them 
as  separate  and  distinct  entries.  The  cases  of  Jefferson ville 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Lyon  (1880),  72  Ind.  107,  and  Louisville  etc. 
R.  Co.  V.  Etzler  (1892),  3  Ind.  App.  562,  30  N.  E.  32,  re- 
lied upon  by  appellee  as  supporting  his  claim  that  the  two 
constitute  but  a  single  entry,  cannot  be  accepted  as  author- 
ities on  that  point.  In  each  of  these  cases  the  animals  in- 
jured passed  onto  the  railroad  at  a  place  where  the  com- 
pany was  bound  to  fence,  and  while  there  were  frightened 
^^^  and  driven  by  a  train  along  the  track  to  a  part  of  the 
railroad  that  was  properly  inclosed,  and  there  killed.  It 
seems  clear  that  the  entry  that  resulted  in  the  killing  of  the 
animals  was  through  the  gate  of  a  private  farm  crossing, 
and  that  the  case  must  be  governed  by  the  rule  declared  in 
Hunt  V.  Lake  Shore  etc.  R.  Co.,  112  Ind.  69,  13  N.  E.  263, 
and  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Spaulding  (1887),  112  Ind.  47,  13 
N.  E.  268. 

With  respect  to  the  second  paragraph  of  complaint  that 
counts  on  negligence  of  appellant's  servants  in  managing  the 
train,  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  special  findings  are,  in  sub- 
stance, as  follows:  The  defendant's  trade  is  practically  straight 
for  a  distance  of  eiglit  hundred  feet  south  of  the  point  where 
the  first  steer  was  struck,  from  which  point  the  engineer  in 
charge  of  the  train  might  have  seen  the  cattle  on  the  right 
of  way  if  he  had  looked.  Said  engineer  did  see  the  cattle 
when  four  hundred  feet  south  of  wlicre  the  first  one  was 
struc'k,  and  blew  the  engine  whistle,  and  gave  the  usual  sig- 
nal for  animals  on  the  track,  but  failed  to  stop  or  check  the 
train,   until  both   animals   were   struck.     The   steers   escaped 
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from  their  pasture  and  were  killed  as  aforesaid  without  any 
fault  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  section  5322,  supra,  exempting  railroad  companies  from 
liability,  where  stock  enters  at  a  private  crossing,  there  is 
this  exception,  "unless  it  shall  be  proven  that  such  killing 
or  injury  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of 
the  company."  There  being  no  definition  of  what  shall  con- 
stitute the  negligence  referred  to  by  the  statute,  it  must  be 
determined  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 

The  charge  in  the  complaint  is  that  the  employes  knew 
that  the  cattle  were  on  the  track,  and  would  be  injured  by 
tlie  onward  movement  of  the  train,  and,  with  this  knowledge, 
they  went  ahead,  instead  of  bringing  the  train  to  a  stop,  as 
they  might  have  done.  The  finding  is  that  the  engineer  might 
have  seen  the  cattle  on  the  right  of  way  for  a  distance  of 
eight  hundred  feet  if  he  had  looked,  •'*•"'  and  did  see  them 
for  a  distance  of  four  hundred  feet,  and  blew  the  whistle, 
but  failed  to  stop  his  train  until  after  the  animals  were  killed. 

It  is  not  shown  that  the  cattle  were  on  the  track  when 
the  engineer  could  have  seen  them.  For  aught  that  is  found 
they  might  have  been  at  the  bottom  of  a  high  embankment. 
and  might  not  reasonably  have  been  expected  to  run  upon 
the  track  in  front  of  the  train.  Besides,  there  is  no  finding 
that  the  engineer  did  not  try  to  stop  the  train,  or  that  he 
could  have  stopped  it  if  he  had  tried. 

It  rested  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  negligence.  It 
is  a  familiar  rule  of  practice  that,  if  a  finding  is  silent  upon 
a  material  fact,  as  to  that  fact  it  will  be  presumed  against 
the  party  having  the  burden  of  proof:  Dennis  v.  Ijonisville 
etc.  R.  Co.  (1888),  116  Ind.  42,  18  N.  E.  179,  1  L.  R.  A.  4-48. 

The  railroad  company  owed  tlie  plaintiff  no  duty  to  be 
on  the  look'out  for  his  cattle.  They  were  wrongfully  and 
unexpectedly  on  the  right  of  way,  while  the  com[)ahy  was 
running  its  train  at  a  speed  and  place  whore  it  had  a  right 
to  run  it  unobstructed  by  the  presence  of  the  cattle.  If  the 
employe  in  charge  of  the  locomotive  actually  saw  the  steers 
on  the  track,  and  could  have  stopped  the  train  with  reason- 
able effort  and  safety,  and  avoided  the  injurv,  whether  his 
railnre  to  do  so,  under  the  ciri-umstances,  constituted  negli- 
gence was  a  question  of  fact.  But  it  is  plain  that  we  can- 
not say.  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  his  failure  to  see,  or  heed 
•f  he  did  see.  the  cattle  on  the  right  of  way,  eight  hnndr(Ml 
feet  distant,  was  negligence.     Neither  can  we  say,  as  a  mat- 
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ter  of  law,  that  he  could  have  stopped  the  train,  moving,  as 
it  was,  twenty-five  or  thirty  miles  an  hour,  within  a  space  of 
four  hundred  feet,  and  avoided  the  injury:  Dennis  v.  Louis- 
ville etc.  R.  Co.  (1881),  116  Ind.  42,  18  N.  E.  179,  1  L.  R.  A. 
448. 

Upon  the  facts  found  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
any  duty  resting  upon  the  engineer  to  bring  his  train  to  a 
stop,  and,  bj^  conceding  to  him  the  presumption  of  due  care, 
^^^  it  must  be  hold  that  the  second  paragraph  of  the  com- 
plaint was  not  made  out. 

For  error  of  the  court  in  stating  its  conclusions  of  law 
on  the  special  findings  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  judg- 
ment is  reversed,  with  instructions  to  the  Monroe  circuit  court 
to  state  the  conclusions  of  law  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and 
render  judgment  accordingly. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Employes  in  Cltarge  of  a  IRailroad  Train  are  not  bound  to  be  on  a  con- 
stant lookout  for  animals  trespassing  on  the  track;  but  when  they 
actually  see  an  animal  on  the  track,  or  likely  to  at  once  go  thereon, 
it  is  their  duty  to  use  every  precaution  to  avoid  injury  to  him:  Mem- 
phis etc.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Kerr,  52  Ark.  162,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  and  note; 
Rogers  v.  Georgia  R.  R.  Co.,  100  Ga.  ()99,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  351;  Robinson 
V.  Flint  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  79  Mich.  323,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  174;  Case  v. 
Central  R.  R.  Co.,  59  K  J.  L.  471,  59  Am.  St.  Rep,  617. 


SCHMIDT  V.  CITY  OF  INDIANAPOLIS. 

[168  Ind.  631,  80  N.  E.  632.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Ordinances— Motives  in  En- 
acting.—If  a  city  is  empowered  to  enact  an  ordinance  "to  tax,  license 
and  regulate  distilleries  and  breweries,  and  the  depots  or  agencies 
established  in  said  city  of  all  breweries  and  distilleries,"  the  motives 
and  purposes  inducing  the  passage  of  a  penal  ordinance  licensing  and 
regulating  such  breweries,  distilleries  and  depots  are  irrelevant,  and 
courts  will  not  inquire  into  them.      (p.  389.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Penal  Ordinances  —  Unfair 
Enforcement — Pleading. — Unless  focts  are  pleaded  showing  a  fixed  and 
continuous  policy  of  unjust  discrimination  on  the  part  of  a  mnnieipal- 
ity  in  the  enforcement  of  a  peual  ordinance,  its  validity  cannot  be  in- 
quired into.      (p.  389.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Ordinances— License  Tax  or 
Tax  for  Revenue. — An  ordi^iance  relating  to  health,  welfare,  morality 
and  security,  and  imposing  the  payment  of  a  fee  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  such  regulation,  imposes  a  license  proper  by  virtue  of  the 
police  power,  but  when  the  fee  is  imposed  solely  for  revenue  purposes, 
it  is  a  tax.      (p.  390.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Ordinance's  Validity — Pre- 
sumption.— If  a  municipal  ordinance  is  adopted  which  would  be  lawful 
Am.    St.    Koi>-,   Vol.    120 — 25 
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if  intended  for  one  purpose,  and  unlawful  if  for  another,  the  presump- 
tion is  that  the  purpose  was  lawful,     (p.  390.) 

MUNICIPAIi  CORPORATIONS  —  Ordinances  —  License  on 
Liquor  Traffic. — Generally,  license  fees  imposed  upon  useful  occupa- 
tions are  in  fact  taxes  exacted  under  the  revenue  power,  while  licenses 
imposed  upon  the  liquor  traffic  and  such  other  occupations  as  call  for 
repnlation  by  the  state  are  none  the  less  licenses  proper  because  they 
yield  a  revenue  in  excess  of  that  required  for  the  purpose  of  regula- 
tion,    (p.   390.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS — Power  of  Municipalities  to  Con- 
trol Traffic  in. — The  business  of  handling  and  soiling  intoxicating 
liquor  may  be  licensed,  regulated,  restrained,  or  prohibited  by  the  legis- 
lature, without  limit,  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  this 
power  may  be  expressly  delegated  to  municipalities,     (p.  391.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS — Interstate  Commerce. — Intoxicat- 
ing liquors  when  transported  as  articles  of  interstate  commerce  and 
delivered  to  the  consignee  are  subject  to  the  police  regulations  of  the 
several  states,  and  of  the  cities  therein  under  power  delegated  by  the 
state,     (p.  392.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUOR^-Power  to  License  Traffic— The 
police  power  may  be  rightfully  exercised  in  the  levy  of  such  a  license 
tax  as  will  limit  and  discourage  the  business  of  handling  and  selling 
intoxicating  liquors,  and  this  power  necessarily  implies  the  right  to 
fix  the  amount  of  the  license  fee.     (pp.  392,  393.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Amount  of  License  Fee.— The 
power  to  license  and  to  fix  the  fee  to  be  charged  for  carrying  on  the 
business  of  dealing  in  intoxicating  liquors  being  lodged  in  a  munici- 
pality, the  amount  to  be  exacted  will  be  disturbed  only  in  case  of  a 
manifest  abuse  of  power,     (p.  393.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS  —  Ordinances  —  Discrimination. — 
A  muniri|:a]  ordinance  imposing  a  license  fee  upon  all  breweries, 
distilleries,  and  depots  thereof,  established  within  the  city,  is  not  un- 
justly discriminating,  though  it  defines  the  places  which  shall  bo  con- 
sidered as  depots,  so  as  to  include  a  brewery  outside  the  city  shipping 
beer  to  a  resident  agent  to  be  sold  in  such  city.     (p.  394.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— Municipal  Legislation  is  to  be  con- 
strued and  interpreted  by  the  same  rules  as  statutes,  and  its  constitu- 
tionality and  validity  upheld  whenever  possible,     (p.  394.) 

F.  E.  Matson  and  J.  F.  Cowern,  for  the  appellee. 

Harvey,  Pickens,  Cox  &  Kahn,  for  the  appellant. 

6-"'2  I\I0NTG0:MERY,  C.  J.  in  the  police  court  of  the  city 
of  Indianapolis  appellant  was  convicted  of  violating  an  ordi- 
nance v.hich  prohibits  the  condm^t  or  inaintcnance  within  the 
city  of  a  brewery,  or  a  dejiot  or  agency  of  a  brewery.  Avilh- 
ont  a  license.  He  appenh'd  from  this  judgment  to  the  su- 
perior court  of  .Marion  county,  wherein  he  refiled  his  *^^  an- 
swer in  two  paragraplis.  The  first  paragraph  was  a  general 
denial,  and  the  second  pleaded  certain  facts  affirmatively. 
The  court  sustained  appellee's  demurrer,  for  want  of  facts, 
to  the  sfM'ond  paragraph  of  answer,  to  which  decision  ajipei- 
lant  duly  exc'ei)ted,  and  tlicreupon  withdrew  the  general  de- 
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nial,  and  announced  an  election  to  stand  upon  the  sufHciency 
of  the  second  paragraph,  declined  to  amend  or  to  plead  fur- 
ther, and  the  court  adjudged  appellant  guilty  as  charged, 
and  assessed  a  fine  of  five  dollars  and  costs. 

The  only  error  as.signed  is  the  sustaining  of  appellee's  de- 
murrer to  the  second  paragraph  of  answer. 

The  ordinance  in  question  provides  (1)  that  it  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person,  firm,  association,  company  or  cor- 
poration to  establish,  conduct  or  maintain  in  the  city  of  In- 
dianapolis any  brewery,  distillery  or  depot  or  agency  of  any 
brewery  or  distillery,  without  complying  with  the  provisions 
of  the  ordinance;  (2)  that  an  annual  license  fee  of  one  thou- 
sand dollars  shall  be  charged  and  paid  for  each  brewery,  dis- 
tillery, depot  or  agency  so  established,  conducted  or  main- 
tained, and  on  the -payment  of  such  a  fee  a  license  shall  be 
issued  for  one  year,  designating  the  place  where  such  brew- 
ery, distillery,  depot  or  agency  is  to  be  established,  conducted 
or  maintained;  (3)  that  "any  structure  or  inclosure  within 
said  city  used  by  any  person,  firm  or  corporation  for  the 
receipt  and  storage  of  liquors  brewed  by  any  brewery  with- 
out said  city  and  shipped  to  said  city  for  sale  or  distribu- 
tion to  wholesale  or  retail  dealers  in  such  liquors  shall  l)e 
considered  a  depot  of  a  brewery  under  the  provisions  of  this 
ordinance,  whether  such  deposit  or  storage  be  made  by  the 
owner  of  said  brewery,  or  the  agent  of  such  owner,  or  by  a 
purchaser  from  said  brewery  handling  said  liquors  on  his 
own  account";  (4)  that  a  register  of  the  name  of  the  receiver, 
(late  of  issuance  and  expiration  of  such  licenses,  and  location 
of  such  distillery,  brewery,  depot  or  agency  shall  be  kept; 
(5)  tliat  during  business  hours  all  such  places  shall  be  open 
1o  inspection  by  the  police  officials,  *^^^  board  of  health,  and 
cliiof  of  the  fire  force  of  the  city;  (6)  that  no  liquors  shall 
l»e  distilled,  brewed  or  kept  containing  poisonous  or  injuri- 
ous drugs,  or  other  deleterious  substances,  and  all  liquors 
Ic'^pt  at  such  places  shnll  be  subject  to  examination  and  tests 
as  to  their  purity  by  inspectors  of  the  board  of  health;  (7) 
that  all  such  places  and  premises  shall  be  kci)t  clean  and 
free  from  any  unwholesome  material  or  by-product  giving  off 
noxious  or  offensive  odors,  and  requiring  immediate  ron^oval 
of  any  accumulation  of  such  material  on  notice  from  the 
licalth  officers;  (8)  that  such  liquoi-s  shall  be  guarded  from 
coTitact  M-ith  fire,  and  moAing  it  the  duty  of  the  fire  chief 
to  s<,'e  tluit  the  stoj'iige  of  such  liiiuors  is  not  subject  to  danger 
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from  fire;  (9)  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  allow  minors  to 
congregate  on  the  premises  of  any  such  brewery,  distillery, 
depot  or  agency;  (10)  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  sell  in 
less  quantity  than  a  quart  or  to  give  away  any  liquors  to 
be  drank  upon  any  such  premises;  (11)  that  a  penalty  not 
exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  per  day  for  a  violation  of  any 
provision  of  the  ordinance  may  be  assessed;  (12)  that  all 
conflicting  ordinances  be  repealed;  (13)  that  the  ordinance 
take  effect  from  and  after  its  passage  and  publication. 

The  second  paragraph  of  answer  set  out  vei'batim  the 
ordinance  upon  which  the  prosecution  was  founded,  exhibited 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  amended  at  the  time  of  its  adop- 
tion, alleged  that  the  Pabst  Brewing  Company  is  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  laws  of  "Wisconsin  and  engaged  in 
the  manufacture  of  beer  at  INIilwaukee,  and  for  ^more  than 
ten  years  has  been  engaged  in  selling  the  same  in  Indiana 
and  other  states,  described  the  manner  in  which  it  is  inclosed 
in  casks,  barrels  and  bottles,  transported  and  stored ;  that  it 
is  pure,  prepared  for  shipment  under  the  supervision  of  com- 
petent scientists,  sold  at  wholesale  only  in  original  packages 
to  dealers  and  consumers,  and  that  none  is  sold  on  Sunday 
or  sold  or  given  away  to  minors  or  to  persons  in  the  habit 
of  becoming  intoxicated  or  to  be  **^^  drank  upon  the  prem- 
ises where  sold;  that  the  premises  are  kept  clean  and  free 
from  unwholesome  substances  and  noxious  odors,  and  minors 
are  not  allowed  to  congregate  in  the  vicinity  thereof;  that 
there  is  no  more  danger  of  fire  or  explosion  from  the  stor- 
age of  such  beer  than  from  the  storage  of  other  merchandise; 
that  appellant  is  the  special  agent  of  the  Pabst  Brewing 
Company  and  charged  with  the  duty  of  receiving,  storing 
and  caring  for  shipments  of  beer  at  Indianapolis,  and  selling 
the  same  in  said  city  and  surrounding  territor}^;  that  the 
ordinance  discrimiinates  in  favor  of  persons  who  ma}^  handle 
and  deal  in  beer  brewed  in  the  city  of  Indianapolis,  and  also 
in  favor  of  distilleries  and  against  breweries;  that  it  grants 
to  citizens  of  Indianapolis  privileges  and  innnunities  whidi. 
upon  the  same  terms,  are  withheld  from  citizens  outside  of 
said  city,  in  violation  of  section  23,  article  1  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  Indiana ;  that  it  denies  to  citizens  of  other  states  privi- 
leges and  immunities  granted  to  citizens  of  Indiana;  that  it 
levies  a  tax  upon  commerce  between  the  states  in  violation  of 
scitinn  8,  article  1,  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  Sta.tes ; 
that  the  license  fee  charged  is  excessive;  that  three  other  brew- 
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ing  companies  are  located  within  the  city  of  Indianapolis, 
and  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  beer  in  com- 
petition with  the  Pabst  Brewing  Company;  that  other  per- 
sons within  the  city  are  engaged  in  buying  beer  from  brew- 
eries and  selling  the  same  in  like  manner  as  appellant,  from 
whom  no  license  is  required ;  that  the  object  of  the  ordi- 
nance is  not  police  regulation,  but  to  oppress  and  discrim- 
inate against  the  business  of  breweries  located  outside  of  the 
city,  and  the  same  is  so  enforced  as  to  favor  the  business  of 
breweries  located  within  the  city  of  Indianapolis. 

The  charter  of  the  city  of  Indianapolis  empowers  its  com- 
mon council  to  enact  an  ordinance  "to  tax,  license  and  regu- 
late distilleries  and  breweries,  and  the  depots  or  agencies  es- 
tablished in  said  city  of  all  breweries  and  distilleries":  Burns' 
Rev.  Stats.  1901,  sec.  3794;  Acts  1891,  «3o  p  137^  ggg  23. 
The  ordinance  was  enacted  in  pursuance  of  this  statute,  and 
its  subject  matter  was  plainly  within  the  authority  expressly 
granted.  Under  such  circumstances  the  motives  and  purposes 
inducing  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  are  irrelevant,  and 
courts  will  not  inquire  into  or  consider  a  charge  of  an  im- 
proper or  sinister  purpose  on  the  part  of  members  of  the 
common  council  in  the  adoption  of  such  ordinance.  The 
allegations  of  the  answer  concerning  the  purpose  of  the  coun- 
cil in  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  must  be  disregarded: 
Downey  v.  State  (1903),  160  Ind.  578,  67  N.  E.  450;  Clover- 
dale  V.  Edwards  (1900),  155  Ind.  374,  58  N.  E.  495;  Lilly 
V.  City  of  Indianapolis  (1898),  149  Ind.  648,  49  N.  E.  887; 
Buell  V.  Ball  (1866),  20  Iowa,  282;  Freeport  v.  Marks  (1868), 
59  Pa.  253 ;  26  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  569. 

The  charge  that  the  ordinance  at  a  given  time  was  unfairly 
enforced  is  too  general  to  present  any  question.  No  facts 
M'cre  alleged  upon  which  to  rest  the  conclusion  of  the  pleader 
that  the  ordinance  is  so  enforced  as  to  favor  the  business  of 
breweries  located  within  the  city.  Without  intimating  that 
the  validity  of  a  penal  ordinance  may  be  assailed  on  the 
ground  of  partiality  in  its  enforcement,  we  hold  that  in  the 
absence  of  facts  pleaded  showing  a  fixed  and  continuous  pol- 
icy of  unjust  discrimination  on  the  part  of  the  municipality 
we  will  not  enter  upon  a  consideration  of  the  question  sug- 
gested. The  general  purpose  of  the  ordinance  is  manifest 
from  its  terms  and  from  the  charter  provisions  quoted,  and 
the  question  for  determination  is  whether  this  enactment  for 
the  achievement  of  that  purpose  violates  the  fundamental  law. 
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Appellant's  counsel  contend  that  this  is  a  taxing  ordi- 
nance, and  that  the  police  regulations  were  embodied  as  a 
mere  cloak  to  conceal  its  true  character  and  object. 

"We  are  required  at  the  threshold  to  decide  whether  the 
sum  exacted  by  this  ordinance  is  a  license  fee  imposed  ^^"^  un- 
der the  police  power,  or  a  tax  for  revenue.  Ordinances  en- 
at  ted  in  relation  to  the  comfort,  health,  convenience,  good 
order,  morality,  security  and  general  welfare  of  the  inhab- 
it;,! its  are  comprehensively  known  as  police  regalations. 
Yv'here  a  fee  is  imposed  for  the  purpuse  of  such  rv:_;"iil:itioii 
and  the  ordinance  requires  compliance  with  prescribed  con- 
ditions in  addition  to  the  payment  of  the  fee,  such  sum  is 
a  license  proper,  imposed  by  virtue  of  the  police  power;  but 
where  the  fee  is  imposed  solely  for  revenue  purposes,  and 
pa^yment  thereof  gives  the  right  to  carry  on  the  business  willi- 
out  the  performance  of  any  further  conditiuns,  it  is  a  tax: 
21  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  77-i,  and  cases  cited. 
"Where  a  municipal  I'egulation  is  adopted,  which  would  be 
lawful  if  intended  for  one  purpose,  and  unlawful  if  for  an- 
other, the  presumption  is  that  the  purpose  was  lawful,  un- 
less the  contrary  clearly  appears:  Johnson  v.  Philadelphia 
(1869),  60  Pa.  445;  Lansdowne  Borough  v.  Springfield  Water 
Co.  (1001),  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  490;  Robson  v.  Doyle  (1901), 
191  111.  566,  61  N.  E.  435;  Harmon  v.  City  of  Chicago  (1892), 
140  111.  398,  29  N.  E.  732;  Ivey  v.  State  (1900),  112  Ga. 
175,  37  S.  E.  398;  State  v.  Capdevielle  (1901),  104  La.  561, 
29  South.  215. 

In  general  it  may  be  said  that  license  fees  imposed  upon 
useful  occupations,  not  hurtful  or  pernicious  to  society,  and 
not  calling  for  regulation  by  the  sovereign  power,  are  in  fact 
taxes,  exacted  under  the  revenue  power;  while  licenses  im- 
posed on  the  liquor  traffic  and  such  other  occupations  as  call 
for  regulation  by  the  state  are  none  the  less  licenses  proper 
because  they  yield  a  revenue  in  excess  of  that  required  for 
the  purpose  of  regulation.  This  distinction  makes  much  of 
the  argument  of  appellant's  counsel  inapplicable,  and  the 
propositions  upon  which  they  insist  untenable.  Presuming, 
as  we  nuist,  that  the  common  council  in  the  enactment  of  this 
ordinance  acted  within  its  autliority  and  in  good  faith,  w^e 
are  unable  to  say,  ^'-^^  upon  the  facts  well  pleaded  in  the  an- 
swer and  admitted  to  be  true  by  the  demurrer,  that  the  or- 
dinance is  a  revenue  measure  in  the  guise  of  a  police  regula- 
tion. 
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It  is  argued  that  the  regulating  provisions  of  the  ordi- 
nance are  all  covered  by  statutes  and  are  accordingly  void; 
but  with  this  contention  we  cannot  agree.  The  maintenance 
of  offensive  things  in  or  near  a  public  place,  to  the  annoy- 
ance of  the  inhabitants,  constituted  a  nuisance  at  common 
law,  and  the  substance  of  the  common-law  definition  of  a 
nuisance  has  been  embodied  in  the  statute  law  of  this  state; 
and  yet  the  common  council  of  appellee  has  power  to  declare 
what  shall  constitute  a  nuisance,  and  to  prevent,  abate  and 
remove  the  same.  The  specific  duties  imposed  by  this  ordi- 
nance upon  the  police,  health  officers  and  fire  chief,  and  the 
prohibition  against  allowing  minors  to  congregate  upon  or 
about  the  premises,  are  not  found  in  the  statutes.  The  evils 
which  attend  and  inhere  in  the  business  of  handling  and 
selling  intoxicating  liquors  are  universally  recognized,  and 
the  danger  therefrom  to  the  peace  and  good  order  of  the  com- 
munity everywhere  necessitates  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power.  The  theory  of  the  legislation  upon  this  subject  is, 
that  the  business  is  one  which  requires  restraint  because  it 
is  harmful  to  society,  and  the  license  fee  is  exacted  for  the 
purpose  of  restraining  the  business.  This  necessity  for  regu- 
lation and  restriction  in  the  interests  of  peace  and  good  order 
and  for  the  promotion  of  public  morals,  as  already  said,  dis- 
tinguishes the  liquor  business  from  useful  and  harmless  occu- 
pations. It  is  well  settled  that  the  legislative  power  to  deal 
with  this  subject,  whether  it  be  to  license,  regulate,  restrain 
or  prohibit  the  sale  of  such  liquors  is  unlimited.  All  such  re- 
strictive measures,  taken  either  by  the  state  or  by  virtue  of 
authority  delegated  to  municipalities,  are  upheld  as  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power:  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law, 
2d  ed.,  223,  and  cases  cited,  note  2. 

^^  In  the  case  of  City  of  Indianapolis  v.  Bieler  (1894), 
138  Ind.  30,  36  N.  E.  857,  this  court  held  a  license  ordinance 
very  similar  to  the  one  in  suit,  but  without  any  of  the  regu- 
lating i)rovisions  of  the  present  act,  not  to  be  an  attempted 
exercise  of  the  taxing  power,  but  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  expressly  granted  to  the  city  by  the  legislature:  See. 
also,  Jordan  v.  City  of  Evansville  (1904),  1G3  Ind.  512.  72 
N.  E.  544,  67  L.  R.  A.  613;  Boomershine  v.  Uline  (1902),  159 
Ind.  500,  65  N.  E.  513;  State  v.  Gerhardt  (1896),  145  Ind. 
439,  44  N.  E.  469,  33  L.  R.  A.  313 ;  Emerich  v.  City  of  Indian- 
apolis (1889),  118  Ind.  279,  20  N.  E.  795;  Gambill  v.  Endrich 
Bros.  (1904),  143  Ala.  50G,  39  South.  297. 
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In  the  case  of  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  City  of  Terra  Haute 
(1899),  98  Fed.  330,  the  United  States  circuit  court  for  the 
di.strict  of  Indiana  held  an  ordinance  similar  to  the  one  in- 
volved in  the  case  of  City  of  Indianapolis  v.  Bieler  (1894), 
138  Ind.  30,  36  N.  E.  857,  to  have  been  enacted  under  the 
taxing  power,  and  not  under  the  police  power  of  the  state. 
The  provisions  in  the  present  ordinance  for  the  control,  regu- 
lation, and  supervision  of  such  breweries,  distilleries,  depots, 
and  agencies  are  sufficient  to  distinguish  this  from  the  case 
of  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  City  of  Terre  Haute  (1899),  89  Fed. 
330,  and  to  make  that  case  an  authority  for  our  conclusion, 
that  the  ordinance  under  consideration  was  passed  in  the 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  city. 

The  conclusion  already  announced — that  this  is  to  be  classed 
as  a  police  regulation  and  not  a  revenue  measure — disposes 
of  the  contention  that  it  is  an  unlawful  interference  with 
interstate  commerce,  in  violation  of  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States.  By  an  act,  approved  August  8,  1890,  Congress 
expressly  subjected  intoxicating  liquors,  when  transported  as 
articles  of  interstate  commerce  and  delivered  to  the  consignee, 
to  the  police  regulations  of  the  several  states  and  territories : 
26  U.  S.  Stats.,  p.  313,  e.  728 ;  City  of  Indianapolis  v.  Bieler 
(1894),  138  Ind.  30,  36  N.  E.  857;  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  City 
of  Terre  Haute  (1899),  89  Fed.  330;  «-^o  Pabst  Brewing  Co. 
V.  Crenshaw  (1905;,  198  U.  S.  17,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  552,  49 
L.  ed.  925;  Foppiano  v.  Speed  (1905),  199  U.  S.  501,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  138,  50  L.  ed.  288;  In  re  Rahrer  (1891),  140  U.  S. 
545,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865,  35  L.  ed.  572. 

It  is  insisted  that  as  a  license  fee  the  charge  of  one  thousand 
dollars  is  excessive.  It  is  true  that  as  a  general  principle  the 
amount  which  may  be  exacted  for  a  license  proper  under  the 
police  power  must  be  limited  and  rea.sonably  measured  by 
the  cost  of  the  issuance  of  the  license  and  of  the  regulation 
and  inspection  for  which  provision  is  made,  while  a  wider 
latitude  is  allowed  in  imposing  a  special  tax  upon  a  particular 
occupation  or  business  as  a  source  of  revenue.  The  general 
doctrine  properly  applies  only  to  useful  occupations  which, 
being  not  detrimental  to  the  public,  cannot  be  unduly  re- 
stricted or  substantially  prohibited  under  the  guise  of  a  police 
regulation.  The  courts  now  quite  generally  recognize  that  as 
to  tbose  lines  of  business  which  are  hurtful  to  public  morals, 
productive  of  disorder,  or  injurious  to  the  public,  but  never- 
theless tolerated,  the  police  power  may  be  rightfully  exercised 
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in  the  levy  of  such  a  license  tax  as  will  limit  and  discourage 
the  business :  Gray  on  Limitations  of  Taxing  Power,  see. 
1452 ;  Tiedeman  on  Limitations  of  Police  Power,  pp.  273,  277, 
278;  2  Cooley  on  Taxation,  3d  ed.,  pp.  1142,  1143;  Meyer, 
Jossen  &  Co.  v.  City  of  Mobile  (1906),  147  Fed.  843;  Duluth 
Brewing  etc.  Co.  v.  City  of  Superior  (1903),  123  Fed.  353, 
59  C.  C.  A.  481;  Bartemeyer  v.  Iowa  (1873),  18  Wall.  129, 
21  L.  ed.  929;  Boston  Beer  Co.  v.  Massachusetts  (1877),  97 
U.  S.  25,  24  L.  ed.  989;  State  v.  Hudson  (1883),  78  Mo.  302. 

The  power  and  authority  to  license  necessarily  implies  the 
right  to  fix  the  amount  of  the  license  fee:  City  of  Portland 
V.  Schmidt  (1885),  13  Or.  17,  6  Pac.  221.  The  power  to 
license  and  to  fix  the  fee  to  be  charged  bein^  lodged  in  the 
municipality,  the  amount  to  be  ^^^  exacted  is  not  strictly  a 
judicial  question,  and  the  action  of  the  municipal  body  in  fix- 
ing the  license  fee  will  be  disturbed  only  in  case  of  a  manifest 
abuse  of  its  power:  Matter  of  Guerrero  (1886),  69  Cal.  88, 
10  Pac.  261;  Dennehy  v.  City  of  Chicago  (1S87),  120  111.  627, 
12  N.  E.  227;  Spiegler  v.  City  of  Chicago  (1905),  216  111.  114, 
74  N.  E.  718. 

The  allegations  of  the  answer  showing  the  cleanliness  of 
the  premises,  purity  of  the  goods,  and  freedom  from  danger 
of  fire,  are  of  no  weight  in  determining  the.  question  before 
us.  In  the  light  of  these  controlling  principles  we  cannot 
judicially  know  or  say  that  the  amount  of  the  license  exacted 
of  appellant  in  this  case  was  unreasonable  or  excessive.  The 
contrary  is  presumptively  true :  City  of  Indianapolis  v.  Bieler 
(1894),  138  Ind.  30,  36  N.  E.  857;  Jordan  v.  City  of  Evaus- 
ville  (1904),  163  Ind.  512,  72  N.  E.  544,  67  L.  R.  A.  613; 
2  Cooley  on  Taxation,  3d  ed.,  p.  1143 ;  Lleyer,  Jossen  &  Co.  v. 
City  of  Mobile,  147  Fed.  843;  Van  Hook  v.  City  of  Selma 
(1881),  70  Ala.  361,  45  Am.  Rep.  85;  Kittanuing  Borough 
v.  Kiltanning  etc.  Gas  Co.  (1904),  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  355,  362; 
Brown  v.  City  of  Galveston  (1903),  97  Tex.  1,  75  S.  W.  488. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  section  3  of  the  ordinance  is  void, 
for  the  reason  that  it  discriminates  in  favor  of  persons  who 
may  handle  and  deal  in  beer  brewed  in  the  city  of  Indian- 
apolis, and  in  favor  of  distilleries  as  against  breweries,  and 
grants  to  citizens  of  Indianapolis  privileges  and  immunities 
which  upon  the  same  terms  are  withheld  to  citizens  residing 
outside  of  said  city,  and  denies  to  citizens  of  other  states 
privileges  and  imnumities  granted  to  citizens  of  Indiana. 
Appellant  is  not  in  a  position  to  raise  and  present  the  last 
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objection,  since  he  is  not  shown  by  the  record  to  be  a  citizen 
of  another  state,  and  the  constitutional  provision  invoked 
does  not  apply  to  the  Pabst  Brewing  Company,  a  corporation : 
Pembina  i\rin.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  (1888),  125  U.  S.  181,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  737,  31  L.  ed.  650. 

^^-  The  provisions  of  the  city  charter  and  of  the  first  and 
second  ser-tions  of  the  ordinance  are  general  in  character,  and 
subject  alike  to  license  and  regulation  every  brewery,  dis- 
tillery, depot  and  agency  of  any  brewery  or  distillery  within 
the  city,  and  are  wholly  free  from  any  charge  of  discrimina- 
tion. The  objections  under  immediate  consideration  are  di- 
rected solely  to  section  3  of  the  ordinance.  In  our  opinion 
this  section  is  merely  in  aid,  and  in  a  measure  explanatory, 
of  the  proooding  sections,  and  is  not  to  be  construed  as  ex- 
clusive in  chnracter  and  as  containing  an  exhaustive  definition 
of  the  subjects  to  be  licensed.  We  may  assume  that  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  certain  places  were  main- 
tained within  the  city,  for  the  storage  and  distriliution  of  beer 
brewed  Avithout  the  city,  some  of  which  were  conducted  by 
the  owners  of  such  liquors,  and  others  by  agents,  and  that  to 
facilitate  the  interpretation  and  enforcement  of  the  ordinance 
this  section  was  drafted,  providing  that  all  such  places,  with- 
out regard  to  proprietorship,  should  be  included  within  the 
purview  of  the  ordinance  and  regarded  as  depots  of  a  brewery. 
This  construction  seems  to  us  reasonable,  gives  the  ordinance 
a  general  and  uniform  application  to  all  places  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  statute,  and  upholds  its  validity.  Munic- 
ipal legislation  is  to  be  construed  and  interpreted  by  the 
same  rules  as  statutes  are  construed.  It  is  the  duty  and  the 
uniform  rule  of  this  court,  when  the  constitutionality  of  a 
statute  is  under  consideration,  so  to  construe  and  interpret 
its  provisi(nis.  if  possible,  as  to  sustain  and  not  defeat  the  act 
in  question:  Hovey  v.  State  (18S9),  119  Ind.  395,  21  N.  E. 
21;  :\rcComas  v.  Krug  (18S2),  81  Ind.  327,  42  Am.  Rep.  135, 
and  cases  cited;  8  Cyc.  Law  &  Pr.    801. 

It  is  our  conclusion,  therefore,  that  the  ordinance  as  a 
whole  maizes  no  discriminations,  is  not  subject  to  the  constitu- 
tional objections  urged  against  it,  and  is  valid.  Appellant 
was  not  charged  with  a  violation  of  any  of  the  regulative 
**^"  SI  Ml  ions  of  the  ordinance,  other  than  the  one  reciuiring 
a  license,  and  the  conclusion  reached  renders  it  unnecessary 
to  determine  whether  any  of  such  regulative  sections  may 
be  void  for  the  reason  that  the  same  subject  matter  is  covered 
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by  a  penal  statute.  It  follows  that  the  second  paragraph 
of  answer  was  insufficient,  and  the  demurrer  thereto  was 
rightly  sustained. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


The  Eegulation  of  the  Sale  of  Intoxicating  Liq*'ors  by  municipal  cor- 
porations is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  State  v.  Calloway,  114  Am.  St. 
Rep.  298.  The  legislative  branch  of  the  state  government,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  has  practically  unlimited  power,  in  regulating 
and  absolutely  forbidding  the  sale  of  intoxicants:  New  Orleans  v. 
Smythe,  116  La,  685,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  566;  State  v.  Frederickson,  101 
Me.  37,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  295;  Hart  v.  State,  87  Miss.  171,  112  Am. 
St.  Rep.  437;  Equitable  Loan  etc.  Co.  v.  Edwardsville,  143  Ala.  182, 
111  Am.  St.  Rep.  34.  As  to  whether  such  regulations  are  unconstitu- 
tional wlien  affecting  interstate  commerce,  see  Harrell  v.  Speed,  113 
Tenn.  224,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  814;  Cook  v.  Marshall  County,  119  Iowa, 
384,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  283;  Tredway  v.  Riley,  32  Neb.  495,  29  Am.  St. 
Rep.  447. 


PROVIDENCE  WASHINGTON  INSURANCE  COMPANY 

V.  WOLF. 

[168  Ind.  690,  80  N.  E.  26.] 

INSURANCE,  FIRE. — Waiver  of  Proof  of  Loss  by  the  insurer 
within  a  specified  time  may  be  inferred  from  such  acts  and  conduct 
as  are  inconsistent  with  an  intention  to  insist  upon  a  strict  perform- 
ance,    (p.  400.) 

INSURANCE,  FIRE— Waiver  of  Proof  of  Loss.— A  distinct 
recognition  of  liability  by  the  insurer,  as  bj  an  offer  to  pay  all  or 
a  part  of  the  loss,  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  formal  notice  and  proof  of 
loss  or  of  defects  therein,     (p.  401.) 

INSURANCE,  FIRE — Waiver  of  Conditions. — An  insurance 
companj'  may  waive  conditions  inserted  in  the  policy  for  its  benefit, 
and  such  waiver  may  be  inferred  from  the  conduct  of  its  agents  and 
representatives,     (p.  401.) 

INSURANCE,  FIRE — Waiver  of  Arbitration. — The  insured  is 
released  from  complying  with  a  contract  to  submit  the  loss  under  a 
fire  ])olicy  to  arbitration,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  bringing  suit, 
by  any  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  insurer's  representatives  which  has 
the  effect  of  unreasonably  delaying  or  preventing  an  appraisal  from 
being  had  or  an  award  being  made.     (p.  402.) 

INSURANCE,  FIRE — Waiver  of  Arbitration — Question  for 
Jury. — Whether  arbitration  of  a  fire  insurance  loss  failed  on  account 
of  the  fraud  of  either  party,  and  wliether  delay  and  failure  to  demand 
an  appraisal  or  to  proceed  therewith  in  a  reasonable  time,  if  agreed 
upon,  constitute  a  waiver,  are  questions  for  the  jury  to  determine, 
(p.  404.) 

INSURANCE,  FIRE  —  Arbitration  — Appraisement.  —  A  pro- 
vision in  a  fire  insurance  policy  that  the  loss  is  to  be  paid  sixty  days 
after  due  notice  and  satisfactory  proof  of  loss  has  been  received  does 
not  give  the  insurer,  after  he  lias  agreed  to  an  appraisal  and  named 
an  appraiser,  an  absolute  right  to  sixty  days  within  which  to  com- 
mence the  appraisal,     (pp.  404,  405.) 
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INSXTRANCE,  FIRE — Appraisement — Time  for. — The  right  of 
the  insured  to  have  an  appraisal  of  his  loss  under  an  agreement  there- 
for is  not  indefinite  as  to  time,  but  such  appraisal  must  be  completed 
by  the  insurer  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  what  is  such  reasonable 
time  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine, 
(pp.  404,  405.) 

APPEAL — Pointing  Out  Errors. — The  appellate  court  will  not 
search  the  record  tor  alleged  errors,  and  unless  the  page  and  line 
whrre  such  rulings  may  be  found  are  cited  in  the  brief,  they  will  not 
be  considered,     (p.  406.) 

INSURANCE,  FIRE — Appraisement — Waiver. — In  an  action  on 
a  fire  insurance  policy  where  the  defense  is  set  up  that  a  required  ap- 
praisement has  not  been  made,  an  instruction  that  such  requirement 
might  be  waived  and  that  the  insurer's  conduct  should  be  considered 
on  the  question  of  waiver  by  unreasonable  delay  is  proper,  and  not 
open  to  the  objection  that  it  permits  the  jury  to  put  a  too  liberal 
construction  upon  the  contract  of  insurance,     (p.  407.) 

PLEADING — Plea  in  Abatement — Plea  in  Bar — Estoppel. — An 
insurer,  by  pleading  a  provision  of  his  policy  for  the  arbitration  of 
the  amount  of  the  loss,  and  that  he  has  not  waived  such  ])rovision,  in 
abatement  of  the  action,  and  procuring  an  unsuccessful  trial  on  such 
plea,  cannot  thereafter  change  his  position  and  claim  that  the  matter 
so  jtkaded  in  abatement  is  a  matter  in  bar  of  the  action  to  recover 
on  the  policy,      (p.  408.) 

TRIAL. — Oral  Exceptions  to  Instructions  to  be  effective  must 
be  entered  upon  the  record,     (p.  408.) 

NEW  TRIAL — Instructions — Exceptions. — Assigning  the  giv- 
ing of  an  instruction  to  the  jury,  or  other  ruling  of  the  trial  court, 
as  a  cause  for  a  new  trial,  presents  no  question  to  such  court  as  to 
the  correctness  of  such  ruling,  unless  an  exception  has  been  properly 
taken  thereto,     (p.  408.) 

TRIAL — Instructions. — Remarks  of  the  court  to  the  jury  during 
the  progress  of  the  trial  calling  attention  to  the  purpose  for  which 
certain  evidence  is  admitted  are  not  instructions,     (p.  409.) 

S.  N.  Chambers,  S.  0.  Pickens,  C.  W.  Moores,  R.  F.  David- 
son, 0.  Pickens   and  Duncan  &  Batman,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  Dowling,  East  &  East  and  J.  E.  Ileuley,  for  the  ap- 
pellee. 

^^2  MONKS,  J.  This  action  was  brought  by  appellee 
against  appellant  on  a  fire  insurance  policy  issued  by  ap- 
pellant to  appellee,  insuring  him  against  loss  or  damage  by 
fire,  upon  a  certain  stock  of  goods,  wares,  merchandise, 
furniture  and  fixtures  therein  described,  in  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars.  There  was  eight  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars  additional  insurance  upon  the  property,  making  nine 
thousand  five  hundred  dollars  in  all.  A  plea  in  abatement 
was  filed  by  appellant.  Appellee  filed  a  reply  to  said  plea  in 
two  paragraphs,  the  first  of  which  was  a  general  denial.  Ap- 
pellant's demurrer  ^'^^  for  want  of  facts  to  said  second  para- 
graph of  reply  was  overruled.    A  trial  of  the  issues  joined  on 
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the  plea  in  abatement  resulted  in  a  verdict  and,  over  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  appellee.  Appellee's 
demurrer,  for  want  of  facts,  to  the  complaint  was  overruled. 
Appellant  answered  in  five  paragraphs,  the  first  being  a  gen- 
oral  denial.  On  motion  of  appellee,  the  second  and  third 
paragraphs  of  answer  were  stricken  out.  Appellee  filed  a 
general  denial  to  the  fourth  and  fifth  paragraphs  of  answer. 
A  trial  by  jury  resulted  in  a  verdict,  and,  over  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  appellee  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  policy. 

The  assignments,  which  are  not  waived,  are  "that  the  court 
erred  (1)  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  second  para- 
graph of  reply  to  the  plea  in  abatement;  (2)  in  overruling 
appellant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  plea  in  abate- 
ment;  (3)   in    overruling    the    demurrer    to    the    complaint; 

(4)  in  striking  out  appellant's  second  paragraph  of  answer; 

(5)  in  striking  out  the  fourth  paragraph  of  answer;  (6)  in 
overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  merits  of  the 
case."  We  will  first  consider  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 
The  policy  upon  which  suit  was  brought  contained,  among 
otliers,  the  following  provisions: 

"This  company  shall  not  be  liable  beyond  the  actual  cash 
value  of  the  property  at  the  time  an.y  loss  or  damage  occurs, 
and  the  loss  or  damage  shall  be  ascertained  or  estimated  ac- 
cording to  such  actual  cash  value,  with  proper  deduction  for 
depreciation  however  caused. 

"Said  ascertainment  or  estimate  shall  be  made  by  the  in- 
sured and  this  company,  or,  if  they  differ,  then  by  appraisers 
as  hereinafter  provided. 

"If  fire  occnr  the  insured  shall  give  immediate  notice  of 
any  loss  thereby,  in  writing,  to  this  company,  protect  the  prop- 
erty from  further  damage,  forthwith  separate  the  damaged 
and  undamaged  personal  property,  piit  it  in  the  best  possihb.' 
order,  make  a  complete  inventory  of  the  same,  siating  the 
quantity  and  cost  of  ^'"^^  each  article  and  the  amount  claimed 
thereon,  and  within  sixty  days  after  the  fire,  unless  such  time 
is  extended  in  writing  by  this  company,  shall  reiuler  a  state- 
ment to  this  company  signed  and  sworn  to  by  said  insured, 
stating  the  knowledge  and  belief  of  the  insured  as  to  the  time 
and  origin  of  the  fire. 

"In  the  event  of  disagreement  as  to  the  amount  of  loss, 
the  same  shall,  as  above  provided,  be  ascertained  by  two  com- 
petent and  disinterested  appraisers,  the  ins,ured  and  this  cuiu- 
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pany  each  selecting  one,  and  the  two  so  chosen  shall  first  select 
a  competent  and  disinterested  umpire;  the  appraisers  shall 
together  then  estimate  and  appraise  the  loss,  stating  separately 
sound  value  and  damage,  and,  failing  to  agree,  shall  submit 
their  differences  to  tlie  umpire,  and  the  award  in  writing  of 
any  two  shall  determine  the  amount  of  such  loss;  the  parties 
thereto  shall  pay  the  appraiser  respectively  selected  by  them, 
and  shall  bear  equally  the  expense  of  the  appraisal  and  um- 
pire. 

"This  company  shall  not  be  held  to  have  waived  any  pro- 
vision or  condition  of  this  policy  or  any  forfeiture  thereof 
by  any  requirements,  act  or  proceeding  on  its  part  relating 
to  the  appraisal  or  to  any  examination  herein  provided  for; 
and  the  loss  shall  not  become  payable  until  sixty  days  after 
the  notice,  ascertainment,  estimate  and  satisfactory  proof  of 
the  loss  herein  required  have  been  received  by  this  company, 
including  an  award  by  appraisers  when  appr.iisal  has  been 
required. 

"No  suit  or  action  on  this  policy  for  the  recovery  of  any 
claim  shall  be  sustainable  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  until 
after  full  compliance  by  the  insured  with  all  the  foregoing 
requirements,  nor  unless  commenced  within  twelve  months 
next  after  the  fire." 

It  is  admitted  by  appellee  that  said  provisions  of  the  policy 
respecting  the  proofs  of  loss  and  the  arbitration  of  the  amount 
of  the  loss  are  conditions  precedent,  and  no  quo.;tion  is  made 
as  to  their  validity.  It  is  contended,  however,  that  there  was 
a  waiver  of  these  conditions  by  appellant.  The  allegations 
of  the  complaint  concerning  such  waiver  are,  substantially, 
as  follows:  That,  inmiediately  ^^^  after  the  fire,  the  plaintiff 
notified  the  defendant  of  the  loss,  and  on  January  1-i,  1903, 
the  defendant  sent  its  adjusters  to  the  city  of  Blooniingtou 
to  adjust  said  loss,  who,  after  an  examination  of  the  premises, 
the  stock  of  goods  and  conditions,  offered  plaintiff  three  hun- 
dred dollars  in  full  payment  of  said  loss,  and  no  more,  which 
offer  the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept  in  full  payment  of  said 
loss,  and  thereupon  the  said  adjustere  agreed  with  the  plain- 
tilf  on  the  loss  on  part  of  the  goods,  to  wit,  those  articles  which 
had  been  totally  destroyed,  agreeing  that  the  lo;ss  on  said 
goods  was  six  hundred  and  sixty-one  dollars;  that  said  ad- 
justers r(>fusod  to  auree  with  plaintill*  on  any  other  class  of 
goods  injured  by  s;'id  I're,  and,  under  pretense  of  desiring  an 
a;q)raioal  of  the  s:;nie,  (knuuid^. d  of  the  plaintiff  that  Iho  re- 
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mainder  be  appraised  under  the  terms  of  the  policy,  where- 
upon the  plaintiff,  as  provided  by  the  insurance  contract, 
named  David  Juday,  a  disinterested  and  competent  appraiser, 
and  the  defendant  named  T.  J.  Boyd,  and  it  was  agreed  that 
these  appraisers  so  appointed  should  proceed  at  once  to  ap- 
praise said  goods,  and  to  commence  the  same  on  January  19, 
1903;  that  this  plaintiff,  by  telegram  and  at  great  expense 
to  himself,  procured  the  attendance  of  said  Juday  on  said 
date,  retained  him  in  said  city  of  Bloomington,  awaiting  the 
action  of  defendant,  for  six  days,  at  an  expense  of  thirty  dol- 
lars per  day,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars  for 
railroad  charges;  that  as  soon  as  defendant  procured  the 
agreement  to  enter  into  said  appraisal,  it  and  its  adjusters 
commenced  a  systematic  course  of  evasion,  deception  and 
neglect  toward  the  plaintiff,  with  the  intention  of  coercing 
him,  if  possible,  to  accept  the  three  hundred  dollars  in  full 
payment  of  defendant's  liability;  that  defendant  did  not  in- 
tend to  complete  said  appraisal,  but  to  put  the  plaintiff  to 
all  possible  expense  in  forcing  him  to  keep  his  goods  in  a 
hadly  damaged  condition,  denying  him  the  right  to  sell  or 
dispose  of  them,  and  postponing  said  appraisal  from  date  to 
ilate,  in  this :  that  it  first  falsely  claimed  that  its  appraiser 
T.  J.  Boyd,  who  had  been  appointed  by  it,  could  ^""  not  at- 
tend, and  that  it  would  procure  a  substitute  for  him,  but  has 
ever  since  refused  to  do  so;  that  during  the  next  week  the 
goods  were  wasting,  and  the  plaintiff  was  paying  forty  dollars 
a  month  rental  for  the  room  they  were  in,  without  selling  or 
disposing  of  them;  that  his  appraiser,  Juday,  was  waiting 
from  day  to  day,  at  heavy  expense  to  plaintiff;  that  the  de- 
fendant still  continued  evading  the  appraisal  of  said  goods, 
refusuig  to  connnunieate  with  plaintiff  or  come  to  the  place 
of  the  fire ;  that  on  January  28,  1903,  the  plaintiff  sent  a  tele- 
gram to  one  of  the  defendant's  adjusters  at  Indianapolis, 
Indiana,  in  the  words  following,  to  wit:  "Our  appraiser  here 
since  Sunday,  at  heavy  expense.  When  will  yours  be  here? 
Answer." 

I'laintiii  further  alleges  that  the  defendant's  adjuster  re- 
ceived said  message  on  the  day  it  was  sent,  but  willfully,  and 
for  the  unjust  purpose  of  coercing  the  plaintiff'  to  accept  said 
sum  of  three  hundred  dollars,  and  with  no  intention  of  com- 
pleting said  appraisal,  refused,  and  has  ever  since  -refused, 
to  answer  said  nKssa^o,  or  to  give  the  plaintiff  any  reason 
therefor,  well  knowing  all  the  while  that  such  delay  was  eaus- 
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ing  the  plaintiff  much  trouble  and  expense,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  losing  money  every  day;  that  the  plaintiff  was  led 
to  believe,  and  did  believe,  that  said  appraisal  had  been  aban- 
doned and  waived  by  the  defendant,  and,  to  save  himself 
from  further  loss  by  disposing  of  the  goods,  he,  on  January 
30,  1903,  commenced  a  sale  of  said  goods  for  whatever  amount 
each  article  might  bring,  but,  before  doing  so,  he  caused  said 
goods  to  be  appraised  by  said  Juday,  who  selected  Moses  Kahn, 
and  the  two,  being  disinterested  and  competent,  after  being 
sworn  according  to  law,  appraised  the  loss  on  said  goods  at 
the  sum  of  eleven  thousand  three  hundred  and  sixty-four  dol- 
lars and  f ortj'-three  cents ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  fire  his  goods 
so  destroyed  were  worth  twelve  thousand  and  eighty  dollars, 
and  the  total  amount  of  insurance  held  by  the  plaintiff  in  de- 
fendant's  and  seven  other  companies  was  nine  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars,  the  latter  amount  being  nearly  two  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars  less  than  their  cash  ^^"^  value;  that  the 
goods  were  in  a  frozen  condition,  foul  from  smoke,  decaying, 
and  losing  their  color,  and  so  depreciating  in  value  that  un- 
less disposed  of  plaintiff  would  be  compelled  to  lose  the  un- 
insured portion  of  said  goods ;  that  these  facts  were  all  well 
known  to  tliis  defendant  and  the  adjusting  agent,  and  they 
also  knew  that  if  plaintiff  saved  anything  from  the  part  un- 
insured, he  was  compelled  to  do  so  by  an  early  appraisement 
and  disposition  of  the  goods;  that  the  defendant  went  to  no 
expense  whatever  to  procure  said  appraiser,  but  sought  to 
delay  and  oppress  the  plaintiff  by  using  its  knowledge  of  his 
condition  and  the  condition  of  the  goods;  that  its  eva.sion, 
neglect,  refusal  to  communicate  with  him,  answer  his  tele- 
grams, or,  ill  good  faith,  to  act  in  the  premises,  and  its  unfair- 
ness, injustice,  and  oppression  caused  the  plaintiff  to  lose  more 
than  five  hundred  dollars  on  said  goods,  as  herein  set  forth. 
Waiver  of  a  provision  requiring  a  proof  of  loss  within  a 
specified  time  may  be  inferred  from  such  acts  and  concliict 
as  are  inconsistent  with  the  intention  to  insist  upon  a  strict 
performance:  IJartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Keating  (1S97),  8ii 
Md.  130.  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  499,  3S  Atl.  29;  Germania  Fire  Ins. 
(•(..  V.  Pitcher  ^903),  160  Ind.  392,  64  N.  E.  921,  66  N.  E. 
1UU3;  Prussian  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Peterson  (1903),  30  Ind.  App. 
269,  64  N.  E.  902;  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Eney.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  345, 
346;  Kerr  on  Insurance,  pp.  ij)i)0-^)o2.  In  Prussian  Nat.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Pctci-x)!!  (1903),  30  Ind.  App.  2,s9,  64  N.  E.  902,  tlie 
court  buid  on  i)age  294    (30  Ind.  A^^p.)  :  'AVhen  the  insur- 
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ance  company,  having  notice  of  the  loss,  refers  the  matter  to 
its  authorized  adjuster,  who  makes  full  investigation  thereof 
and  leads  the  insured  to  believe  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
way  of  payment  of  the  claim  except  a  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  the  furnishing  of  formal  proof 
of  loss,  it  was  held,  is  waived:  Hitchcock  v.  State  Ins.  Co. 

(1897),  10  S.  Dak.  271,  72  N.  W.  898 If  payment  be 

withheld  on  special  grounds  other  than  the  ^^**  failure  to 
furnish  proof  of  loss,  or  the  insufficiency  of  proof  furnished, 
and  having  no  reference  to  the  want  or  the  insufficiency  of 
such  proof,  the  insurance  company  thereby  waives  its  right 
to  defend  upon  the  ground  of  such  want  or  insufficiency  of 
proof:  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shryer  (1882),  85  Ind.'362;  Com- 
mercial Union  Assur.  Co.  v.  State  (1888),  113  Ind.  331,  15 
N.  E.  518;  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  McCarty  (1897),  18  Ind. 
App.  449,  48  N.  E.  265 ;  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons  (1896),  49 
Neb.  811,  69  N.  W.  125." 

In  I\rurphy  v.  North  British  etc.  Ins.  Co.  (1897),  70  Mo. 
App.  78,  it  was  said:  "If  the  insurer  offers  to  pay  what  he 
thinks  has  been  the  amount  of  the  loss  of  the  insured,  and 
is  rejected  by  the  latter,  this  implies  that  the  insurer  is  satis- 
fied of  the  integrity  of  the  loss.  It  implies  further  that  he 
will  not  require  proofs  of  loss,  but  will  pay  the  amount  ascer- 
tained  by   the    arbitrators The    implications    already 

stated  continue  as  long  as  the  insurer's  offer  of  settlement  is 
not  withdrawn."  In  19  Cyclopedia  of  Law  and  Procedure, 
8G5,  it  is  said:  "Negotiations  or  proceedings  by  the  company 
with  reference  to  settlement  of  loss  will  be  a  waiver  of  failure 
to  give  notice  or  make  i)roofs  of  loss,  and  proceedings  to  ad- 
just the  loss  in  the  usual  way  will  waive  objection  on  account 
of  defects  in  the  proofs  or  failure  to  furnish  proofs  as  re- 
quired by  the  policy." 

A  distinct  recognition  of  liability  by  the  company,  as  by 
an  offer  to  pay  all  or  a  part  of  the  loss,  will  amount  to  a 
waiver  of  formal  notice  and  proofs  of  loss  or  of  defects  there- 
in: Caledonian  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Traub  (1897),  8G  :\Id.  8(j,  37 
Atl.  782;  Pentz  v.  Pennsylvania  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (1!)01).  92  .Md. 
444,  48  Atl.  139;  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simmons  (1882),  85  Ind. 
362;  Commercial  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allen  (1S8G),  80  Ala.  571, 
1  South.  202;  Lewis  v.  Monmouth  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (1864), 
52  Me.  492;  Murphy  v.  North  British  etc  Ins.  Co.,  70  Mo. 
App.  78. 

Am.    St.   Kep.,   Vol.    120 — 26 
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It  is  well  settled  that  an  insurance  company  may  waive 
conditions  inserted  in  the  policy  for  its  benefit,  and  that 
**'*^  such  waiver  may  be  inferred  from  the  conduct  of  its 
agents  and  representatives:  Lamson  etc.  Co.  v.  Prudential 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  (1898),  171  Mass.  433,  50  N.  E.  943,  and  cases 
cited;  Kerr  on  Insurance,  p.  663;  4  Cooley's  Briefs  on  In- 
surance, 3658-3673. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  insured  will  be  released  from 
complying  with  a  contract  to  submit  the  loss  under  a  fire 
policy  to  arbitration,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  bringing 
a  suit  upon  the  policy,  by  any  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 
company's  representatives  which  has  the  effect  of  preventing 
an  appraisal  from  being  had  or  an  award  being  made:  4 
Cooley's  Briefs  on  Insurance,  3658.  After  the  provision  of 
the  policy  requiring  an  arbitration  becomes  operative,  as  in 
this  case,  by  the  execution  of  the  agreement  to  arbitrate  and 
the  appointment  of  the  arbitrators,  both  the  insurer  and  the 
insured  are  bound  to  act  in  good  faith  to  have  the  loss  ascer- 
tained in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  policy,  and, 
if  either  party  acts  in  bad  faith  so  as  to  defeat  the  object 
of  the  arbitration,  as  by  refusing  to  proceed,  or  by  insisting 
upon  the  selection  of  improper  arbitrators  or  umpire,  or  by 
undue  interference  with  any  of  them  after  their  selection^ 
the  other  party  is  absolved  from  further  obligation  to 
arbitrate,  and  is  not  bound  to  enter  into  an  agreement  for 
another  arbitration:  Uhrig  v.  Williamsburgh  City  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  (1886),  101  N.  Y.  362,  4  N.  E.  745;  Ilickerson  &  Co.  v. 
German- American  Ins.  Co.  (1896),  96  Tenn.  193,  33  S.  W. 
1041,  32  L.  R.  A.  172,  and  cases  cited;  Brock  v.  Dwelling- 
Ilouse  Ins.  Co.  (1894),  102  I\Iich.  583,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  562, 
61  N.  "W.  67,  26  L.  R.  A.  623 ;  Powers  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Im- 
perial Fire  Ins.  Co.  (1892),  48  Minn.  380,  51  N.  W.  123; 
Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bishop  (1894),  154  111.  9,  45  Am.  St. 
Rep.  105,  39  N.  E.  1102;  Kerr  on  Insurance,  pp.  6G6,  667, 
and  cases  cited  in  notes.  It  was  said  in  Read  v.  State  Ins.  Co. 
(1897),  103  Iowa,  307,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  180,  72  N.  W.  665: 
"The  law  seems  to  be  well  '^^  settled  that,  if  either  party  to 
an  agreement  to  arbitrate  intentionally  prevents  or  unreason- 
ably delays  the  stipulated  method  of  adju.sting  the  rights  of 
the  i)arties,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  plead  failure  to 
arbitrate  as  a  defense  to  an  action  subsequently  brought: 
Uhrig  v.  Williamsburyh  City  Fire  lus.  Co.  (18S6),  101  N.  Y. 
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362,  4  N.  E.  745 ;  Powers  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Imperial  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  (1892),  48  Minn.  380,  51  N.  W.  123." 

In  Chapman  v.  Roekford  Ins.  Co.  (1895),  89  Wis.  572,  62 
N.  W.  422,  28  L.  R.  A.  405,  the  court  said:  "We  do  hold 
that  the  parties  are  bound  to  exercise  toward  each  other  the 
utmost  good  faith  and  proceed  with  all  reasonable  diligence 
to  procure  an  adjustment  according  to  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  the  contract.  It  is  not  permissible  for  the  insurers,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  standard  policy,  arbitrarily  or 
capriciously  to  demand  an  appraisal,  simply  to  suspend  a 
claim  for  a  loss,  and  select  an  appraiser  who  will  perversely 
refuse  to  concur  in  the  appointment  of  an  umpire  unless  he 
resides  in  Chicago  or  is  the  kind  of  man  the  insurers  want. 
Such  a  course,  if  tolerated,  places  the  assured  very  largely 
at  the  mercy  of  the  insurers.  Any  attempt  on  the  part  of 
either  party  to  misuse  or  pervert  the  provisions  of  the 
standard  policy  for  an  appraisal,  so  as  unreasonably  to  delay 
an  adjustment  or  to  secure  an  unjust  abatement  of  an  honest 
loss,  is  a  breach  of  good  faith  and  should  be  treated  as  a 
waiver  of  the  condition,  and  dispensing  with  the  necessity 
of  an  appraisal  and  warranting  a  resort  to  an  action  without 
one,  if  the  party  thus  prejudiced  has  used  all  fair  and  rea- 
sonable means  and  diligence  on  his  part  to  secure  it.  To 
hold  otherwise  would  be  to  permit  the  party  in  fault  to  profit 
by  his  own  wrong."  In  Uhrig  v.  Williamsburgh  City  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  (1886),  101  N.  Y.  362,  4  N.  E.  475,  it  was  laid  down 
that,  "under  the  arbitration  clause,  it  was  the  duty  of  each 
party  to  act  in  good  faith  to  accomplish  the  appraisement  in 
the  way  provided  in  the  policy,  and  if  either  party  acted  in 
bad  faith,  so  as  to  defeat  the  real  '^^^  object  of  the  clause,  it 
absolved  the  other  party  from  compliance  therewith;  and  if 
either  party  refused  to  go  on  with  the  arbitration,  or  to  com- 
plete it,  or  to  procure  the  appointment  of  an  umpire  so  that 
there  could  be  an  agreement  upon  an  appraisal,  the  other 
party  was  absolved."  It  is  stated  in  the  syllabus  to  Northern 
Assur.  Co.  v.  Samuels  &  Jordt  (1895),  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  417, 
33  S.  W.  239:  "Where  an  insurer  demands  an  appraisement 
of  a  fire  loss,  but  fails  to  name  an  appraiser  and  to  appear 
at  the  time  and  place  designated,  he  thereby  abandons  his 
demand,"  and  waives  the  right  to  an  appraisement.  In  Mil- 
waukee M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schallmann  (1900),  188  111.  213,  59  N. 
E.  12,  a  letter  written  by  the  insured  to  an  agent  of  the  in- 
surance company  was  introduced  in  evidence,  for  the  purpose 
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of  showing  the  insured's  efforts  to  secure  an  appraisal,  and 
that  the  appraisal  was  waived  by  the  failure  of  the  insurance 
company  to  respond  to  the  request  for  the  same  as  made  in 
the  letter.  The  court  held  on  page  223  that  whether  the  fail- 
ure to  respond  to  the  request  for  an  appraisement  was  a 
waiver  of  the  appraisal,  was  a  question  to  be  determined  by 
the  jury.  The  court  said  on  page  224:  "The  failure  to  re- 
spond to  the  letter  was  not  merely  a  waiver  of  appraisal  by 
such  agents,  but  was  a  waiver  of  appraisal  by  the  companies 
themselves." 

AVhether  the  arbitration  failed  on  account  of  the  fraud  of 
either  party,  and  whether  delay  or  failure  to  demand  an  ap- 
praisal or  to  proceed  with  fhe  same  in  a  reasonable  time,  if 
agreed  upon,  constitute  a  waiver,  are  questions  for  the  .jury 
to  determine:  Me.Manus  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.  (1S9S),  22 
Misc.  Rep.  260,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  820.  43  ITun,  550.  GO  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1143 ;  Lamson  etc.  Co.  v.  Prudential  Fine  Ins.  Co. 
(1898),  171  Mass.  433,  50  N.  E.  943;  Chaiuless  Cycle  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  Security  Ins.  Co.  (1901),  169  N.  Y.  304,  62  N.  E.  392; 
Hamilton  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  (1894),  61  Fed.  379,  9  C.  C.  A. 
530;  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Murphy  ''^^  (1900),  10  Kan. 
App.  251,  62  Pac.  729;  Fowble  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  (1904). 
106  ^lo.  App.  527,  81  S.  ^Y.  485;  Carp  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co. 
(1903),  104  Mo.  App.  502,  79  S.  W.  757,  and  cases  cited;  19 
Cyc.  of  Law  &  Proc.  959. 

Neither  party  will  be  permitted,  by  willfully  or  negligently 
postponing  the  appraisal,  unreasonabl}'  to  delay  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  controversy.  Otherwise  the  very  purpose  of 
arbitration,  which  is  a  speedy  and  inexpensive  settlement 
of  disputes  as  to  the  amount  of  loss,  would  be  defeated.  Tlie 
provision  of  the  policy  that  the  loss  was  to  be  paid  sixty  days 
after  due  notice  and  satisfactory  proof  of  the  same  had  been 
received,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  policy,  did  not  give 
appellant,  after  it  had  agreed  to  an  appraisal  and  named  its 
appraiser,  an  absolute  right  to  sixty  days  within  which  to 
commence  the  appraisal. 

When  the  agreement  to  submit  to  appraisal  was  executed 
by  the  parties,  and  appellant  learned  that  the  appraiser 
selected  by  it  could  not  be  present  at  the  time  fixed  to  com- 
mence the  appraisal,  it  was  the  duty  of  appellant,  within  a 
reasonable  time,  to  select  another  appraiser  who  would  pro- 
ceed, without  unnecessary  delay,  to  the  performance  of  his 
duties.    The  right  of  appellee  to  have  an  appraisal  under  the 


June,  1907.]    Providence  "Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wolf.  405 

agreement  therefor  was  not  indefinite  as  to  time,  but  such 
appraisal  must  be  completed  within  a  reasonable  time,  and 
what  was  such  reasonable  time  depends  upon  the  facts  of  the 
case,  and  was  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine :  Hamilton 
V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  (1894),  61  Fed.  379,  9  C.  C.  A.  530,  and 
cases  cited.  As  was  said  in  Chainless  Cycle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Se- 
curity Ins.  Co.  (1901),  169  N.  Y.  304,  62  N.  E.  392:  "Either 
party,  however,  has  the  right  to  require  an  appraisal  when 
there  is  a  disagreement  as  to  the  amount  of  the  loss:  Silver 
V.  Western  Assur.  Co.  (1900),  164  N.  Y.  381,  58  N.  E.  284. 
That  right  is  not  indefinite  as  to  time,  but  must  be  exercised 
within  a  reasonable  period,  '^*^^  depending  upon, the  facts  of 
the  particular  case.  Neither  p^frty  can  so  use  the  right  as 
to  take  undue  advantage  of  the  other,  but  both  must  act  in 
good  faith:  Uhrig  v.  Williamsburgh  City  Fire  Ins.  Co. 
(1886),  101  N.  Y.  362,  4  N.  E.  745;  Bishop  v.  Agricultural 
Ins.  Co.  (1892),  130  N.  Y.  488,  29  N.  E.  844.  It  is  not  a 
weapon  of  attack,  but  of  defense,  and  a  party  who  intends  to 
use  it  must  give  reasonable  notice  of  such  intention,  for  its 
omission  to  do  so  will  be  evidence  of  waiver,  more  or  less  con- 
clusive according  to  the  circumstances.  The  insurer,  for  in- 
stance, knowing  that  the  insured  desires  a  prompt  appraisal 
or  an  adjustment,  so  that  the  property  may  not  suffer  further 
injury  before  it  is  sold,  cannot  postpone  its  demand  for  an 
appraisal  until  after  the  insured,  misled  by  its  acts,  has  been 
placed  in  a  position  where  one  is  impossible." 

It  is  evident  from  the  authorities  cited  that  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint  as  to  the  waiver  of  proofs  of  loss  and  waiver 
of  arbitration  were  sufficient  to  require  that  said  issues  be 
submitted  to  a  jury  for  determination.  It  follows  that  the 
(!ourt  did  not  err  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint. 

Appellant's  plea  in  abatement  set  up  the  provision  of  the 
policy  sued  upon  providing  for  an  appraisal  of  the  amount 
of  the  loss;  a  disagreement  of  the  parties  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  loss,  the  execution  of  an  agreement  for  an  appraisal 
of  the  amount  of  the  loss,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  policy,  and  the  refusal  of  the  appellee  to  proceed  there- 
with;  that  appellant  "had  not  in  any  manner  waived,  re- 
fused or  declined  to  have  the  loss  or  damages  appraised ;  and 
that  no  suit  or  action  upon  said  policy  had  accrued  to  plain- 
tiff until  such  appraisement  has  been  made."  The  second 
paragraph  of  reply  to  said  plea  in  abatement  contained  sub- 
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stantially  the  same  allegations  concerning  waiver  of  the  ap- 
praisal clause  of  said  policy  by  appellant  a^  were  set  forth  in 
the  complaint.  As  we  held,  said  allegations  of  the  complaint 
were  sufficient,  upon  the  "^^^  question  of  waiver,  to  withstand 
a  demurrer  for  want  of  facts.  It  follows  that  the  court  did 
not  err  in  overruling  appellant's  demurrer  to  said  second 
paragraph  of  reply  to  the  plea  in  abatement. 

Appellant  complains  of  rulings  of  the  trial  court  in  admit- 
ting certain  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  plea  in  abatement, 
but  has  not  pointed  out  the  page  and  line  of  the  record  show- 
ing the  rulings  of  the  court  in  admitting  such  evidence  nor 
where  the  evidence,  so  admitted,  may  be  found.  It  has  been 
uniformly  held  by  this  courf  that  it  will  not  search  the  record 
for  alleged  errors,  and  that,  unless  the  page  and  line  where 
such  rulings  may  be  found  are  cited,  they  will  not  be  con- 
sidered: Ewbank's  Manual,  sec.  182,  p.  277;  Indiana  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Ditto  (1902),  158  Ind.  G69,  G4  N.  E.  222,  and  cases 
cited. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  fourth  instruction  given  by 
the  court  on  the  trial  of  the  plea  in  abatement  ''is  wrong, 
in  that  it  advises  the  jury  that  in  considering  whctlier  the 
defendant  had  waived  an  appraisal  they  should  consider  all 
facts  and  circumstances,  including  the  condition  of  the  goods 
at  and  since  the  fire,  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  time  they 
were  burned,  the  amount  of  the  insurance,  as  well  as  the  ex- 
tent of  the  damage  by  fire,  whether  it  was  necessary  and 
prudent  to  have  an  early  appraisal  of  the  goods,  wlietlicr  th»> 
goods  were  deteriorating  and  becoming  less  valuable;  what 
expense,  if  any,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  put  to  in 
an  effort  to  secure  such  an  appraisal."  The  objection  stated 
to  this  instruction  is  that  "the  rights  and  obligations  of  tlie 
parties  were  contractual  and  absolutely  fixed  by  the  tci'uis  of 
the  policy;  that  the  condition  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of 
and  since  the  fire,  and  the  other  matters  mentioned  in  said 
instruction,  were  immaterial  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  fix- 
ing the  time  within  which  the  defendant  might  investigate 
and  reach  its  conclusions  as  to  the  amount  of  the  '^^  dam- 
ages and  loss;  that  is  fixed  by  the  contract.  It  has  sixty  days 
witliin  which  to  make  such  investigation,  including  the  riglit  of 
appraisal."  True,  in  case  of  disagreement  as  to  the  amount 
of  loss,  appellant  had  the  right  to  demand  an  appraisal,  and 
this  rieht  was  contractual,  l)ut,  wlien  an  appraisal  has  been 
agreed  upon,  as  iu  this  case,  there  is  no  provision  in  the  policy 
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giving  appellant  sixty  days,  or  any  other  definite  time,  in 
which  to  commence  or  complete  an  appraisal.  The  rule,  as 
heretofore  stated  in  this  opinion,  is  that,  after  the  agreement 
of  appraisal  has  been  made,  the  same  must  be  completed  within 
a  reasonable  time,  and  what  is  such  reasonable  time  depends 
upon  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  jury.  It  is  clear  from  what  we  have  said  in 
disposing  of  the  objections  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint 
that  said  instruction  is  not  open  to  the  objections  urged. 

The  fifth  instruction  given  on  the  trial  of  the  plea  in  abate- 
ment is  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it  advises  the  jury  that 
they  have  the  right  to  inquire  as  to  the  motives  the  defendant 
had  in  asserting  a  contractual  right.  Said  instruction  reads 
as  follows:  **I  instruct  you  that  the  provisions  in  the  policy 
sued  on  by  the  plaintiff,  and  set  forth  in  the  plea  in  abate- 
ment, which  require  that,  in  the  event  of  a  disagreement  as  to 
the  amount  of  the  loss,  the  loss  and  damage  shall  be  submitted 
to  an  appraisal,  may  be  waived,  even  after  an  agreement  is 
signed  in  writing,  by  conduct  on  the  part  of  either  party  that 
evinces  a  deliberate  intention  and  purpose  to  defeat  the  object 
of  the  appraisal,  or  to  put  one  of  the  parties  to  unnecessary 
expense  with  a  view  to  coercing  an  unjust  settlement  of  such 
loss,  but  it  is  for  you  to  determine  from  the  facts  in  this  case 
whether  any  such  conduct  has  been  proved  in  this  cause." 
Said  instruction  is  in  harmony  with  the  law  as  already  de- 
clared in  this  opinion,  and  no  error  was  committed  in  giving 
it  to  the  jury. 

''^^  Another  instruction  on  the  trial  of  the  plea  in  abate- 
ment is  objected  to  because  it  "advises  the  jury  to  put  a  lib- 
eral construction  upon  the  provision  of  the  policy  against 
waiver,  when  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  and  not  the  jury 
to  construe  the  provisions  of  the  policy."  Said  instruction 
did  not  authorize  the  jury  to  construe  said  provision  of  the 
policy,  and  it  is  not  open  to  the  objection  urged.  It  is  next 
contended  that,  on  the  trial  of  the  plea  in  abatement  there 
was  no  evidence  to  show  that  appellant  waived  the  rigliv.  to  an 
appraisal,  and  that,  therefore,  the  verdict  of  the  jury  on  that 
issue  was  not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence,  and  v/as  con- 
trary to  law.  It  would  unduh'  extend  this  opinion  (x)  set  out 
the  evidence,  but,  after  a  careful  examination  of  'Lhe  same, 
we  are  unable  to  say  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  wa<i  not  fully 
sustained  thereby. 

Appellant  complains  of  the  action  of  the  court  in  striking 
out  the  second  and  tliird  paragraphs  of  his  anvwer  to  the 
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complaint,  which  alleged  the  same  matters  in  bar  of  the  action 
that  it  had  set  np  in  its  plea  in  abatement,  and  also  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  in  excluding  all  evidence  offered  by  it  on 
the  trial  of  the  merits  of  the  cause,  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  it  had  not  waived  the  appraisal  clause  of  said  policy. 
Appellant,  by  pleading  the  provision  of  the  policy  for  the 
arbitration  of  the  amount  of  the  loss,  and  that  it  had  not 
waived  the  same,  in  abatement  of  the  action  and  procuring  a 
trial  thereon,  assumed  the  position  that  the  same  was  in  abate- 
ment of  the  action,  and  induced  the  court  so  to  hold,  and  could 
not  thereafter  change  its  position  and  successfully  claim  that 
the  matter  so  pleaded  in  abatement  was  a  matter  in  bar  of  the 
action,  and  thus  secure  another  trial  of  the  same  question  in 
the  same  action:  State  v.  Board  etc.  (1906),  16G  Ind.  162,  76 
N.  E.  986,  and  cases  cited;  Bigelow  on  Estoppel.  5th  ed.,  673, 
717-723.  The  trial  court  committed  no  reversible  error  in 
any  of  said  rulings. 

'^^'^  Appellant  assigned  as  grounds  for  a  new  trial  of  the 
cause  on  its  merits,  the  giving  of,  and  refusal  to  give,  a  num- 
ber of  instructions,  but  as  said  motion  was  overruled  on  July 
1,  1903,  aiid  the  exceptions  "taken  in  writing"  to  the  giving 
and  the  refusal  to  give  said  instructions,  wefe  not  signed  and 
dated  until  July  3,  1903,  no  question  is  presented  as  to  the 
correctness  of  said  instructions  or  any  of  them.  True,  said 
written  exceptions  state  that  the  "defendant  at  the  tir.ie  ex- 
cepted," but  under  section  1  of  the  act  of  1903  (Acts  1903,  p. 
338;  Burns'  Rev.  Stats.  1905,  sec.  544a),  an  exception  to  the 
giving  or  refusal  to  give  an  instruction  when  in  writing  is 
not  taken  until  the  writing  is  dated  and  signed.  Oral  excep- 
tions, taken  under  said  section,  to  be  etfective,  mu.st  be  "en- 
tered upon  the  record  or  minutes  of  the  court." 

Assigning  the  giving  of  an  instruction  to  the  jury,  or  other 
ruling  of  the  trial  court,  as  a  cause  for  a  new  trial,  presents 
no  question  to  tlie  trial  court  as  to  the  correctness  of  such 
instruction  or  ruling,  unless  an  exception  has  been  iiropcrly 
taken  thereto:  Elliott  on  Appellate  I'rocedure,  sees.  623,  624, 
795. 

It  is  true  that  section  1  of  the  act  of  1903,  supra,  provides 
that  "exce])tions  to  giving  or  refusing  of  instructions  may  be 
taken  at  any  time  during  the  term,"  but  this  must  be  con- 
strued in  connection  with  the  eighth  clause  of  section  568  of 
Burns'  IJrvised  Statutes  of  1901  (Kev.  Stats.  1881,  see. 
559),  wlii-h  provides  tr.at  a  new  trial  may  be  granted  for 
"error  ui'  law  oeeurring  at  tiie  trial  and  excepted  to  by  the 
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party  making  the  application."  When  so  coustrueJ,  it  is 
clear  that  such  exceptions,  to  have  any  force,  must  be  taken  at 
least  before  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  ruled  upon  by  the 
trial  court,  because  said  clause  only  authorizes  the  trial  court 
to  grant  a  new  trial  when  the  error  of  law  complained  of  has 
been  excepted  to,  before  the  motion  therefor  is  ruled  upon. 

During  the  progress  of  the  trial  objection  was  made  by  ap- 
pellee to  certain  evidence  offered  by  appellant,  which  "^^^  ob- 
jection was  overruled  and  the  evidence  admitted,  the  court  at 
the  time  informing  the  jury  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  evi- 
dence was  admitted. 

Appellant  excepted  to  this  action  of  the  court  and  assigned 
the  same  as  one  of  its  causes  for  a  new  trial. 

It  is  urged  by  appellant  Uiat  section  544a,  supra,  requires 
that  all  instructions  given  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion  shall 
be  in  writing,  and  that  therefore  "the  court  erred  in  giving 
said  instruction  orally." 

The  provision  of  said  section  requiring  the  instruction 
"given  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion"  to  be  in  writing  ap- 
plies only  to  instructions  given  at  the  close  of  the  argument,, 
and  not  to  what  the  court  may  say  during  the  progress  of  the 
trial  calling  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  purpose  for  which 
certain  evidence  is  admitted.  We  are  satisfied  from  an  exam- 
ination of  the  evidence  that  the  verdict  was  sustained  by  suffi- 
cient evidence,  and  was  not  contrary  to  law.  Other  rulings 
of  the  court  are  objected  to,  but,  even  if  erroneous,  they  ar;? 
not  of  such  a  character  as  would  authorize  a  reversal  of  the 
cause. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Arbitration  may,  Perhaps,  "be  Made  a  Condiiion  Trececlent  to  a  riinit 
of  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  although  stipulations  to  that  t'lLLct 
have  very  justly  been  declared  unenioreeablQ  as  tending  to  oust  the 
courts  of  jurisdiction:  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  lion,  GG  Neb.  o.ll, 
103  Am.  St.  Rep.  725;  Fisher  v.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.,  95  Me.  48(i,  85 
Am.  St.  Rep.  428.  But  if  a  stipulation  for  arbitration  is  regarded  as 
valid,  still  the  insurance  company  may,  by  bad  faith,  lose  its  right  to 
rely  on  it:  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Hall,  120  Ala.  547,  74  Am.  St.  liep. 
48;  Stephens  v.  Union  Assur.  Soc,  16  Utah,  22,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  505; 
Brock  v.  Dwelling-House  Ins.  Co.,  102  Mich.  583,' 47  Am.  St.  Rep.  5G2; 
Christiansen  v,  Norwich  Union  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  84  Minn.  52G,  87  Am. 
St.  Rep.  379.  And  the  insurer,  once  having  waived  the  right  to  de- 
mand arbitration,  cannot  thereafter  insist  on  an  arbitration:  Conti- 
nental Ins.  Co.  V.  Vallaudingham,  116  Ky.  287,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  218. 
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W.  T.  JOYCE  COIMPANY  v.  ROHAN. 

[134  Iowa,  12,  111  N.  W.  319.] 

PROMISSORY  NOTE  Given  to  Compound  Felony. — To  defeat 
an  action  on  a  note  given  to  compound  a  felony,  it  ia  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  alleged  crime  was  in  fact  committed,     (p.  411.) 

AGENCY. — Whatever  Evidence  has  a  Tendency  to  prove  an 
agency  is  admissible,  even  though  it  be  not  full  and  satisfactory,  and 
it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  pass  upon  it.     (p.  411.) 

AGENCY. — When  One  Knowingly  and  Without  Dissent  per- 
mits another  to  act  as  his  agent,  the  capacity  will  be  conclusively 
presumed,      (p.  411.) 

Lee  &  Robb,  for  the  appellant. 

George  AY.  Bowen,  for  the  appellee. 

^^  Slll'jinVIX,  J.  This  suit  is  on  an  ordinary  promi.s- 
sory  nolo  made  payable  to  one  E.  C.  Spurr  and  alleyvd  to 
have  been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  before  maturity.  'J'ho 
defendant.  Rohan,  in  his  separate  answer  admitted  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note,  but  alleged  as  a  defense  thereto  that  it 
was  without  consideration  and  that  it  was  given  for  the  pur- 
pose of  settling  a  criminal  charge  jnade  against  his  cosigne;-. 
J.  A.  ]\Iavity,  that  the  note  was  given  for  tiie  .sole  purpose 
of  compromising  and  eompoundincr  a  felouA-.  and  was  so  re- 
ceived by  said  Spurr,  who  was  the  ]i]aiiitiff 's  agent.  Avith  su'-li 
understanding.  At  the  close  of  the  testimony  the  plainliPf 
moved  for  a  directed  verdict,  on  scvcriil  grounds;  nmoiiLT 
others,  that  the  defendant  had  failed  to  allege  in  his  ;inswer 
or  to  prove  that  a  crime  was  in  fact  eonnnitted  by  the  de- 
fendant ?ilavity,  the  componndintr  of  whieh  constituted  any 
part  of  the  consideration  of  the  note  sued  on,  and  that  the 

(410) 
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defendant  had  failed  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  knowl- 
edge or  notice,  actual  or  constructive,  that  the  note  in  suit 
was  obtained  by  the  compounding  of  a  felony.  The  court 
was  clearly  right  in  setting  aside  the  verdict  which  had  been 
directed  and  in  granting  a  retrial  of  the  case.  It  is  true 
there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  support  the  charge  of  em- 
bezzlement that  had  been  made  against  Mavity  in  an  informa- 
tion sworn  ^*  to  and  filed  by  Spurr,  the  payee  of  the  note, 
but  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  case  of  this  kind  to  show  that  the 
crime  which  it  is  alleged  was  compounded  was  in  fact  com- 
mitted: Shaulis  V.  Buxton,  109  Iowa,  355,  80  N.  W.  397; 
Smith  V.  Steely,  80  Iowa,  738,  45  N.  W.  912 ;  State  v.  Ruth- 
ven,  58  Iowa,  121,  12  N.  W.  235. 

There  is  evidence  in  the  record  tending  to  show  that  Spurr, 
who  was  the  paj^ee  named  in  the  note,  was  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  in  Carroll  county.  As  we  have  seen,  the  informa- 
tion which  was  filed  against  IMavity  was  filed  by  Spurr.  It 
charged  Mavity  with  the  crime  of  embezzling  from  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case,  the  W.  T.  Joyce  Company,  alleging  the  com- 
pany to  be  a  corporation.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that 
whatever  evidence  has  a  tendency  to  prove  an  agency  is  ad- 
missible, even  though  it  be  not  full  and  satisfactory,  and 
it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  pass  upon  it;  and  it  is 
equally  as  well  settled  that,  when  one  knowingly  and  with- 
out dissent  permits  another  to  act  as  his  agent,  the  capacity 
will  be  conclusively  presumed.  In  this  case  Spurr  was  shown 
to  be  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  transaction  of  other 
business,  or,  at  least,  there  was  evidence  before  the  jury  tend- 
ing to  so  show.  He  appeared  before  the  justice  and  filed  an 
information  apMiiist  IMavity,  charging  him  with  the  crime  of 
embezzling  from  this  plaintiff;  thereafter  this  note  was  given 
for  t!ie  purpose  of  settling  that  criminal  charge,  and  still 
later  Ihe  note  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  by  Spurr.  their 
agent,  and  sued  upon  by  them.  All  of  these  transactions 
conslitutcd  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  have  found 
that  SpujT  was  in  fact  acting  as  the  plaintiff's  agent  and  foi- 
it  in  iiiaking  the  criminal  charge  and  in  settling  tlie  alleged 
ejnbczzleuient  by  taking  the  note  in  suit.  This  ])eing  true, 
it  Avas  clearly  error,  under  the  rule  heretofore  announced,  to 
direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  It  was  a  question  for  the 
jiir.w  and  should  have  lioen  submitted  to  it. 

The  order  setting  aside  the  verdict  was  right,  and  it  is 
alliniu'd. 
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To  "Render  a  Contract  Void  on  the  ground  tbat  its  consideration  was 
the  suppression  of  a  prosecution,  the  crime  charged  need  not  have 
been  committed:  Insurance  Co.  v.  Hull,  51  Ohio  St.  270,  46  Am.  St. 
Kep.  571. 


BEECHLEY  v.  BEECHLEY. 

[134  Iowa,  75,  108  N.  W.  762.] 

ANTENUPTIAL  DEED  in  Fraud  of  Wife  not  yet  Selected.— 

A  voluntary  conveyance,  made  to  defeat  the  marital  rights  of  the 
future  wife  of  the  grantor,  is  not  relieved  of  invalidity  by  the  fact 
that  she  has  not  yet  been  selected,     (p.  415.) 

ANTENUPTIAL  DEED. — Misrepresentation  of  the  Value  of 
his  property  by  the  grantor  in  an  antenuptial  deed  is  incompetent  to 
prove  fraud  in  its  execution,     (p.  415.) 

ANTENUPTIAL  DEED— When  not  Fraudulent.— An  ante- 
nuptial deed,  if  not  voluntary,  will  be  set  aside  as  in  fraud  of  the 
woman  whom  the  grantor  thereafter  marries,  only  on  proof  that  the 
grantee  was  a  party  to  the  fraudulent  intent,     (p.  416.) 

ANTENUPTIAL  DEED  to  Children  by  Former  Marriage. — 
A  voluntary  conveyance  to  the  children  of  the  grantor  by  a  former 
marriage  is  not  fraudulent  as  to  his  prospective  wife,  when  only  a 
reasonable  provision  is  made  for  them,  and  no  misrepresentation  is 
made  to  her.     (p.  416.) 

AN  ESTOPPEL  in  Pais  is  Based  on  Fraud,  actual  or  construc- 
tive. There  must  be  deception,  and  change  of  conduct  in  consequence 
thereof,     (p.  417.) 

ESTOPPEL.— There  can  be  No  Estoppel  by  Silence  unless  there 
is  a  duty  to  speak,     (p.  417.) 

Dawley,  Hubbard  &  Wheeler  and  Lewis  Heins,  for  the 
appellant. 

Charles  W.  Kepler  &  Son,  for  the  appellee. 

'«  SllERWIN.  J.  The  plaintiff  is  the  widow  of  Jessr 
Beeehley,  havin2:  been  his  third  wife.  The  defendant  is  th'.' 
oldest  son  of  said  fFesse  Beeehley  by  his  first  wife.  The  sec- 
ond wife  of  Jesse  Beechley  was  a  sister  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
died  in  the  latter  part  of  December,  1889.  At  the  time  of 
lier  deatli,  and  for  many  years  prior  thereto.  Jesse  Beech- 
ley  owned  about  six  hnndred  and  sixty-five  acres  of  land,  in- 
i-lndinu'  the  land  in  controversy  herein,  four  hnndred  and 
lifly  acres.  A  deed  to  this  four  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of 
hind  was  exrciilcd  and  delivered  by  said  Jesse  Beecldey  tt* 
the  dcr.Mid.uil  Pcf-nd'er  17,  ISOO.  About  two  weeks  after 
till'  death  uf  his  scroiid  wife.  ?*lr.  Bee -hley  askrd  the  i-ilaintiff 
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to  become  the  third  Mrs.  Beechley,  but  she  refused  to  do  so, 
and  they  did  not  meet  again,  nor  was  there  any  correspond- 
ence between  them  until  in  August,  1891,  at  which  time  Jlr. 
Beechley  again  made  the  plaintiff  an  offer  of  marriage,  which 
was  accepted,  and  followed  by  a  marriage  on  the  eighth  day 
of  September,  '"''  1891.  At  the  time  of  their  marriage  the 
plaintiff  was  about  sixty-six  years  old  and  Mr.  Beechley 
nearly  seventy.  In  the  spring  of  1800,  and  again  in  July, 
1891,  Mr.  Beechley  proposed  marriage  to  another  wddow,  and 
was  both  times  rejected.  Not  until  after  the  plaintiff  and 
his  father  had  been  married  did  the  defendant  have  any  in- 
formation or  intimation  that  his  father  contemplated  another 
marriage.  At  the  time  he  executed  and  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendant the  deed  in  question,  Mr.  Beechley  still  had  two  hun- 
dred and  fifteen  acres  of  land  left,  which  was  occupied  as  a 
homestead  by  himself  and  the  plaintiff  until  1893,  when  it 
was  deeded  by  Mr.  Beechley  to  a  son  by  his  second  wife,  the 
plaintiff's  sister,  in  pursuance  of  a  promise  made  to  her  be- 
fore her  death,  the  plaintiff  voluntarily  joining  in  the  con- 
veyance thereof.  When  the  land  in  question  was  conveyed 
to  the  defendant,  it  was  encumbered  by  a  mortgage  that  he 
assumed  and  which,  at  the  time  of  the  trial  below,  amounted 
to  nearly  $13,000.  At  the  time  of  this  conveyance  the  gran- 
tor also  owed  other  debts  amounting  to  $3,000  or  $4,000,  so 
that  his  total  liabilities  at  that  time  were  somewhere  from 
$15,000  to  $16,000.  Before  conveying  the  two  hundred  and 
fifteen  acres  of  land,  Mr.  Beechley  had  provided  a  large 
amount  of  material  for  the  erection  of  a  new  house  thereon, 
and  after  the  conveyance  he  rebought  tliis  material  from  his 
grantee,  moved  it  onto  the  four  hundred  and  fifty  acre  tract 
that  he  had  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  and  in  1894  built 
thereon  a  new  house  which  he  and  the  plaintiff  occupied 
until  his  death  early  in  1904,  and  which  the  plaintiff  still 
occupies.  The  defendant's  deed  was  not  recorded  until  after 
his  father's  death  because  of  the  grantor's  request,  made  at 
the  time  of  its  execution  and  delivery,  that  it  be  not  sooner 
recorded.  The  record  shows  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  deed  to  the  defendant  until  it  was  recorded,  and 
it  may  fairly  be  said  that,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  the 
plaintiff  supposed  that  her  husband  owned  tlie  four  hundred 
and  fifty  acres  in  controversy  as  well  as  the  '''**  other  two 
hundred  and  fifteen  acres.  The  plaintiff  bases  her  right  to 
relief  on  allegations  of  fraud  in  the  conveyance  to  the  de- 
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fendant  and  on  an  estoppel  which  will  be  hereinafter  more 
fully  noticed. 

We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  fraud  cannot  be  predi- 
cated on  the  facts  disclosed.  As  we  have  already  shown, 
tliere  was  no  engagement  nor  any  negotiations  therefor  until 
eight  months  after  the  conveyance  was  made.  It  is  true  that 
the  grantor  had  theretofore  proposed  marriage  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  some  months  after  her  refusal  to  marry  him  he  had 
proposed  to  another  and  had  been  rejected ;  and  it  may  be 
said,  perhaps,  that  he  had  not  entirely  abandoned  the  thought 
of  another  marriage  if  he  could  find  a  willing  woman ;  while, 
on  the  other  hand,  three  rejections  within  a  year  would  or- 
dinarily be  entirely  sufficient  to  cool  the  "Douglas  blood" 
were  age,  alone,  insufficient  therefor.  Aside  from  the  pro- 
posals which  we  have  mentioned  and  the  fact  of  his  subse- 
quent marriage  to  the  plaintiff,  there  is  nothing  in  the  rec- 
ord tending  to  show  that,  at  the  time  of  this  conveyance,  the 
grantor  contemplated  another  marriage,  and  if  he  did  not, 
there  can  be  no  fraud  therein.  Even  if  he  then  had  a  fixed 
purpose  to  marry  as  soon  as  he  could  find  some  one  who  was 
willing  to  become  his  wife,  no  negotiations  or  engagement 
therefor  were  then  pending,  and,  vmder  the  rule  of  our  ovrn 
cases,  the  conveyance  was  not  fraudulent  as  to  the  plaintiff. 
In  Gainor  v.  Gainer,  26  Iowa,  337,  the  conveyance  sought  to 
be  set  aside  was  made  seven  months  before  the  marriage,  and 
four  months  before  negotiations  therefor  began.  We  held  it 
utterly  impossible  that  the  conveyance  could  have  been  in- 
tended as  a  fraud,  and  said:  "A  voluntary  settlement  or  con- 
veyance of  property  by  a  wife  or  husband  prior  to  marriage 
will  be  held  fraudulent  as  to  the  marital  rights  of  the  one 
to  whom  she  or  he  may  afterward  be  joined  in  matrimony, 
only  when  made  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  and  pending 
a  treaty  of  ''•*  marriage  between  the  parties":  See.  also,  Ham- 
ilton V.  Smith,  57  Iowa,  15.  42  Am.  Rep.  39,  10  N.  W.  276 ; 
Beere  v.  Beere,  79  Iowa,  555.  44  N.  W.  809. 

The  Gainor  case  undoubtedly  states  the  rule  announced  in 
nearly  all  of  the  cases  treating  the  subject.  Indeed,  we  have 
found  but  one  case  among  a  great  many  which  w^e  have  ex- 
niiiincd  that  holds  that  an  antenuptial  voluntary  conveyance, 
if  made  with  intent  to  defeat  the  marital  rights  of  any  per- 
son whom  the  grantor  might  sul)sequently  marry,  would  be 
void  as  to  such  rights  Avliethcr  the  person  was  then  selected 
or  not.     Such  is  the  rule  adopted  in  Iliggins  v.  Iliggius,  219 
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111.  146,  109  Am.  St.  Eep.  316,  76  N.  E.  86.  After  full  con- 
sideration of  the  question,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  is 
sound.  If  the  intent  to  defraud  actually  exists,  it  is  im- 
material Avhether  a  particular  person  has  already  been  se- 
lected against  whom  it  will  operate.  So  far,  then,  as  Gainor 
V.  Gainor,  26  Iowa,  337,  limits  the  application  of  the  rule 
in  this  class  of  cases  to  cases  where  negotiations  or  an  en- 
gagement exist  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  it  must  be  and 
is  overruled.  If  the  conveyance  is  made  in  contemplation  of 
marriage  and  with  intent  to  deprive  the  spouse  of  the  marital 
rights  which  she  would  otherwise  acquire,  it  is  enough  to  in- 
validate the  conveyance  so  far  as  it  affects  such  rights.  But 
if  there  be  no  treaty  of  marriage  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance, it  is,  in  our  judgment,  a  strong  circumstance  tending 
to  disprove  fraud. 

There  is  evidence  tending  to  show  actual  misrepresenta- 
tion by  the  grantor  as  to  the  amount  of  his  property,  but  it 
is  contended  that  the  evidence  is  incompetent.  We  think  the 
contention  is  correct,  but  do  not  deem  the  question  at  all  con- 
trolling on  this  branch  of  the  case.  In  some  of  the  earlier 
cases  it  was  thought  that  a  distinction  should  be  made  be- 
tween silence  or  failure  to  disclose  the  true  situation,  and 
actual  misrepresentation  as  to  property.  The  later  decisions, 
however,  and  the  weight  of  authority  in  this  country,  at  least, 
hold  that  the  ignorance  of  the  spouse  of  a  settlement  or  con- 
veyance ^^  pending  a  treaty  of  marriage  is  fatal  thereto, 
though  no  actual  misrepresentation  or  deceit  appear:  Chand- 
ler V.  riollingsworth,  3  Del.  Ch.  99,  and  cases  cited.  This  is 
an  exhaustive  and  leading  case  on  the  subject,  and  contains 
a  review  of  the  early  English  and  many  of  the  American 
cases:  Collins  v.  Collins,  98  I\Id.  473,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  408, 
and  note,  p.  418,  57  Atl.  597. 

Tlie  deed  to  the  land  in  question  recites  a  consideration 
of  $1G,000,  and  the  uncontradicted  evidence  shows  that  the 
defendant  assumed  the  payment  of  mortgages  on  the  land  and 
otiier  indebtedness  of  his  father  amounting  in  the  aggregate 
to  the  consideration  named  in  the  deed.  The  evidence  shows 
the  land  to  have  been  worth  from  $16,000  to  $22,000.  but  in 
addition  to  the  indebtedness  assumed  by  the  defendant  the 
father  retained  a  life  interest  therein  and  the  possession. 
It  cannot  be  .said,  then,  that  the  conveyance  was  voluntary, 
and  it  not  being  voluntary,  it  can  only  be  set  aside  on  proof 
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that  the  defendant  was  a  party  to  the  fraudulent  intent  of 
the  grantor,  if  any  such  intent  existed. 

There  is  absolutely  no  evidence  of  fraud  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  unless  it  be  said  that  the  request  to  withhold 
the  deed  from  record  proves  fraud.  There  are  two  sufficient 
answers  to  this  suggestion :  The  grantor  gave  no  reason  for 
his  request,  and  his  financial  condition  at  that  time  was  such 
that  it  would  cause  the  grantee  no  surprise.  Fraudulent  in- 
tent will  not  be  presumed,  and  secrecy  alone  does  not  neces- 
sarily tend  to  establish  fraud:  Hamilton  v.  Smith,  57  Iowa, 
15,  42  Am.  Rep.  39,  10  N.  W.  276;  Luckhart  v.  Luekhart, 
120  Iowa,  248,  94  N.  W.  461. 

The  general  rule  that  a  voluntary  conveyance  made  in 
contemplation  of  marriage  will  be  declared  fraudulent  has 
a  well-settled  exception  in  cases  of  conveyance  to  children  by 
a  former  wife,  it  being  generally  held  that  where  no  false 
representations  are  made  to  the  prospective  wife,  and  only 
reasona])le  provision  is  made  for  such  children  in  proportion 
to  his  or  her  estate,  such  **  conveyance  is  not  necessarily 
fraudulent,  but  the  cpiestion  in  such  cases  is,  "Was  fraud  in- 
tended? Hamilton  v.  Smith,  57  Iowa,  15,  42  Am.  Rep.  39, 
10  N.  W.  276;  note  in  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  418.  There  is  no 
competent  evidence  that  IMr.  Beechley  made  any  false  rep- 
resentations as  to  his  property  before  his  marriage  to  the 
plaintitf,  and  such  representations  made  thereafter  are  im- 
material. He  had  two  hundred  and  fifteen  acres  of  land  left, 
worth  one-third  as  much  as  the  land  conveyed,  at  least,  and 
amply  sufficient  to  afford  him  and  the  plaintiff  reasonable 
support  and  sufficient  to  alYord  her  reasonable  maintenance 
after  his  death.  Fraud  must  be  clearly  proven,  and  from 
the  record  before  us  we  are  unable  to  say  that  any  fraud  was 
intended  by  the  grantor,  and  we  are  very  clear  that  no  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is  shown:  Hamilton  v.  Smitli. 
57  Iowa,  15.  42  Am.  Rep.  39,  10  N.  W.  276;  Butler  v.  Butler, 
21  Kan.  521,  30  Am.  Rep.  441.  It  is  true,  as  we  have  already 
said,  that  the  grantor  remained  in  possession  and  made  cer- 
tain improvements  on  the  land,  but  he  held  a  life  estate  there- 
in which  was  of  value  to  him,  and  such  possession  and  im- 
provements do  not  alone  establish  advei*se  possession  or  a 
trust  for  tlie  benefit  of  the  plaintitf:  Luckliart  v.  Lucldiart, 
120  Inwa.  248,  94  N.  W.  461  j  MeClenahan  v.  Stevenson,  118 
Iowa,  lOG,  91  N.  W.  925. 
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When  the  two  hundred  and  fifteen  acres  were  conveyed, 
the  defendant,  at  the  request  of  his  father,  prepared  a  deed 
conveying  the  same,  and  later  went  to  his  father's  home  to 
witness  its  execution  and  to  take  the  acknowledgments  there- 
to. The  plaintiff  claims  that,  at  the  time  of  its  execution 
and  as  an  inducement  for  her  to  sign  it,  it  was  talked  by 
those  present  that  there  would  be  four  hundred  and  fifty 
acres  left,  and  that  her  husband  said,  "That  will  be  enough 
for  us,"  and  that  he  further  said  he  would  build  a  new  house 
on  it.  The  plaintiff  says  she  thinks  that  conversation  oc- 
curred in  the  presence  of  the  defendant.  She  bases  her  claim 
to  an  estoppel  on  his  failure  to  then  disclose  his  ownership  of 
the  four  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  land.  Her  testimony  as 
to  the  statements  of  her  husband  at  that  time  *^  is  clearly 
incompetent  under  section  4604  of  the  Code.  But  aside  from 
that,  and  aside  from  her  uncertainty  as  to  the  defendant's 
presence  when  such  statements  were  made,  all  of  the  other 
persons  present  when  the  deed  was  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged testify  that  no  such  conversation  was  had  at  that  time. 

If  it  were  true  that  the  plaintiff  were  induced  to  sign  the 
deed  by  representations,  made  in  the  presence  and  hearing 
of  the  defendant,  that  the  four  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of 
land  still  belonged  to  her  husband,  we  think  it  would  have 
been  his  legal  duty  to  inform  her  that  he  held  the  title  there- 
to, for  silence  when  one  should  speak  may  create  an  estoppel 
as  effectually  as  a  declaration.  But  an  estoppel  in  pais  is 
based  on  fraud,  and  the  conduct  relied  upon  to  establish  it 
must  be  such  as  to  amount  to  fraud,  actual  or  constructive. 
There  must  be  deception,  and  change  of  conduct  in  conse- 
quence thereof:  Garretson  v.  Equitable  etc.  Life  Assn.,  93 
Iowa.  402,  61  N.  W.  952.  To  create  an  estoppel  in  the  in- 
stant case,  it  is  essential  that  the  defendant  should  have  spoken 
and  disclosed  his  title,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to 
sign  the  conveyance  by  his  silence:  Garretson  v.  Equitable 
etc.  Life  Assn.,  93  Iowa,  402,  61  N.  W.  952 ;  Jamison  v.  I\riller, 
64  Iowa,  402,  20  N.  W.  491.  An  estoppel  by  acts  and  declara- 
tions, or  by  silence,  is  defined  by  Bouvier  in  his  Law  Die- 
tioTiary.  541,  as  follows:  "Such  as  arises  from  the  acts  and 
declarations  of  a  person  by  which  he  designedly  induces  an- 
otlior  to  alter  his  position  injuriously  to  himself":  See,  also, 
AYishard  v.  I\lcNeill,  85  Iowa,  474,  52  N.  W.  484.  If  noth- 
ing was  said  in  the  defendant's  presence  about  the  property 
remaining  after  the  conveyance  of  the  two  hundred  and  fif- 
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teen  acres,  the  defendant  certainly  was  not  bound  to  disclose 
liis  ownership  of  the  four  hundred  and  fifty  acres  simply 
because  he  was  called  upon  to  take  the  acknowledgments  of 
the  grantors  of  the  two  hundred  and  fifteen  acres,  for  the 
plaintiff  could  not  have  acted  on  his  silence.  There  can  be 
no  estoppel  by  silence  unless  there  is  a  duty  to  speak.  ®^  The 
transaction  concerned  land  in  which  the  defendant  was  in 
no  way  interested,  and  he  was  not  bound  to  disclose  to  the 
I)laintiff  a  perfectly  legal  transfer  of  other  lands  made  two 
or  three  years  before :  5  Current  Law,  1288.  The  plaintiff  is 
clearly  not  entitled  to  have  the  deed  set  aside,  and  to  have 
her  statutory  interest  in  the  four  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of 
land. 

Claim  is  made  that  the  plaintiff  put  some  of  her  own  money 
into  the  land  in  question  by  way  of  improvements  made  there- 
on by  her  husband.  She  sold  a  little  place  of  her  own  for 
$800,  and  she  testifies  that  some  of  the  money  received  from 
this  sale  was  so  used.  She  is  unable  to  show,  however,  that 
any  certain  sum  was  used  for  the  purpose,  and  we,  of  course, 
cannot  supply  the  want  of  testimony  on  the  subject,  and  can- 
not, therefore,  find  that  any  substantial  amount  was  so  used. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

Justices  Weaver  and  Ladd  Dissented  from  the  conclnsion  of  the 
majority  of  the  court  that  the  charge  of  fraud  was  not  supported  by 
the  evidence,  and  that  the  plea  of  estoppel  had  not  sufficient  support 
in  the  record.  However,  they  did  not  question  the  soundness  of  the 
legal  propositions  advanced  in  the  opinion. 


Antcini'pUal  Conveyances  in  Fraud  of  the  prospective  huphund  or  wife 
of  the  grantor  are  discussed  in  the  note  to  Collins  v.  Collins,  103  Am. 
St.  Ecp.  418.  If  a  conveyance  is  voluntary,  and  the  intention  of  the 
grantor  is  to  defraud  any  person  whom  he  thereafter  should  marry  of 
her  marital  rights,  it  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  concerns  the  validity 
of  the  transaction,  that  he  has  not  yet  selected  any  particular  person 
as  his  wife:  Higgins  v.  Higgins,  109  Am.  St,  Eep.  316. 
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TALCOTT  BROTHERS  v.  CITY  OF  DES  MOINES. 

[134  Iowa,  113,  109  N.  W.  311.] 

PUBLIC  STREETS — Change  of  Grade — Damage  to  Abutting 
Owner. — A  city  niay,  in  bringing  a  street  of  which  it  owns  the  fee 
to  the  re-established  grade,  excavate  therein  so  that  the  soil  of  an 
abutting  lot  will  slide  into  the  street,  without  incurring  liability  for 
taking  property  without  compensation  or  for  removing  the  lateral 
support,     (p.  432.) 

"W.  11.  Bremner,  M.  H.  Cohen  and  R.  B.  Alberson,  for  the 
appellants. 

George  II.  Lewis,  for  the  appellees. 

^^^  BISHOP,  J.  Action  to  recover  damages  for  an  inva- 
sion upon  and  injury  to  real  estate.  Plaintiffs  are  the  owners 
of  certain  lots  abutting  on  what  is  known  as  "State  street," 
in  the  defendant  city.  They  allege  that  long  prior  to  the  mat- 
tere  comi)lained  of  they  had  improved  their  said  property, 
and  this  was  done  with  reference  to,  and  in  conformity  with, 
the  natural  surface  of  said  street.  Among  other  things,  it 
is  then  alleged  that  in  the  year  1901,  the  city,  by  its  officers 
and  agents,  entered  upon  said  street  and  proceeded  to  make 
numicipal  improvements,  and  that  in  connection  therewith, 
and  particularly  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  lots,  the  street  was 
r'aused  to  be  excavated  up  to  the  lot  line  to  the  depth  of 
several  feet.  And  plaintiffs  say  that  their  property  was 
thereby  invaded,  injured  and  damaged  in  that  the  lateral 
support  to  the  soil  having  been  removed,  such  soil  for  some 
distance  on  the  surface  back  from  the  lot  line  bec-ame  loose 
and  slid  doAvn  into  the  street,  and  that  in  additiott  to  the 
injury  to  the  property  arising  directly  therefrom,  the  ex- 
])onse  of  a  retaining  wall  was  made  nc'cssary.  The  plead- 
ing ]M-e-ents  the  conclusion  that  the  acts  of  the  city  so  had 
and  done  constituted  a  taking  of  their  property  without  com- 
pensation being  nuide  therefor  within  the  moaning  of  the 
constitution  of  this  state  and  of  the  United  Slates.  liecovery 
^^•*  is  asked  on  account  of  the  diminution  in  the  sale  and 
rental  value  of  the  property,  and  for  the  expense  of  building 
a  wall.  The  answer  of  defendant  makes  admission  of  the 
street  excavation,  but  it  is  alleged  that  tlie  work  was  done 
under  proceedings  authorized  by  statute,  and  was  in  all  re- 
.spects  ]U'opcr  and  hgal;  tlie  oliject  being  to  bring  the  surface 
thereof  to  the  level  of  the  'jrade  rcgularlv  established  for  said 
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street  and  to  permanently  improve  the  same.  The  damage 
alleged  by  plaintiffs  is  accordingly  denied.  It  is  also  denied 
that  there  was  gny  violation  of  the  constitutional  provision 
invoked.  To  the  answer  a  demurrer  was  interposed.  The 
first  six  grounds  thereof  have  relation  to  matters  of  allega- 
tion found  in  the  answer  concerning  the  title  of  the  city  to 
the  fee  of  the  street,  and  to  the  ordinances  and  proceedings 
under  which  the  improvements  in  question  were  being  pro- 
ceeded with.  As  to  all  such  grounds  the  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled. The  remaining  grounds  were  as  follows:  "(7)  It  ap- 
pears that  in  excavating  the  street  there  was  removed  the 
natural  support  of  the  adjacent  soil  to  which  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  of  right,  and  the  city  thereby  became  liable  for  all 
damages  to  plaintiff's  property  thus  occasioned.  (8)  It  ap- 
pears that  by  reason  of  the  acts  of  defendant  alleged  tha 
soil  of  plaintiff's  property  as  the  same  was  left  by  excavation 
was  thereby  caused  to  crumble  and  slide  into  the  street, 
and  there  was  accordingly  a  physical  invasion  of  plaintiff '3 
property  and  a  taking  thereof  without  making  due  compen- 
sation as  provided  by  the  constitution."  Upon  these  grounds 
the  denuirrer  was  sustained.  From  the  ruling  so  far  as  ad- 
verse, the  defendant  city  appeals. 

There  has  come  to  us  with  the  record  in  the  case  what  are 
denominated  "briefs"  and  "arguments"  addressed  to  a  cross- 
appeal  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  ^^^  record  does  not  show  that 
any  such  appeal  was  taken.  Since  the  submission  of  the  ca-c 
there  has  been  filed  with  the  clerk  a  statement  on  the  part 
of  the  attorneys  for  the  city  to  the  effect  that  a  timely  and 
legal  notice  of  cross-appeal  was  served  upon  them,  but  that, 
in  preparing  the  record  for  this  court,  they  failed  by  over- 
sight to  include  the  same  in  such  record.  If  this  method  of 
record  presentation  could  be  approved,  still  it  must  be  said 
that  tliere  is  nothing  before  us  to  indicate  that  an}'  such  no- 
tice was  served  upon  the  clerk  of  the  court  below.  This  was 
essential  to  the  appeal.  Following  the  statute,  and  under 
our  repeated  holdings,  we  are  without  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain tlie  cross-appeal:  Code,  sec.  4114;  Names  v.  Names,  74 
Iowa.  213,  37  N.  W.  163;  Plummer  v.  People's  Bank,  74  Iowa, 
731.  33  N.  W.  150;  Clayton  v.  Sievertsen,  115  Iowa,  687,  87 
N.  W.  412. 

2.  The  eonstitutional  provision  invoked  by  plaintiff — section 
18  of  the  P>ill  of  Ricrhts — declares  that  private  jn-operty  sliall 
nut  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  cumi)cnsation  fir^t 
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being  made.  And  it  will  be  observed  that  the  precise  ground 
of  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  complained  of  was  that  on  the 
facts  alleged,  of  which  the  answer  made  admission,  a  case 
of  wrongful  taking  of  private  property  witliin  the  meaning 
of  the  constitution  was  made  out.  It  is  the  correctness  of 
this  ruling  that  is  made  the  subject  of  argument,  and  we 
shall  confine  our  attention  thereto.  To  begin  with,  it  is  no 
doubt  the  general  rule  that  every  owner  of  soil  has  the  right 
to  a  continuance  of  the  lateral  support  afforded  thereto  in  a 
state  of  nature  by  the  soil  of  his  neighbor.  The  right  is  one 
of  property,  and  the  owner  may  restrain  any  threatened  in- 
terference therewith,  or,  if  deprived  thereof,  he  may  have  re- 
covery in  the  way  of  damages.  The  cases  in  which  the  doc- 
trine is  announced  are  extensively  collected  in  1  Cyclopedia, 
775  et  seq.,  and  we  need  not  stop  for  further  citation.  And, 
on  general  view,  we  perceive  no  good  reason  for  making  any 
distinction  between  those  cases  involving  the  question  of  lat- 
eral support  where  a  municipality  is  a  party  and  those  in 
which  the  rights  of  individuals  simply  are  ^^"^  brought  for- 
ward for  consideration.  It  becomes  manifest  upon  examina- 
tion and  reflection,  however,  that,  when  dealing  with  the  sub- 
ject matter  as  related  to  the  improvement  of  streets  in  mu- 
nicipalities, we  are  not  given  the  situation  which  obtains  or- 
dinarily in  cases  arising  between  individual  adjoining  owners. 
A  municipality  takes  title  in  fee  to  streets  by  authority  of 
statute,  and  for  a  specific  purpose.  Having  acquired  title, 
it  becomes  its  right — and,  not  only  that,  but  subject  to  some 
qualifications  as  to  time  and  manner,  its  duty — to  "improve 
and  repair":  Code,  sec.  751.  Now,  it  is  apparent  to  every 
observing  man,  and  hence  must  have  been  to  the  legislature, 
that  a  system  of  streets  constructed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  public  is  not  possible  in  the  average  municipality  by 
conforming  strictly  to  the  natural  surface  of  the  soil.  There 
must  be  a  cut  here  and  a  fill  there.  When,  therefore,  nuinici- 
pal  authority  was  granted  to  acquire  land  for  and  to  lay  out 
streets,  there  was  annexed  the  general  power  to  establish 
grades  and  to  improve  in  accordance  with  such  grades :  Code, 
sees.  751,  782.  And  it  has  never  been  doubted  but  that  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  statute  the  right  to  grade  and  im- 
prove is  coextensive  with  the  limits  of  the  street:  Gallaher 
V.  City  of  Jefferson,  125  Iowa,  324,  101  N.  W.  124.  Title  as 
for  a  street  being  present,  the  municipality  may  not  only 
enter  upon  and  proceed  to  improve,  but,  in  the  language  of 
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the  cases,  the  character  and  extent  of  the  improvements  to  be 
made,  as  of  grading,  etc.,  is  for  the  exclusive  determination 
of  the  municipal  authorities.  The  courts  will  not  interfere 
with  their  action  unless  fraud  or  oppression  is  made  to  ap- 
pear: Dewey  v.  Des  Moines,  101  Iowa,  416,  17  N.  W.  605. 

As  a  matter  of  statute,  it  is  nowhere  provided  that  dam- 
ajjfcs  may  be  recovered  by  an  abutting  property  owner  occa- 
sioned by  the  work  of  bringing  the  surface  of  a  street  to  tlie 
gnide  as  originally  established  therefor.  And,  except  in  cas's 
v,here  a  physical  trespass  and  taking  possession  of  the  soil 
lias  been  made  to  appear,  or  we  have  ^^^  been  presented  witli 
allegation  and  proof  of  negligence  in  respect  of  the  manner 
of  doing  the  work,  we  have  steadily  refused  to  recognize  any 
such  right  as  existing  at  common  law:  Creal  v.  Keokuk,  4  G. 
Greene,  47;  Coates  v.  Davenport,  9  Iowa,  227;  Russell  v.  Bur- 
lington, 30  Iowa,  2G2;  TToifman  v.  ^yinsr-n+ine,  113  Iowa,  332. 
85  N.  W.  17;  TTcilly  V.  Ft.  Dodge,  118  Iowa,  633,  92  N.  W. 
887.  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  in  no  one  of  our 
cases  giving  sanction  to  a  recover}^  was  the  right  bottomed 
on  the  lateral  support  doctrine.  And  the  subject  matter  was 
not  presented  to  the  court  or  discussed  in  opinion  as  involv- 
ing any  question  of  constitutional  right.  In  Creal  v.  Keokuk, 
4  G.  Greene,  47,  the  injury  complained  of  consisted  in  plain- 
tiff being  compelled  to  raise  his  store  building  to  conform  to 
a  grade  established  by  the  city  for  the  street.  The  grnnnd 
of  the  denial  of  a  right  of  recovery  was  twofold.  After  spealx'- 
ing  of  the  necessity  for  and  benefits  of  municipal  corporat<^ 
organization,  it  is  said  in  the  opinion  that  every  man  who  be- 
comes a  citizen  of  the  municipality  becomes  a  member  of  the 
corporation,  and  consents  to  the  provisions  and  powers  as  well 
as  the  lifibilitios  contained  in  the  charter.  One  of  these  pro- 
visions authorized  the  grading  of  streets.  "This,"  it  is  said. 
"was  agreed  to  by  the  parties  to  the  compact,  and  consid- 
ered essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  property  and  advanceniont 

and  prosperity  of  the  city It  being  for  the  mutual 

Itenefit  of  all  that  this  power  should  exist  and  be  incorporated 
into  the  charter,  and  the  grading  of  the  streets  being  neces- 
sary for  the  convenience  of  all,  every  man  surrendered  for 
liis  own  good  all  objections  to  the  prudent  exercise  of  this 
])owcr. "  The  court  then  goes  on  to  the  further  pronounce- 
Tiient  that  with  title  to  the  fee  of  the  street  there  passed  to 
tlie  city  as  hv  grant  the  right  to  do  all  those  things  reason- 
ably necessary   to  make  it  safe   and   convenient  for  the  re- 
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quired  purpose.  In  each  of  our  cases  which  follow,  the  con- 
clusion reached  in  Creal  v.  Keokuk,  4  G,  Greene,  47,  finds 
approval  without  discussion.  Counsel  for  appellees  has  not 
in  argument  taken  note  of  these  cases,  and  *^^  this,  we  as- 
sume, on  the  theory  that  the  filling  of  a  street  within  its 
borders  does  not  amount  to  a  taking  of  the  abutting  prop- 
erty or  any  part  thereof,  and  hence  the  cases  are  not  in  point. 
Whether  this  is  so  or  not,  we  shall  have  occasion  to  treat  of 
on  a  later  page  of  this  opinion. 

The  general  subject  has,  with  more  or  less  frequency,  been 
dealt  with  by  the  courts  elsewhere,  and  examination  discloses 
that  not  a  little  conflict  exists  in  the  cases  and  among  the 
text-writers.  Within  proper  limits,  we  can  do  no  more  than 
to  call  attention,  in  a  partial  way,  to  what  has  been  said  on 
the  subject.  The  English  cases,  and,  almost  without  excep- 
tion, the  earlier  cases  in  this  country,  hold  to  the  doctrine  of 
nonliability  for  damages  variously  denominated  as  "indi- 
rect," "incidental,"  or  "consequential,"  arising  out  of  the 
making  of  street  improvements.  Of  these  a  leading  Ameri- 
can case  is  Callender  v.  Marsh,  1  Pick.  (Mass.)  418.  There 
the  case  was  for  digging  down  the  street  in  front  of  plaintiff's 
dwelling-house  and  taking  away  the  earth,  so  as  to  lay  bare 
the  foundations  of  the  house  and  endanger  its  falling,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  build  new  walls, 
etc. — a  case  in  its  facts,  as  will  be  seen,  very  similar  to  the 
one  we  have  before  us.  The  defendant,  a  street  officer  of  the 
city,  pleaded  the  statute  authorizing  the  work  of  grading 
streets,  and  to  this  the  plaintiff  made  reply  that  the  statute 
was  in  excess  of  constitutional  authority  in  that  according 
to  a  provision  of  the  Declaration  of  Eiglits  no  property  of 
an  individual  can  be  appropriated  to  public  uses  without  rea- 
sonable compensation  being  made  therefor.  In  refusin<?  to 
make  application  of  the  constitutional  provision,  the  court 
said:  "There  has  been  no  construction  given  to  this  ]) revi- 
sion whirh  can  extend  the  benefit  of  it  to  the  case  of  one  who 
suffers  an  indirect  or  consequential  damage  or  expense  by 
means  of  the  right  use  of  property  already  belonging  to  the 
public.  It  has  ever  been  confined,  in  judicial  application,  to 
the  case  of  property  actually  taken  and  appropriated  by  the 
government."  Finding  that  the  ^^^  street  had  been  prop- 
erly laid  out,  the  court  proceeded  to  say  further:  "He  wlio 
sells  [to  the  city]  may  claim  damages,  not  only  on  account 
of  the  value  of  the  land  taken,  but  for  the  diminution  of  the 
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value  of  adjoining  lots,  calenlating  upon  the  future  probable 
reduction  or  elevation  of  the  street.  And  all  this  is  a  proper 
subject  for  the  inquiry  of  those  who  are  authorized  to  lay  out, 
or  of  a  jury  if  a  party  should  demand  one.  And  he  who  pur- 
chases lots  so  situated  for  the  purpose  of  building  upon  them 
is  bound  to  consider  the  contingencies  which  may  belong  to 
thoni."  And  this  language  was  quoted  with  approval  in  the 
opinion  in  Creal  v.  Keokuk,  4  G.  Greene,  47.  Following  this 
came  the  case  of  Radcliff's  Exrs.  v.  Mayor,  4  N.  Y.  195,  53 
Am.  Dec.  357.  There,  also,  the  case  arose  out  of  a  street  ex- 
cavation whereby  the  soil  of  plaintiff's  lot  was  caused  to  fall. 
A  recovery  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants 
were  acting  under  authority  conferred  by  the  legislature  to 
grade,  and  were  not  answerable  for  the  consequential  dam- 
ages sustained  by  abutting  owners,  the  statute  having  made 
no  provision  for  the  payment  of  such  damage.  In  the  course 
of  the  opinion  it  is  said:  "Our  constitution  provides  that  pri- 
vate property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation.  But  I  am  not  aware  that  this,  or  any  similar 
provision  in  the  constitutions  of  other  states,  has  ever  been 
hold  applicable  to  a  case  like  this.  Although  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty has  suffered  damage,  I  find  no  precedent  for  saying  that 
it  has  been  taken  for  public  use  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution."  This  case  was  cited  in  approval  in  the  late 
case  of  Uppington  v.  New  York,  165  N.  Y.  222,  59  N.  E.  91, 
53  L.  R.  A.  550.  The  question  presented  in  ]\Tayor  etc.  v. 
Omberg,  28  Ga.  46,  73  Am.  Dec.  748,  was  in  all  respects 
similar.  It  was  there  said:  "It  being  conceded  that  these 
proceedings  are  regular,  that  what  has  been  done  it  was  law- 
ful to  do,  and  the  corporation  not  having  transcended  its  au- 
thority, our  conclusion  is  that,  although  the  plaintiff  has  been 
injured,  it  is  damnum  absque  injuria.  People  purchase 
^'^  property  and  build  in  towns  with  full  knowledge  of  pub- 
lic necessity  to  level  streets  by  excavating  or  elevating  as  the 
case  may  demand ;  and  they  must  take  the  chances  and  the 
consequences."  And  further:  "It  cannot,  we  think,  with  any 
propriety  be  contended  that  this  is  taking  private  property  for 
public  use."  In  M.  E.  Church  v.  City  of  Wyandotte.  31  Kan. 
721,  3  Pac.  527.  another  excavation  case,  it  was  held  tliat  in 
the  absence  of  any  express  provision  of  statute  on  the  subject, 
a  city  cannot  be  made  liable  for  incidental  injuries  arising 
from  the  exercise  of  its  continuing  authority  to  make  changes 
in  the  grade  of  its  streets;  that  in  such  there  is  no  taking 
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of  private  property  for  public  use.  In  Taylor  v.  St.  Louis, 
14  Mo.  20,  55  Am.  Dec.  89,  the  damage  arose  out  of  the  ex- 
cavation of  an  alley  causing  the  soil  of  plaintiff's  premises 
to  cave  in.  It  was  held  that  here  was  not  an  exercise  of 
eminent  domain  so  as  to  require  compensation .  Northern 
Trans.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  99  U.  S.  635,  25  L.  ed.  336,  was  a 
case  for  damages  growing  out  of  an  interference  with  access 
to  plaintiff's  property  by  a  work  of  public  improvement. 
And  it  was  said:  "That  persons  appointed  or  authorized  by 
law  to  make  or  improve  a  highway  are  not  answerable  for 
consequential  damages,  if  they  act  within  their  jurisdiction 
and  with  care  and  skill,  is  a  doctrine  almost  universally  ac- 
cepted alike  in  England  and  in  this  country."  After  citing 
several  cases,  among  others  Callender  v.  Marsh,  1  Pick.  418, 
the  court  proceeds:  "The  decisions  to  which  we  have  re- 
ferred were  made  in  view  of  Magna  Charta  and  the  restric- 
tion to  be  found  in  the  constitution  of  every  state,  that  pri- 
vate property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation  being  made.  But  acts  done  in  the  proper  ex- 
ercise of  governmental  powers,  and  not  directly  encroach- 
ing upon  private  property,  though  their  consequences  may 
impair  its  use,  are  universally  held  not  to  be  a  taking  within 
the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision."  In  Smith  v. 
Eau  Claire,  78  Wis.  457,  47  N.  AV.  830,  the  damage  sought 
to  be  recovered  was  for  an  elevation  of  the  street  surface. 
132  rpj^g  doctrine  of  nonliability  for  consequential  damages 
was  declared  for,  and  the  court  adds:  "The  principle  upon 
which  the  rule  is  based  seems  to  be  that  the  purchaser  of  a 
lot  upon  a  street  is  supposed  to  calculate  the  chances  that  the 
grade  of  the  street  may  be  changed,  and  such  contingency  is 
an  element  which  affects  the  price  he  pays  for  the  lot." 
Followes  V.  New  Haven,  44  Conn.  240,  26  Am.  Rep.  447, 
was  an  excavation  case,  and,  as  here,  the  complaint  was  of 
the  sliding  in  of  the  soil  of  the  abutting  lots.  A  recovery 
was  denied,  and  the  holding  was  put  on  the  ground  tiiat  an 
injury  of  the  character  alleged  must  have  been  contemplated 
when  the  street  was  laid  out,  and  damages  consequent  thereon 
must  have  been  considered  and  compensation  made  or  waived 
at  such  time.  The  foregoing  reference  to  particular  cases 
Avill  be  sufficient  to  indicate  the  trend  of  judicial  decision. 
If  the  reader  cares  to  exploit  the  subject  further,  he  will  find 
the  cases  well  collected  in  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations, 
section  980   et  seq.   and  notes,   in  Cooley  on  Constitutional 
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Liinilntions,  251  (note)  ,  in  Lewis  on  Eminent  Domain,  sec- 
tion 92  et  se(|.,  and  notes,  and  in  Abbott  on  Municipal  Cor- 
porations, section  810  (note).  See,  also,  the  exhaustive  dis- 
senting opinion  of  Mr.  JiLstice  Iloyt  in  Parke  v.  Seattle,  5 
Wash.  1,  3i  Am.  St.  Rep.  839,  Sl'Pac.  310,  32  Pac.  82,  20 
L.  R.  A.  68. 

Jndc^e  Dillon,  in  discnssin<^  the  subject  in  his  work  (sec- 
tion 989),  says:  "In  view  of  the  nature  of  the  streets  and 
of  that  control  over  them  which  of  right  belong:?  to  the  state, 
and  of  the  nature  of  the  ownership  of  lots  bounded  thereon, 
which  implies  subjection,  if  not  consent,  to  the  exercise  and 
determination  of  the  public  will  respecting  what  grades  or 
changes  in  grades  thereof  shall,  from  time  to  time,  be  Sound 
necessary,  and  what  other  improvements  thereon  or  therein 
(within  the  legitimate  purposes  of  streets)  shall  be  found  ex- 
pedient, we  think  that  adjoining  property  owners  are  not 
entitled  of  legal  right,  without  constitutional  or  statutory 
aid,  to  compensate  for  damages  *^^  which  result  as  an  inci- 
dent or  consequence  of  the  exercise  of  this  power  by  the  state, 
or  the  municipality  by  delegation  from  the  state."  And  in 
section  992  he  states  it  as  his  conclusion  that,  although  ad- 
joining property  may  suffer  indirect  or  consequential  dam- 
ages as  a  result  of  street  improvements,  still  it  is  not,  in  a  con- 
stitutional sense,  taken  for  public  use.  Judge  Cooley,  in 
his  work  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  page  253.  sums  up 
his  view  of  the  subject  thus:  "If  a  city  ....  orders  and  con- 
structs public  works  from  which  incidental  injury  results 
to  individuals  ....  an  action  will  not  lie  for  injury.  The 
reason  is  obvious.  The  maintenance  of  such  an  action  would 
tran-fer  to  court  and  jury  the  discretion  which  the  law  vests 
in  the  municipality,  but  transfer  them  not  to  be  exercised 
directly  and  finally,  but  indirectly  and  partially  by  the  retro- 
active effect  of  punitive  verdicts  upon  special  complaints." 

Of  the  cases  which  announce  a  rule  at  variance  with  the 
class  of  which  those  cited  above  stand  as  examples  are  the  fol- 
lowing: Stearns  v.  Richmond.  88  Va.  992,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 
758.  14  S.  E.  847 ;  Parke  v.  Seattle,  5  Wash.  1,  34  Am.  St.  Rep. 
S;]9,  31  Pac.  310,  32  Pac.  82,  20  L.  R.  A.  GS ;  Dyer  v.  St.  Paul, 
27  ]\rinn.  457,  8  N.  W.  272;  Damkoehler  v.  Milwaukee,  124 
AVi^.  144,  101  N.  W.  706.  And  the  Ohio  cases  of  which  Keating 
v.  Cincinnati.  38  Ohio  St.  141,  43  Am.  Rep.  421,  is  a  type.  The 
Ohio  cnscs  liave  from  the  beginnincr  consistently  declared  for  a 
liability  doctrine,  not  on  constitutional  grounds,  but  upon  the 
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general  principles  as  expressed  in  the  maxim  "Sic  utere  tuo," 
etc.  For  the  other  cases  it  must  be  said  that  in  no  one  of  them 
was  the  decision  made  to  rest  on  strict  constitutional  grounds. 
In  each  thereof  the  court  was  called  upon  to  deal  with  a  con- 
dition of  peculiar  hardship  arising  out  of  the  withdrawal  of 
lateral  support  in  making  a  street  excavation.  And  while 
the  doctrine  of  nonliability  for  consequential  damages  as 
summed  up  by  Judge  Dillon,  supra,  was  not  impugned — on 
the  contrary,  adherence  thereto  was  expressly  announced  in 
the  Wisconsin  and  ^^^  Virginia  cases — the  several  decisions 
were  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  rule  of  lateral  support 
as  it  obtains  between  individual  land  owners  should  obtain 
between  a  municipality  and  an  abutting  lot  owner.  And  in 
this  view,  Mr.  Lewis,  in  his  work  on  Eminent  Domain,  section 
101,  concurs.  Another  class  of  cases  cited  to  our  attention 
may  properly  enough  be  taken  note  of.  It  has  been  variously 
held,  both  in  this  state  and  otherwhere,  that  a  municipality 
may  be  charged  as  for  a  taking  in  the  constitutional  sense 
where  in  making  a  street  fill  the  earth  at  the  base  of  the  em- 
bankment is  permitted  to  encroach  upon  the  abutting  prop- 
erty. Of  these  cases  Ilender.shott  v.  City  of  Ottumwa,  46 
Iowa,  658,  26  Am.  Rep.  182,  furnishes  a  sufficient  example. 
It  was  there  decided  that  the  city  had  no  right  in  making  an 
embankment  to  enter  upon  plaintiff's  lot  and  deposit  earth 
thereon,  and  that  it  made  no  difference  whether  the  deposit 
was  directly  made,  or  that  the  earth  was  permitted  to  roll 
down  the  sides  of  the  embankment  in  such  manner  that  it 
passed  at  once  upon  the  lot.  In  either  event,  it  would  amount 
to  an  encroachment  on  the  soil  of  the  lot,  and  hence  a  direct 
trespass.  In  closing  the  opinion  the  court  said:  "We  need 
not  determine  whether  a  city  is  liable  for  digging  to  a  line 
of  a  street  by  which  the  soil  upon  the  adjoining  land  is  caused 
to  fall,  to  the  damage  of  the  owner.  There  is  a  clear  dis- 
tinction between  such  a  case  and  the  case  at  bar.  In  making 
an  excavation  to  the  line  of  the  street,  there  is  no  encroai^h- 
mcnt  upon  the  adjoining  land.  The  injury  is  not  direct  and 
immediate.  It  depends  upon  the  lapse  of  time,  the  action  of 
the  elements,  the  depth  of  the  excavation,  and  the  character 
of  the  soil."  It  may  be  said  in  passing  that,  following  the 
case  thus  cited,  and  furnishing  a  legislative  view  of  the  sub- 
ject, came  the  act  of  the  2r)th  General  Assembly,  now  Code, 
section  7S4.  which  provides  that  cities  of  the  first  class  in  ad- 
dition to  the  right  to  purchase  shall  have  the  extraordinary 
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power  to  take  by  condemnation  proceedings  so  much  of  the 
abutting  lands  as  may  be  necessary  to  the  construction  of  a 
street  fill,  to  the  end  that  the  ^^'^  street,  when  brought  to 
grade,  shall  be  of  uniform  surface  to  the  full  width  thereof 
as  laid  out.  Upon  the  abutting  property  being  brought  to 
grade  the  city  shall  reconvey  to  the  owner  upon  repayment  of 
llie  original  purchase  or  condemnation  price. 

Still  another  class  of  cases  are  cited  on  the  brief  of  coun- 
sel for  appellee,  of  which  mention  only  need  be  made.  In 
several  of  the  states  a  change  has  been  mnde  in  the  form  of 
constitutional  expression,  so  that  as  now  existing  the  man- 
date forbids,  not  only  the  taking  of  private  property,  but 
declares  that  it  shall  not  be  injured  or  damaged.  Expressly 
based  on  such  a  provision,  it  has  been  variously  held  that  for 
indirect  injuries  or  consecpiential  damages  caused  to  abut- 
ting property  by  the  making  of  street  improvements  a  recov- 
ery may  be  had.  We  shall  not  attempt  a  discussion  as  to 
the  soundness  of  the  conclusion  reached  in  these  cases,  be- 
cause manifestly  enough  they  cannot  be  accepted  as  autlinr- 
ity,  where,  as  in  this  state,  no  such  constitutional  provision  ex- 
ists. 

With  the  general  state  of  authority  before  us,  we  come 
to  consider  what  shall  be  the  rule  adopted  for  the  det'irmina- 
tion  of  the  instant  case.  The  question  is  of  much  importance 
Ijc  au!ie  common  observation  teaclics  that  the  facts  as  dis- 
closed by  the  petition  are  not  unusual  in  practical  experionee. 
In  most  of  the  cities  and  towns  of  this  state  grading  work 
is  nci^essary  to  the  convenient  use  of  streets,  and  elevations 
and  excavations  are  frecjuent.  As  the  question  is  presented 
to  us  it  may  l)e  divided  thus:  1.  l^Iust  it  be  said  that  in  the 
case  of  a  street  excavation  which  has  resulted  in  the  caving 
in  of  the  soil  of  the  abutting  lots  along  the  street  line  there 
has  been  a  taking  in  contravention  of  the  provision  of  the 
I'ill  of  Rights?  2.  If  not  a  taking  in  the  constitutional  sense, 
then  shall  the  rule  of  our  former  cases  be  repudiated  and 
the  lateral  support  doctrine  as  the  same  has  ai)plication  in 
cases  arising  between  individual  owners  be  made  to  govern? 

^^**  Quite  naturally  we  address  ourselves  first  to  the  con- 
stitutional question.  It  should  be  kept  in  mind  in  this  con- 
nection that  plaintiffs  do  not  complain  as  of  a  direct  and 
physical  invasion  upon  their  soil.  They  are  not  seeking  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  earth  which  caved  off  into  the  street. 
Their  action  is  for  damages  to  their  premises  as  a  whole,  in 


April,  1907.]     Talcott  Brothers  v.  Des  Moines.  429 

the  respect  that  the  convenience  of  use  has  been  destroyed  in 
part,  and  the  sale  and  rental  value  diminished.  Now,  as  a 
general  proposition,  it  Mould  seem  that  there  can  be  no  dis- 
turbance of  or  interference  with  the  property  rights  of  an 
abutting  owner  without  involving  to  some  extent  a  taking. 
The  right  to  light,  air,  of  access,  to  be  free  from  nuisance, 
etc.,  as  well  as  the  right  of  lateral  support,  are  property 
rights,  and  it  follows  as  a  matter  of  course,  tliat  he  who  de- 
prives the  owner  thereof  in  any  degree  is  guilty  of  a  taking. 
If  witliout  right,  he  may  be  held  answerable.  And,  reason- 
ing from  one  point  of  view,  there  can  be  no  difference  whether 
the  taking  is  by  an  individual  or  by  the  public.  It  is  mani- 
fest, however,  that  in  many  respects  the  relations  existing 
between  individuals,  separately  considered,  cannot  be  ac- 
cepted as  in  all  respects  the  correct  measure  to  judge  of  tlie 
relations  between  the  citizen  and  the  municipal  body  of 
which  he  is  a  part.  In  every  citizen  there  is  vested  dual 
rights — those  individual  to  himself,  as  of  life  and  property, 
and  those  Avhich  concern  the  general  public  of  which  he  is  a 
part.  The  former  he  may  defend  as  against  every  other  citi- 
zen, but  it  is  the  very  essence  of  government  and  fundamen- 
tally so,  that  private  riglits  shall  at  all  times  be  held  subordi- 
nate to  the  puldic  good.  And  to  this  every  citizen  is  held,  as 
by  imperative  decree,  to  have  given  his  consent.  Hence  it  is 
that  reduced  to  a  last  analysis  the  Bill  of  Rights  is  no  more 
than  a  bill  of  favors.  It  follows  that  whoever  associates  him- 
self with  the  connnunity  in  legal  contemplation  proclaims 
primary  allegiance  to  the  common  good  of  that  community 
as  within  bounds  it  finds  expression  in  the  voice  of  consti- 
tuted authority.  And  his  rights  are  those  that  the  law  gives 
^2''  him.  One  of  those  rights,  as  we  have  seen,  is  that  prop- 
erty aecumidated  by  him  shall  not  be  taken  for  the  use  of  tlie 
public  without  compensation.  But  with  consistency  tliis 
grant  cannot  be  given  force  according  to  a  literal  reading  ol' 
the  language  used.  Thus  it  has  never  been  considered  tliat 
every  property  right  conceivable,  nor  every  possible  taking, 
was  included  in  the  grant.  And  it  could  not  well  be.  It 
would  be  subversive  of  public  interests  in  the  highest  degree, 
and  wholly  intolerable,  if  every  act  done  in  the  name  of  the 
government  Avhich  should  have  effect,  near  or  remote,  to  re- 
strict or  impair  individual  property  holdings,  could  be  made 
the  basis  of  a  legal  (Ip-tiaiid  for  compensation.  A  recovery  of 
damages  for  uu  injury  wairh  is  -merely  au  incident  of  com- 
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munity  life,  or  which  flows  from  the  general  and  nceo.ssary 
operations  of  government,  must  be  regarded  as  waived  in 
virtue  of  the  compact  existing  between  the  individual  and 
the  public,  and,  so  considered,  the  force  of  reasoning  in  the 
statement  respecting  the  subject  as  quoted  by  Judge  Dillon 
becomes  fully  apparent.  It  is  in  this  view  that  courts  in 
giving  cojistruetion  to  the  constitution  have  held  almost  uni- 
versally that  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  indirect  or  conse- 
quential daniages  resulting  from  the  work  of  public  improve- 
ment. As  applied  to  such  cases,  and  to  maintain  a  harmoni- 
ous balance,  the  constitution  must  be  construed  to  mean  not 
only  that  the  taking  must  be  direct,  but  it  must  amount  to 
an  actual  invasion  and  appropriation  of  the  abutting  prop- 
erty or  some  part  thereof  in  such  manner  as  to  deprive  the 
owner  of  the  use  thereof,  as  was  complained  of  in  ITender- 
shott  V.  Ottumwa,  4G  Iowa,  658,  26  Am.  Rep.  182.  See  the 
cases  cited  foregoing,  and,  genci-ally  on  the  subject,  Cooley 
on  Constitutional  Limitations,  6GG.  Also  the  cases  collected 
in  8  Words  and  Phrases,  6852.  To  say  otherwise  would  be  to 
practically  tie  the  hands  of  the  state,  acting  through  its  mu- 
nicipalities, and  prevent  the  maldng  of  most,  if  not  all,  those 
improvements  which  are  universally  considered  essential,  not 
onl.y  to  the  comfort  and  convenience  of  individual  members 
^"'^  of  the  general  public,  but  to  the  growth  and  development 
of  our  cities  and  towns.  Not  a  street,  park  or  other  public 
place  could  be  oijcr.cd,  improved  or  vacated;  iiot  a  bridG:e, 
levee,  marlcet-house  or  other  public  building  could  be  built, 
put  into  u?;e,  abandoned  or  torn  down,  except  upon  p-ivinent 
of  damages  to  every  property  owner  making  proof  that  t'le 
use  of  his  property  was  being  interfered  with,  or  that  the 
value  thereof,  in  whole  or  in  part,  had  thereby  suiTered  or 
been  taken  away.  Tims  that  one  who  suffers  inconvenience 
in  the  use  of  his  property,  or  loss  in  the  value  tliereof,  by 
reason  of  the  vacntion  of  a  public  street,  cannot  recover  dain- 
ages  tlierefor  on  the  ground  that  such  constitutes  a  taking 
for  public  use,  see  Barr  v.  Osk-aloosa,  45  Iowa,  275  and  easo.s 
cited.  Louldng,  now,  to  the  case  as  here  made  by  plaintiffs, 
it  is  clear  that  they  have  suffered  no  physical  invasion  or 
appropriation  of  their  premises,  nor  have  they  been  deprived 
(>i  the  free  use  thereof  from  one  boundary  line  to  the  other. 
The  city  liad  the  right,  as  we  have  seen,  to  make  the  excavation, 
and,  liad  the  soil  ])een  such  as  that  tlie  earth  wall  would  have 
remained  standing,   by  all  the  authorities  there  would  have 
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been  no  injury  for  which  damages  could  be  recovered.  As  it 
is,  by  combined  force  of  what  was  rightfully  done  by  the  city, 
and  the  operation  of  a  law  of  nature,  plaintiffs  have  been  de- 
prived not  of  the  possession,  use  and  control  of  their  prem- 
ises, but — and  this  is  the  extreme — of  a  quantity  of  earlh 
from  along  the  margin  of  the  lot.  And  in  saying  this  we  do 
not  overlook  the  fact  that  plaintiffs  allege  the  necessity  for 
the  building  of  a  retaining  wall.  The  fact  could  only  be  con- 
sidered, if  at  all,  as  an  element  of  damage  following  a  find- 
ing that  there  been  an  actionable  taking. 

But  we  need  not  rest  our  holding  for  nonliability  in  cases 
like  the  one  before  us  wholly  on  the  ground  as  above  stated. 
And  in  our  further  consideration  we  shall  not  be  met  with 
any  question  of  constitutional  right.  Within  our  view  the 
reasoning  in  Calleiider  v.  Marsh,  1  Pick.  418,  and  approved 
^2»  in  Creal  v.  Keolvuk,  4  G.  Greene,  47,  to  the  effect  that  the 
grant  to  the  city,  wliether  by  dedication,  by  condemnation,  or 
purchase,  carried  with  it  the  right  to  injure,  if  this  need  be 
in  reason,  the  abutting  property  in  making  such  improve- 
ments as  the  necessity  of  public  travel  should  reasonably 
require,  is  unanswerable.  And,  indeed,  in  no  one  of  the  cases 
holding  to  the  liability  doctrine  was  there  a  serious  attempt 
made  to  answer  it.  At  the  time,  the  land  owner  knew,  of 
course,  the  purpose  for  which  the  city  was  acquiring  the  land, 
and  that  sooner  or  later  the  making  of  improvements  would 
be  entered  upon.  If  his  land  was  situated  on  a  hilltop  or  in 
a  ravine,  he  knew  that  when  improvements  came  to  be  made 
there  would  be  necessity  for  excavations  and  fills,  and  he 
must  be  held  to  have  taken  this  into  consideration  when  he 
made  the  dedication,  or  fixed  the  price  on  sale,  or  made  his 
claim  for  damages  on  condemnation  proceedings,  as  the  case 
may  have  been.  And  the  conclusive  presumption  must  be  in- 
dulged not  only  that  the  city  in  accepting  of  the  dedication, 
or  in  paying  the  purcliase  or  condemnation  price,  understood 
that  there  was  included  in  the  grant  the  rip;ht  to  inflict  indi- 
rect injury,  if  necessary  to  a  proper  work  of  improvement, 
but  that  there  was  in  fact  included  in  the  consideration  for 
the  grant  compensation  for  such  injury  as  might  be  reason- 
ably expected  to  follow.  And,  this  being  true,  it  would  be 
unjust  in  the  extreme  to  permit  a  grantor  to  tliereafter  stand 
upon  the  position  that  having  transferred  to  the  city  either 
by  way  of  dedication,  or  for  tlie  highest  price  o1)tninal)]e,  he 
secretly  reserved  the  ri-;lit  to  sue  for  and  recover  a  further 
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sum  as  damages  to  his  property  when  improvements  should 
be  undertaken,  and  this  on  a  basis  of  its  valuation,  enhanced, 
it  may  be,  a  hundred-fold,  as  of  the  time  of  the  making  of 
such  improvements.  It  is  plain,  also,  that  one  holding  as  a 
purchaser  from  such  grantor  would  be  in  no  different  posi- 
tion. He  must  be  held  to  have  taken  with  knowledge  and 
to  have  been  governed  in  making  his  purchase  accordingly. 
And  this  conclusion  is  of  itself  amply  sufficient  *^^  to  support 
a  finding  in  the  case  against  the  contention  of  the  plaintiiTs. 

This  leaves  as  the  phase  of  the  subject  remaining  to  be 
considered  the  question  whether  we  shall  depart  from  the 
rule  of  our  former  cases  and  announce  a  liability  rule,  either 
predicated  upon  the  general  maxim,  "Sic  utere  tuo,"  or  by 
holding  that  to  cases  such  as  we  have  before  us  the  doctrine 
of  lateral  support  should  be  given  specific  application.  This 
we  are  wholly  unwilling  to  do.  Apart  from  the  doctrine  of 
stare  decisis,  to  which  we  should  be  disposed  to  yield  in 
tlie  absence  of  any  other  reason,  it  must  be  manifest  fi'om 
what  we  have  said  on  the  foregoing  pages  of  this  opinion 
that  a  departure  could  have  but  one  result,  and  that  is  tlie 
worldng  out  of  positive  injustice.  And  it  must  be  presumed, 
and  that  is  what  we  hold,  that  compensation  for  injuries  re- 
sulting from  a  proper  exercise  of  power  in  making  street 
improvements  was  either  waived  or  paid,  according  as  tlie 
city  acquired  the  fee  of  the  street  by  dedication  or  through 
private  or  condemnation  sale,  then  it  can  require  no  argu- 
ment to  make  evident  the  injustice  should  payment  of  a  fur- 
tlier  sum  be  decreed  as  of  the  time  of  making  the  improve- 
ment, and  the  amount  thereof  to  be  determined  with  refer- 
ent-e  to  the  conditions  then  existing. 

This  opinion  is  already  ovcrlong,  and  we  shall  not  attempt 
to  pursue  the  subject  further.  It  follows  from  what  we  have 
said  that  the  court  below  was  in  error  in  its  ruling  sustain- 
ing tlie  demurrer  as  appealed  from. 

Tveversed. 

Weaver,  J.,  dissents. 


For  JutJiorities  on  the  Question  Involved  in  the  pi'iiipipal  case,  see 
till'  notes  to  Smith  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  109  Am.  St.  Jicp.  iUI; 
O'Brien  v.  Pliilailelphia,  30  Am.  St.  IJep.  8:57.  For  authoritirs  di.s- 
cussing  the  particular  question  of  a  city's  liability  for  rcmovinLj  tlie 
latfi.'il  support  of  abutting  property  in  changing  the  grade  of  a  street, 
see  Nichols  V.  Dnluth,  40  Minn.  389,  12  Am.  St.  Eep.  743;  Stearns  v. 
L'i.  iiniond,  S8  Ya.  992.  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  758;  Parke  v.  Seattle.  5  Wash. 
1,   o-i   Am.   St.   Eep.   839.     The   three   cases   last   cited,    together   with 
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Cabot  V.  King,  166  Mass.  403,  44  N.  E.  344,  33  L.  E.  A.  45,  and 
Damkoehler  v.  City  of  Milwaukee,  124  Wis.  144,  101  N,  W.  700,  show 
that  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa  is  not  in  line  with  the  weight  of  au- 
thority on  the  subject  in  declaring  that  the  interference  with  a  lot 
owner's  right  of  lateral  support,  though  done  by  a  city  in  grnding,  or 
ctianging  the  grade  of,  a  street,  is  not  a  taking  of  property  not  per- 
misaible  without  first  making  compensation. 


FOWLER  V.  CHADIMA. 

[134  Iowa,  210,  111  N.  W.  108.] 

HOWER — Release  Without  Joining  With  Husband. — ^It  is  not 
necessary  for  a  husband  and  wife  to  unite  in  the  same  deed  to  effect 
a  release  of  her  dower.  She  may  relinquish  her  dower  to  his  grantee 
by  a  quitclaim  deed  in  which  he  does  not  join.     (p.  437.) 

S.  H.  Fairall,  for  the  appellant. 

Remley  &  Remley,  for  the  appellees. 

210  WEAVER,  C.  J.  On  and  for  some  time  prior  to  Au- 
gust 14,  1888,  the  plaintiff  herein  was  the  wife  of  one  David 
H.  Fowler,  who  was  then  the  owner  of  a  quarter  section  of 
-^^  land  in  Jackson  county,  Iowa.  On  July  26,  1888,  plain- 
tiff made  and  delivered  to  her  said  husband  a  quitclaiju  deed, 
purporting  to  convey  to  him  all  her  interest  in  said  land. 
On  August  14,  1888,  said  David  II.  Fowler  sold  aiid  con- 
veyed said  land  to  one  Novali  by  warranty  deed  in  which 
phiintiif  did  not  join.  On  October  4,  1883,  plaiutifi:  con- 
veyed the  same  land  to  Novak  by  a  quitclaim  deed  in  which 
her  husband  did  not  join.  Thereafter,  and  during  the  life- 
time of  David  II.  Fov.ier,  said  Novak  conveyed  the  land  in 
question  to  the  defendant  herein.  In  the  year  1904  Fowler 
died,  and  thereafter  plaintill;  instituted  this  proceeding  on 
the  theory  that  her  contingent  dower  right  in  the  laiul  had 
never  been  etfeetually  released,  and  that  upon  his  death  she 
became  vested  with  the  fee  to  a  one-third  interest  in  said 
property.  To  the  petition  of  the  plaintitf  seUing  forth  the 
facts  above  related,  the  defendant  demurred  on  the  ground 
that  tlie  averments  of  said  pleading  affirm  at  ively  show  a  re- 
lease of  her  dower  right.  This  demurrer  having  been  sus- 
tained, plaintiff  elected  to  stand  upon  her  petition,  and  judg- 
ment was  thereupon  rendered  against  her  for  costs.  From 
this  judgment,  she  appeals. 

Am.  St.  Key.,   Vol.   120—23 
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Tlie  one  question  thus  presented  is  whether  husband  and 
•wife  must  unite  in  the  same  deed  in  order  to  effect  a  release 
of  the  latter 's  contingent  right  or  dower.  In  a  brief  showing 
much  industry  and  research,  counsel  for  appellant  has  arrayed 
a  large  number  of  authorities  for  our  consideration,  many 
of  which  may  fairly  be  cited  in  support  of  his  proposition 
that  at  common  law  a  joinder  of  husband  and  wife  in  the 
same  deed  was  necessary  to  an  effectual  release  of  the  wife's 
right  of  dower;  but  modern  innovations  by  statute  and  other- 
wise, upon  common-law  rules  affecting  the  property  rights  of 
married  women,  have  been  so  great  and  are  of  such  radical 
character  that  the  earlier  precedents  upon  the  subject  are  of 
but  little  value,  save  as  matters  of  history.  According  to  the 
ancient  theory,  the  individuality  and  independence  of  the 
wife  were  so  merged  (or  submerged,  rather)  ^^^  in  the  per- 
son and  authority  of  her  husband  that,  generally  speal<ing, 
she  was  held  incompetent  to  transact  any  business,  great  or 
small,  with  reference  to  her  own  estate,  or  with  reference 
to  her  interest  in  the  estate  of  her  husband,  unless  he 
united  with  her;  and  while  the  husband  could  not  by 
tlie  conveyance  of  his  real  estate  defeat  his  wife's  con- 
tingent interest  therein,  yet,  even  after  an  absolute  convey- 
ance by  him  of  his  own  estate  or  interest  in  such  property, 
his  wife  was  disqualified  to  release  the  possibility  of  a  right 
on  her  part,  which  could  not  ripen  into  enjoyment  except  by 
his  death,  until  he  Avas  willing  to  unite  with  her  in  executing 
the  necessary  writing  for  that  purpose.  If  there  was  ever 
any  good  reason  for  this  rule,  it  has  ceased  to  exist.  In 
many,  if  not  all,  of  the  later  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for 
appellant,  the  decision  has  been  reached,  not  so  much  because 
of  reliance  upon  the  connnon-law  rule,  as  because  the  terms  of 
the  statute  of  the  particular  state  seemed  to  require  the  deed 
or  release  to  be  executed  by  both  husband  and  wife.  Our 
own  statute  does  not  attempt  to  prescribe  the  manner  or  form 
in  which  dower  may  be  released.  It  does  provide  (Code, 
sec.  2919)  that  a  married  Avoman  may  convey  or  encumber 
real  estate  or  any  interest  therein  belonging  to  her,  and  may 
control  the  same,  or  contract  with  reference  thereto,  to  the 
same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  other  persons.  Tech- 
nically speaking,  dower,  in  the  common-law  sense  of  the  term, 
has  long  been  abolished  in  this  state,  and  the  wife's  interest 
in  her  deceased  husband's  lands  is  a  distributive  share  of 
one-third  in  fee  of  all  the  real  property  possessed  by  him  dur- 
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ing  his  marriage,  which  has  not  been  sold  on  judicial  sale, 
"and  to  which  the  wife  has  made  no  relinquishment  of  her 
right."  Now,  although  a  contingent  dower  right  may  not  be 
an  estate,  it  certainly  does  constitute  an  interest  in  land  which 
is  recognized  by  the  statute  as  being  the  subject  of  relinquish- 
ment by  her  in  the  life  of  her  husband.  Such  being  the  case, 
it  would  seem  that,  under  the  general  terms  of  Code,  section 
2919,  cited,  its  **^  relinquishment  may  be  accomplished  by 
her  "in  the  same  manner"  as  other  persons  not  laboring  under 
the  disabilities  of  coverture  would  relinquish  a  contingent  or 
remote  interest  in  like  property.  So  long  as  the  husband  re- 
tains his  title  to  the  land,  there  is  good  reason  for  saying  the 
wife  should  not  be  empowered  to  convey  or  transfer  her 
dower  right  to  a  stranger.  There  is  also  obviously  good  reason 
for  saying  that,  when  a  husband  has  by  his  separate  deed  con- 
veyed the  fee  to  a  third  person,  it  should  not  be  competent 
for  his  wife  to  convey  or  transfer  her  contingent  interest  to 
a  stranger  to  the  title,  and  the  statute  has  wisely  provided 
that  a  wife's  contingent  interest  in  her  husband's  property 
shall  not  be  the  subject  of  contract  or  traffic  between  them ; 
but  Avhen  the  husband  has  once  conveyed  the  fee,  why  should 
the  wife  not  be  at  liberty  to  relinquish  her  dower  interest 
to  the  purchaser  with  or  without  her  husband's  consent? 

The  wife's  deed,  under  such  circumstances,  is  not  a  grant 
or  conveyance,  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term,  though  we  fre- 
quently used  those  terms  as  applicable  to  her  act.  She  has 
no  estate  in  the  land  which  she  can  grant  or  convey  to  an- 
other. She  has  at  most  a  contingent  interest,  a  possi])ility 
of  an  estate  which  may  accrue  to  her  in  the  event  that  she 
outlives  her  husband,  and,  while  she  cannot  sell  or  convey  it 
to  another,  she  can  release  or  relinquish  it  in  favor  of  the 
owner  of  the  fee,  save  only  where  the  owner  of  the  fee  is 
her  husband.  Her  relinquishment  adds  nothing  to  the  qual- 
ity of  the  estate  of  the  fee  owner,  but  it  removes  a  burden  or 
encumbrance  therefrom.  By  enabling  a  married  woman  to 
engage  in  business  in  her  own  name,  and  to  buy,  sell,  own 
and  control  property  as  freely  and  effectively  as  her  hus- 
band can  do,  our  statute  necessarily  subjects  her  to  the  or- 
dinary rules  of  the  law  of  estoppel,  and  when  upon  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  moving  directly  to  her,  or  upon  a  con- 
sideration moving  to  her  husband  in  the  sale  of  the  fee  of 
his  land,  she,  by  deed  or  by  formal  release,  relinquishes  her 
dower  right,  she  should  be  held  estopped  to  say  that,  not- 
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withstanding  ^^*  such  conveyance  or  relinquishment,  slie  still 
demands  an  admeasurement  of  dower  upon  the  husbands 
death.  Indeed,  it  was  the  general  rule,  even  at  common 
law,  that  the  wife's  release  of  dower  was  held  operative  as 
an  estoppel,  rather  than  as  a  contract:  Gillilan  v.  Swift,  14 
Ilun,  574;  Reiff  v.  Ilorst,  55  Md.  42.  And  decisions  holding 
her  estopped  by  her  separate  deed  were  not  unknown  before 
tlie  modern  statutes  eniaucipatiug  women  from  most  of  tlio 
disabilities  of  coverture:  Shepherd  v.  Howard,  2  N.  II.  597; 
Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  INlass.  14;  Irving  v.  Campbell,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  103;  Nelson  v.  Holly,  50  Ala.  3.  She  has  often  been 
held  estopped  by  her  conduct,  on  which  the  purchaser  of  the 
fee  has  relied,  although  no  deed  of  any  kind  was  executed  by 
her:  Wright  v.  DefJroff,  14  ^lich.  164;  Connolly  v.  Branstler, 
3  Bush  (Ky.),  702,  9G  Am.  Dec.  278;  Hart  v.^  Giles,  67  Mo. 
175;  Smiley  v.  Wright,  2  Ohio,  506. 

This  court  has  had  no  case  before  it  raising  the  question 
precisely  as  it  is  presented  by  the  record  now  before  us;  but 
we  have  on  several  occasions  considered  questions  involving 
principles  which  we  think  must  govern  our  conclusion.  For 
instance,  it  has  several  times  been  held  that,  till  modified 
by  the  enactment  of  Code,  section  3154,  our  statutes  on  pow- 
ered husband  and  wife  to  enter  into  contracts  with  each  other 
for  the  sale  or  relinquishment  of  their  contingent  rights  in 
each  other's  property:  Iiobei'tson  v.  Robertson,  25  Iowa,  350; 
Poole  v.  Burnham,  105  Iowa,  620,  75  N.  W.  474;  McKee  v. 
Reynolds,  26  Iowa,  578,  In  the  last  case,  the  court  held 
that,  even  if  the  circumstances  of  the  case  made  the  release 
from  husband  to  wife  invalid  as  a  contract,  yet  where  the 
release  has  been  executed,  and  the  consideration  paid,  "the 
law  will  estop  the  husband  to  disregard  the  agreement."  In 
the  same  case,  Mr.  Justice  Dillon,  who  wrote  the  opinion, 
says:  "Aside  from  the  statute,  it  is  a  well-established  rule 
that  a  wife  cannot  relinquish  her  contingent  right  of  dower, 
except  by  joining  with  her  husband  in  a  conveyance  to  a 
-'•''  third  person,  or,  at  least,  after  a  sale  and  conveyance  by 
him.  executing  to  the  purchaser  fro)n  him  a  release  or  re- 
lin(|uishment. "  It  is  true  this  reniark  appears  to  have  been 
made  arguendo,  but  it  is  significant  of  the  view  held  by  that 
distinguished  .iuri.st  as  to  the  broadening  effect  of  the  statute 
upon  Ihe  riglils  of  married  women  and  of  the  manner  in 
which  a  ri'l('a>c  of  dower  may  be  effected  thereuMfb^r.  Again, 
in  Dunlap  v.  Thomas,  69  Iowa,  358,  28  N.  W.  637,  we  find 
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that  even  an  oral  relinquishment  by  a  wife,  made  upon  con- 
sideration paid,  and  upon  which  the  purchaser  relies,  will  be 
respected  and  enforced.  Now,  Code,  section  3154,  does  no 
more  than  to  render  husband  and  wife  incompetent  to  con- 
tract between  tliemselves  concerning  their  contingent  interest 
in  each  other's  lands.  It  in  no  manner  affects  the  right 
of  either  as  it  stood  before  its  enactment  to  relinquish  his 
or  her  contingent  interests  to  a  third  person,  holding  the 
fee  by  conveyance  from  his  or  her  spouse.  If,  except  for  this 
statute,  the  Avife  could  of  her  own  right  and  volition,  relin- 
(luish-her  contingent  interest  to  her  husband,  and  thus  enable 
him  by  his  individual  deed  to  convey  an  unencumbered  title 
to  his  grantee,  it  would  seem  clear  that  she  could  accomplish 
the  same  end  by  making  the  relinquishment  direct  to  such 
grantee— and,  while  the  statute  last  referred  to  disenables 
her  to  re]in<[uish  to  her  husband,  it  does  not  in  terms  or  by 
implication  take  away  her  rights  in  any  other  respect. 

The  statutes  of  the  several  states  bearing  upon  this  sub- 
ject and  kindred  subjects  are  quite  dissimilar  in  terms,  and 
most  of  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  other  jurisdictions  are 
for  that  reason  not  in  point  with  the  instant  case.  In  our 
judgment,  to  hold  that  a  wife  cannot  effectively  release  her 
dower  interest  in  land  to  the  grantee  of  her  husband,  with- 
out joining  the  latter  with  her  in  the  relinquishment,  is  to 
ignore  the  spirit  and  purpose  of  our  statute,  and  revert  to 
burdensome  forms  and  restrictions  which  the  law  has  long 
since  outgrown.  "We  do  not  overlook  the  objection,  that  the 
instrument  in  this  case  is  in  form  a  conveyance  or  quitclaim ; 
'^^^  but  we  think  that,  under  the  circumstances  as  pleaded  in 
the  petition  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  the  court  is  bound 
to  give  it  effect  as  a  release  of  dower. 

The  ruling  of  the  district  court  is  right,  and  the  decree 
appealed  from  is  affn-med. 


On  the  Tleleaxe  of  Her  Bovver  Bight  by  an  Instrument  in  which  her 
husband  does  not  join,  aee  Slocomb  V.  Eay,  123  N.  C.  571,  68  Aiu. 
St.  Eep.  830. 
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IN  RE  ESTATE  OF  HENDERSHOTT. 

[134  Iowa,  320,  111  N.  W.  969.] 

WILL  CONTEST— Testamentary  Capacity — Former  Adjudica- 
tion.— On  the  contest  of  a  will  by  the  heirs  of  the  testatrix,  the 
]ilcailiiig9  and  decree  in  a  suit  by  her  guardian  against  the  proponent 
canceling  certain  of  her  contracts  made  about  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will,  on  the  ground  of  unsoundness  of  mind,  are  admissible 
on  the  issue  of  testamentary  capacity,     (p.  439.) 

WILL  CONTEST.— The  Order  of  Introduction  of  Evidence  in 
a  will  contest  is  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,     (p.  439.) 

WILL  CONTEST.— The  Costs  of  a  Will  Contest  between  the 
proponent  who  claims  the  estate  of  the  decedent  under  the  will  and 
the  contestants  who  claim  as  heirs  at  law  are  properly  charged  to  the 
unsuccessful  party,     (p.  440.) 

Contest  of  a  will  on  the  ground  that  the  testatrix  was  of  un- 
sound mind,  that  the  will  was  procured  by  undue  influence,  and 
that  it  was  subsequently  revoked.  From  a  judgment  for  the 
contestants,  the  proponents  appeal. 

G.  C.  Hoover  and  Wright,  Leech  &  Wright,  for  the  appel- 
lant. 

Henr\'  Negus  and  Baker  &  Ball,  for  the  appellees. 

^^^  MeCLAIN,  J.  1.  Contestants  offered  in  evidence  the 
pleadings  and  decree  in  a  proceeding  hy  Robert  B.  Smith  as 
guardian  of  Hannah  Hendershott  against  C.  M.  Gruwell,  the 
proponent  in  the  case,  to  have  canceled  certain  assignments  of 
notes  by  her  to  said  Gruwell,  on  the  ground  that  said  assign- 
ments were  fraudulently  procured ;  and,  further,  to  have  can- 
celed and  set  aside  on  the  same  ground  a  certain  contract  be- 
tween Hannah  Hendershott  and  said  Gruwell  by  which  she 
agreed  to  make  the  will  in  his  favor,  which  is  offered  for  pro- 
bate in  this  proceeding,  in  consideration  of  care  to  be  rendered 
and  conditions  performed  by  said  Gruwell.  Proponent's  ob- 
jections to  the  introduction  in  evidence  of  these  pleadings,  on 
the  general  ground  that  they  were  incompetent,  irrelevant  and 
immaterial,  and  of  the  decree  on  the  further  ground  that  it 
in  no  way  affected  the  parties  in  the  case,  were  overruled.  If 
the  decree  was  admissible,  the  pleadings  in  the  case  in  which 
the  decree  was  rendered  were  also  admissible,  as  showing  the 
force  and  effect  of  the  decree.  In  this  decree  the  court  found 
that  Hannah  Hendershott  was  of  unsound  mind  and  incom- 
petent to  exoeute  a  contract  at  the  time  said  alleged  contract 
was  executed,  and  said  alleged  assignments  were  made,  and 
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ordered  that  said  contracts  and  assignments  be  set  aside  and 
canceled.  By  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings  under  which 
the  decree  was  entered,  and  by  the  other  evidence  introduced 
in  this  case,  it  was  made  to  appear  that  the  assignments  and 
contract  were  executed  at  about  the  same  time  as  the  will, 
probate  of  which  is  proposed  in  the  present  case,  and  as 
parts  of  a  general  plan  to  convey,  devise  and  bequeath  all 
of  testatrix's  property  to  this  proponent;  and,  if  she  had 
not  sufficient  capacity  to  make  the  assignments  and  execute 
^^^  the  contract,  she  was  not  capable  of  making  a  valid  will. 
If,  then,  the  contestants  of  his  will  are  privies  to  the  ad- 
judication in  the  action  by  the  guardian,  this  proponent, 
who  is  asking  to  have  the  will  probated  for  his  benefit,  can- 
not say  that  the  decree  in  no  way  affects  him,  for  it  directly 
relates  to  the  capacity  of  testatrix  to  execute  the  will.  It 
cannot  be  doubted  that,  if  testatrix  herself  during  her  life- 
time had  brought  the  action  which  was  brought  by  her  guard- 
ian, and  this  decree  had  been  entered  in  such  action,  the 
finding  would  have  been  competent  evidence  against  this  pro- 
ponent, as  to  her  capacity  to  make  the  will.  The  proceed- 
ing in  behalf  of  testatrix  by  her  guardian  was  in  law  a 
proceeding  instituted  by  her,  for  the  guardian  conclusively 
represented  her:  1  Herman  on  Estoppel,  377.  The  contest- 
ants, claiming  interests  in  the  estate  of  Hannah  Hendershott 
as  heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin,  are  privy,  therefore,  to  the 
adjudication,  and  proponent,  who  was  defendant  in  that  pro- 
ceeding, cannot  question  the  conclusion  of  the  court  ex- 
pressed as  an  essential  finding  in  that  decree  that  Hannah 
Hendershott  had  not  mental  capacity  to  make  the  contract. 
That  finding  was  admissible  in  evidence  against  proponent 
on  the  question  of  the  capacity  of  testatrix  to  make  the  will. 
As  tending  to  support  this  conclusion,  see  Sly  v.  Hunt,  159 
Mas«.  151,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  403,  34  N.  E.  187,  21  L.  R.  A.  680; 
Manley's  Exr.  v.  Staples,  62  Vt.  153,  19  Atl.  983,  8  L.  R.  A. 
707.  The  decree  and  pleadings  were  therefore  properly  re- 
ceived in  evidence. 

2.  Complaint  is  made  of  the  action  of  the  trial  court  in  ad- 
mitting what  was  claimed  to  be  a  revocation  of  the  will  when 
offered  by  contestants  in  rebuttal,  although  it  had  been  ex- 
cluded when  first  offered  by  them  as  a  part  of  their  evidence 
in  chief.  The  order  of  introduction  of  evidence  is  largely  in 
the  court's  discretion.  It  may  be  tliat  when  first  offered  so 
strung  a  case  of  mental  incapacity  continuing  from  a  time  prior 
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to  the  making  of  the  will  up  to  testatrix's  death  had  ^^^  been 
made  out  that  the  court  could  not  properly  assume  that  tes- 
tatrix had  capacity  to  execute  a  valid  revocation;  but  that, 
after  the  evidence  for  proponent  had  been  introduced,  there 
was  a  question  as  to  capacity  which  could  properly  be  submit- 
ted to  the  jury.  No  complaint  is  made  as  to  the  instructions  on 
the  subject,  and  we  assume  that  the  question  was  properly 
submitted.  No  prejudice  to  proponent  appears,  for  he  did  not 
ask  an  opportunity  to  introduce  further  evidence,  and  simply 
reasserted  the  objection  made  when  the  instrument  of  revoca- 
tion was  offered  in  chief. 

3.  The  costs  were  properly  taxed  to  proponent.  The  trial 
was  simply  a  contest  between  proponent,  claiming  the  estate 
of  deceased  under  the  will,  and  contestants,  claiming  it  as 
heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin;  and  the  costs  were  properly  taxed 
to  the  unsuccessful  party,  under  the  general  rule:  See  Code, 
sec.  3S53 ;  Allen  v.  Seaward,  86  Iowa,  718,  52  N.  W.  587 ;  In 
re  Nicholson's  Will,  123  Iowa,  630,  99  N.  W.  300;  Beebe  v.  Mc, 
Faul,  125  Iowa,  514,  101  N.  W.  267. 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  correct,  and  it  is 
affirmed. 


A  Decision  upon  the  Contest  of  a  Will  that  the  testator  was  of  sound 
and  disponing  mind  at  about  a  particular  time  is  conclusive  of  that 
qucytion  in  a  subsequent  controversy  between  the  same  parties  in 
which  the  same  issue  is  again  involved:  bly  v.  Hunt,  159  Mass.  151, 
38  Am.  St.  Kep.  403. 


BOND  V.  MILLIKEN. 

[13-4  Iowa,  447,  109  N.  W.  774.] 

BANKRUPTCY— Judgment  for  Breach  of  Promise. — A  judg- 
ment recovered  in  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  marry,  wherein 
there  is  no  allegation  of  seduction,  is  for  a  breach  of  contract,  not  for 
a  willful  and  malicious  injury,  and  hence  does  not  survive  the  dis- 
charge of  the  defendant  in  bankruptcy,     (p.  442.) 

BANKRUPTCY— Appeal.— The  Question  cannot  be  Raised  for 
the  first  time  on  appeal  that  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  is  not  effectual 
as  against  a  judgment  because  the  latter  was  not  scheduled,     (p.  443.) 

Action  in  equity  to  establish  a  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant as  a  lien  on  land  acquired  by  him  since  the  rendition 
of  the  jiulmnent.  The  defendant  pleaded  his  discharge  in 
banlvruptcy,  subsequent  to  the  time  wlicn  the  judgment  was 
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rendered,  and  asked  for  a  cancellation  of  the  judgment.    From 
a  decree  for  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

F.  M.  Williams,  for  the  appellant, 

J.  H.  Scales,  for  the  appellee. 

^®  McCLAIN,  C.  J.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  the 
judgment  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  have  established  as  a 
lien  against  the  property  of  defendant  was  rendered  in  an 
action  brought  by  this  plaintiff  against  this  defendant  to  re- 
cover damages  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  and  is  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  in  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars, 
on  that  cause  of  action.  Two  questions  are  presented  on  this 
appeal:  First,  as  to  whether  the  discharge  in  bankiiiptcy 
pleaded  by  defendant  relieved  defendant  from  liability  for 
the  damages  recovered  in  that  action,  the  claim  on  behalf  of 
the  appellant  being  that  her  claim  is  one  of  those  excepted 
by  the  bankrupt  act  from  the  effect  of  the  discharge :  second, 
that  the  discharge  was  not  effectual  because  it  was  not  made 
to  appear,  either  in  the  allegations  of  the  answer  or  by  the 
evidence  introduced  on  the  trial,  that  plaintiff's  claim  was 
scheduled  among  the  liabilities  of  defendant  in  the  bank- 
ruptcy proceeding,  or  that  plaintiff  had  any  notice  or  actual 
knowledge  of  such  proceeding, 

1.  The  contention  that  judgment  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  is  not  within  the  operation  of  a  discharge  *^®  under 
the  bankrupt  law  is  based  on  the  second  subdivision  of  section 
17  of  the  bankruptcy  act  of  July  1,  1898.  chapter  541.  30 
Statute,  550  (U.  S.  Comp.  Stats.  1901,  p.  3428),  under  which 
the  discharge  in  question  was  granted,  by  which  it  is  pro- 
vided that  the  discharge  shall  not  release  the  bankrupt  from 
liability  on  a  judgment  "for  willful  and  malicious  injuries 
to  the  person  or  property  of  another."  The  action  for  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  promise  is  not  only  technically  an  action 
for  breach  of  contract,  but,  in  the  action  in  whicli  this  judg- 
ment was  rendered,  was  in  fact  only  for  breach  of  contract, 
for  there  were  no  allegations  of  seduction  or  other  wrong. 
The  allegations  were  that  the  defendant  by  "promises  and 
artifices  won  the  affection  of  the  plaintiff,  and  she  greatly 
berame  interested  in  the  defendant  and  looked  upon  him  as 
her  future  husband,  but  that  the  defendant,  in  violation  of 
said  promise  and  agreement  [of  iiiarriaee  to  plaintiff],  wrong- 
fully entered  into  marriage  ....  with  one  .Mary  Rush  and 
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thereby  placed  it  beyond  his  power  to  co-isummate  and  carry  out 
his  agreement  with  this  phiiiitiff ;  that  by  reason  of  said  wrong- 
ful act  on  the  part  of  defendant  the  plaintiff  has  been  outraged 
in  her  feelings  and  humiliated  in  the  estimation  of  her  friends 
and  acquaintances  and  suffered  great  mental  anguish,  agony 
and  mortification,  by  reason  of  which  she  has  been  damaged 
by  tlie  defendant  in  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars."  It 
is  plain  that,  under  these  allegations,  defendant  could  not 
have  been  held  liable  for  any  injury  to  plaintiff  without 
proof  of  a  contract  of  marriage,  and  that  the  sole  damage 
which  could  be  proven  was  the  damage  resulting  from  the 
breach  of  such  contract.  The  allegation  of  subsequent  mar- 
riage to  another  did  not  in  any  way  change  the  nature  of  the 
cause  of  action.  It  seems  to  have  been  uniformly  held,  in 
cases  involving  the  effect  of  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  on  a 
claim  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  that  the  claim  is 
not  witliin  the  exception  of  the  bankrupt  act  above  referred 
to:  Finnegan  v.  Hall,  35  Misc.  Rep.  773,  72  ^50  n.  Y.  Supp. 
347;  In  re  Fife  (D.  C),  109  Fed.  880;  In  re  McCauley  (D. 
C),  101  Fed.  223;  Biela  v.  Urbanczyk  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  85 
S.  W.  451. 

It  is  evident  that  the  statutory  exception  referred  to  re- 
lates to  torts  and  not  to  breaches  of  contract.  See,  for  in- 
stance, Tinker  v.  Colwell,  193  U.  S.  473,  24  ^up.  Ct.  Rep. 
595,  48  L.  ed.  754,  wherein  it  is  held  that  a  claim  for  criminal 
conversation  is  within  the  statutory  exception  and  is  there- 
fore not  released  by  discharge  in  bankruptcy.  We  are  not 
concerned  here  with  the  question  involved  in  some  of  the 
cases  already  cited  as  to  whether  the  discliarge  relieves  the 
bankrupt  from  liability  for  damages  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  promise  of  marriage  in  which  seduction  is  alleged.  It  may 
be  well  that,  although  the  action  is  technically  for  breacli  of 
contract,  if  there  is  seduction  as  an  accompanying  fact,  the 
claim,  so  far  as  it  is  for  the  special  recovery  of  damages  due 
to  the  seduction,  may  be  held  to  be  a  claim  for  willful  and 
malicious  injury  to  the  person;  and  no  doubt,  under  the 
amendment  to  section  17  of  the  bankruptcy  act  of  February 
5.  1003  (32  Stats.  798,  c.  487  [U.  S.  Comp.'stats.  Supp.  1003, 
p.  684]),  wliich  enlarges  the  exceptions  from  the  eftert  of  a 
disr-harge  so  as  to  include  liabilities  for  the  seduction  of  an 
unmarried  female  or  for  criminal  conversation,  the  claim  of 
damages  for  seduction  in  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  is  reserved.     But  we  have  no  question  of  that  kind 
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in  this  case,  and  are  satisfied  with  the  correctness  of  the  con- 
clusion of  the  trial  court  that  the  discharge  relieved  defend- 
ant from  further  liability  to  the  plaintiff  under  her  judj?- 
mcnt.  unless,  for  the  reason  discussed  in  the  next  paragraph 
of  this  opinion,  the  defendant  has  failed  to  make  out  a  dis- 
charge with  reference  to  this  particular  liability. 

2.  It  is  further  contended  that  defendant  was  relying  on 
the  discharge,  and  that  he  had  the  burden  of  showing  that 
plaintiff's  judgment  was  scheduled,  or  that  the  plaintiff  had 
notice  or  knowledge  of  the  bankruptcy  proceeding:  See  sub- 
division '*^*  3  of  section  17  of  the  bankruptcy  act  of  1898. 
In  fact,  however,  defendant's  discharge  was  set  up  in  plain- 
tiff's petition  with  the  accompanying  allegations  that  it  was 
ineffectual  because  plaintiff's  judgment  was  within  the  excep- 
tion already  referred  to  covering  injuries  to  the  person,  and 
it  is  further  alleged  that  for  this  reason  the  judgment  remains 
a  Hen  on  defendant's  land.  Defendant  had  no  occasion  to 
allege  or  prove  the  scheduling  of  the  judgment,  for  its  effect 
was  not  attacked  on  that  ground,  in  this  court,  for  the  first 
time,  as  it  appears  plaintiff  raises  the  point  that  the  discliarge 
Avas  not  effectual  because  the  judgment  was  not  scheduled. 
As  plaintiff  assumed  the  burden  in  the  first  instance  of  at- 
tacking the  insufficiency  of  the  discharge  as  to  her  judgment, 
she  tannot  rely  on  a  ground  of  objection  not  raised,  and  which 
defendant  was  not,  therefore,  called  upon  to  disprove. 

The  decree  of  the  trial  court  is  affirmed. 

Weaver,  J.,  takes  no  part. 


A  Judfimcnt  for  Criminal  Conversation  is  for  a  willfnl  arid  malicious 
injury  to  both  the  person  and  property  of  a  husband,  and,  by  virtue 
of  section  17  of  tiie  bankruiitcy  act,  is  exempt  from  the  effect  of  the 
disf!iar<j;p  of  the  defendant  in  bankruptcy:  Colwell  v.  Tinker,  1G9  N. 
Y.  531,  98  Am.  St.  Kep.  587. 
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NEW   YORK   LIFE    INSURANCE    COMPANY  v.  CHIT- 
TENDEN. 

[134  Iowa,  613,  112  N.  W.  96.] 

ADMINISTRATION  on  Estate  of  Absentee— Validity.— A  stat- 
ute authorizing  administration  on  tlie  estate  of  a  person  who  has  ab- 
sented himself  and  concealed  his  whereabouts  for  seven  years  is 
constitutional,  and  an  administration  thereunder  is  valid  although  he 
is  in  fact  not  dead,     (p,  446.) 

ADMINISTRATION  on  Estate  of  Absentee— Life  Insurance. — 
"Where  the  estate  of  an  absentee  has  been  administered,  and  the 
insurer  of  his  life,  rather  than  stand  suit  on  the  policy,  and  litigate 
the  question  of  death,  has  paid  the  loss  to  the  administrator,  the 
money  thus  paid  cannot  be  recovered  back  when  it  thereafter  appears 
that  the  absentee  is  alive,     (p.  448.) 

PAYMENT  BY  MISTAKE— Recovery  of  Money.— The  rule 
that  money  paid  under  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  can  be  recovered 
back  is  not  applicable  where,  under  an  assumption  of  fact  known  to 
both  ]iartie3  to  be  doubtful,  a  voluntary  payment  has  been  made  in 
extinguishment  of  a  claim,     (p.  449.) 

INSURANCE  AGENT— Scope  of  Authority.— When  an  insur- 
ance agent  has  been  authorized  to  deliver  drafts  in  settlement  of  a 
claim,  his  acts  and  declarations  in  effecting  a  settlement  bind  his 
principal,  regardless  of  restrictions  on  Ms  authority  contained  in  the 
policy,     (p.  450.) 

Action  to  recover  back  money  paid  on  a  life  insurance  pol- 
icy under  a  mistake  as  to  the  death  of  the  insured.  From  a 
judgment  for  the  defendants  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

Seerley  &  Clark  and  James  H.  Mcintosh,  for  the  appel- 
lant. 

Blakc  &  Wilson  and  Power  &  Power,  for  the  appellees. 

^^■*  McCLAIN,  J.  Two  policies  were  issued  by  plaintiff 
to  one  Jarvis  on  the  ninth  day  of  SeptcDiber,  ISSO,  each  for 
thirteen  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  payable  on  his  death  to 
his  wife,  or,  if  not  living,  to  his  children,  or,  if  no  children 
!  Iiould  survive,  then  to  the  executors,  administrators  or  as- 
signs of  the  insured.  Prior  to  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1894,  the  wife  of  the  insured  had  died,  and  he  was  without 
children,  and  he  had  assigned  the  policy  to  the  defendants 
Chittenden  &  Eastman,  a  partnership  to  whom  he  was  in- 
debted, and  forwarded  a  copy  of  this  assignment  to  the  pbiin- 
tiff.  It  appears,  also,  that  prior  to  the  assignment  to  Chit- 
tenden &  Eastman  there  had  been  another  assignment  by 
way  of  sor-nrity  to  the  Iowa  State  Savings  Bank  which  had 
nut  been  forwarded  to  tlie  phiintitf,  and  was  not  known  to  it 
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when  the  assignment  to  Chittenden  &  Eastman  was  received 
and  recognized.  On  the  last  above  date  Jarvis,  the  insured, 
disappeared  from  his  home  in  Burlington,  and  was  not  heard 
of  for  more  than  seven  years.  At  the  April  term,  1902,  of 
the  district  court  of  Des  Moines  count}'',  the  Iowa  State  Sav- 
ings Baulc  applied  as  creditor  for  the  appointment  of  an  ad- 
minislrntor  for  the  estate  of  Jarvis,  alleging  his  disappear- 
ance, and  that  his  whereabouts  had  continued  unknown  to  his 
friends  and  the  members  of  his  family,  and  that  he  had  not 
been  heard  from.  Proper  proceedings  were  had,  under  which 
defendant  "Waldeck  was  appointed  administrator  of  the  estate 
of  Jarvis,  and  a  claim  was  then  made  jointly  by  Waldeck  as 
administrator  and  Chittenden  &  Eastman  as  assignees  for 
payitiont  of  the  policies  held  by  Jarvis  in  the  plaintiff  com- 
pany; and  proofs  of  death  were  furnished  by  Waldeck,  in 
^'^''  vrhifh  were  the  following  statements:  "(7)  Date  of 
death:  During  Christmas  week,  1894.  (8)  Place  of  death: 
The  assured  disappeared,  and  since  that  date  he  has  not  been 
heard  from.  There  was  nothing  in  his  family  or  business 
relations  to  explain  his  absence.  His  brother  at  the  time  of 
his  disappearance  was  a  resident  of  Burlington,  Iowa,  and 
has  ever  since  continued  to  reside  there  and  the  most  pleas- 
ant relations  existed  between  them (10)  In  what  ca- 
pacity, or  by  what  title,  do  3^ou  claim  this  insurance?  As  ad- 
ministrator of  the  estate  of  the  assured."  Negotiations  were 
had  between  attorneys  representing  the  administrator  and  an 
agent  of  the  insurance  company  in  which  it  was  insisted  for 
the  administrator  that  the  insurance  money  was  due  and  pay- 
able, and  that,  unless  it  was  paid,  suit  would  be  instituted  on 
the  policies.  Subsequently  two  drafts  for  the  amount  speci- 
fied in  the  policies  payable  jointly  to  Chittenden  &  Eastman, 
assignees,  and  C.  W.  AValdcck,  adnunistrator,  were  tendered 
to  the  attorneys  for  the  admim'-lrator  by  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  with  the  condition  that  the  administrator  and  as- 
signees should  give  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  the  co]iip;m\'  for 
the  return  of  the  money  in  case  it  should  be  subsequenlly  dis- 
covered that  Jarvis  was  not  dead  at  the  time  of  this  settle- 
ment. The  attorneys  for  1he  administrator  refused  in  bt^lialf 
of  their  client  to  furnish  s'.eh  bond,  and  thereujion  the  drafts 
were  delivered  Avithout  further  in-isteneo  upon  this  condi- 
tion. The  proceeds  of  the  drafts  were  paid  in  part  to  the 
Iowa  State  Savings  Bank  and  in  part  to  Chittenden  &  East- 
man.    It  is  conceded  that  after  this  payment  and  the  distri- 
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biition  of  the  proi  eeds  thereof  by  the  administrator  Jarvis 
%vas  alive,  and,  on  the  discovery  of  this  fact  in  April,  1905, 
the  company  tendered  back  the  policies  of  insurance  and  de- 
manded the  r.^tiirn  of  the  money  paid,  and  on  refusal  this 
suit  was  instituted.  As  the  payment  of  the  insurance  was  by 
drafts  made  jointly  to  Chittenden  &  Eastman  and  Waldeck, 
this  suit  is  no  doubt  properly  instituted  against  them  jointly, 
altliough  the  money  has  ^^  been  in  part  distributed  to  the 
Iowa  State  Savings  Bank,  which  is  not  a  party  to  this  action ; 
but,  as  our  conclusions  in  the  case  are  not  dependent  on  the 
extent  of  the  liability,  respectively  of  "Waldeck  and  Chitten- 
den &  Eastman,  we  shall  give  that  subject  no  further  consid- 
eration. 

1.  If  Waldeck  as  administrator  was  entitled  to  maintain  a 
suit  against  plaintiff  under  the  authority  given  him  in  the 
administration  proceeding  and  to  recover  the  insurance 
money  which  was  in  fact  paid,  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  re- 
cover as  against  him  individually,  for  he  had  done  what  by 
law  he  was  authorized  to  do,  and  could  not  be  held  individu- 
ally liable.  The  first  question,  then,  as  we  think,  is  whether 
the  proceedings  for  administration  on  the  estate  of  Jarvis 
were  valid.  It  seems  to  be  conclusively  settled  by  adjudica- 
tions that  a  probate  court  acquires  no  jurisdiction  by  pro- 
ceeding to  administer  on  the  estate  of  a  person  on  the  ground 
that  he  is  dead  if  in  fact  he  is  alive,  and  such  proceedings 
are  entirely  invalid,  and  any  judgments  or  orders  made  in 
pursuance  thereof,  and  any  action  taken  thereunder,  are  ab- 
solnt.^ly  void  as  against  the  person  who  is  erroneously  ad- 
judged to  be  dead  Without  citing  the  many  authorities 
supporting  this  proposition,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  any 
such  proceeding,  if  sustained,  would  result  in  depriving  the 
person  erroneously  adjudged  to  be  dead  of  his  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law :  Scott  v.  McNeal,  154  U.  S.  34.  14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1108,  38  L.  ed.  896. 

But,  in  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction  over  property  within 
the  state,  it  may  be  provided  by  the  legislature  that  after  the 
absence  of  the  owner  unheard  of  for  a  specified  period  such 
property  may  be  administered  upon  in  the  same  form  of  pro- 
ceeding as  is  provided  for  administration  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  a  person  deceased,  and  such  administration  will  be 
valid  as  against  the  absentee  and  all  persons  interested,  al- 
tliongh  he  is  in  fact  not  dead :  Cunnius  v.  Reading  School 
Dist.,  198  U.  S.  458,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  721,  49  L.  ed.  1125. 
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®^''  Section  3307  of  our  Code  provides  for  such  an  adminis- 
tration on  the  estate  of  one  who  has  absented  himself  from 
the  state  and  concealed  his  whereabouts  from  his  family  for 
a  period  of  seven  years,  and  under  the  decision  last  above 
cited  we  have  no  doubt  that  this  section  is  constitutional  and 
provides  for  a  proceeding  which  may  properly  be  resorted  to 
in  such  cases,  and  which  is  conclusive  on  the  absentee  and 
those  claiming  under  him.  The  administration  granted  as 
to  the  property  of  Jarvis  was  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section,  and  we  think  it  was  valid, 

Waldeck,  as  administrator,  had  the  right,  therefore,  to  re- 
ceive from  the  plaintiff  the  proceeds  of  the  policies  on  Ja'r- 
vis'  life  so  far  as  such  proceeds  were  payable  to  his  adminis- 
trator, and,  as  Chittenden  &  Eastman  assented  to  such  payment 
and  to  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  by  Waldeck  as  admin- 
istrator, there  was  a  final  settlement  under  the  policies,  which, 
if  Jarvis  had  been  in  fact  dead,  would  have  been  binding  on 
all  parties.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  policies  did  not 
mature  simply  on  the  granting  of  administration  on  the  es- 
tate of  Jarvis  as  an  absentee.  The  conditions  of  the  policies 
were  that  the  sums  named  therein  should  be  paid  on  Jarvis' 
death,  and,  as  already  indicated,  the  administration  was  not 
conclusive  as  to  the  fact  of  his  death,  but  only  as  to  the  fact 
of  his  absence  and  the  concealment  of  his  whereabouts  from 
his  family  for  seven  years.  But  the  facts  which  justified  the 
administration  would  also  as  evidence  have  established  a  right 
of  action  on  the  policies  by  the  administrator  and  the  as- 
signees to  recover  the  insurance  money,  for  those  facts  would 
have  been  sufficient  evidence  of  death  to  sustain  a  judgment 
based  on  that  fact.  The  plaintiff  company  was  thereupon 
brought  face  to  face  with  the  question  whether  it  would  pay 
tlie  amounts  of  the  policies  or  stand  suit  thereon,  and  question 
the  fact  of  the  death  of  Jarvis. 

It  may  further  be  suggested  that  the  obligation  of  the 
plaintiff  under  its  policies  was  to  pay  the  amount  nained 
*'*'^  therein  to  the  proper  beneficiary  within  sixty  days  after 
due  notice  and  satisfactory  proof  of  deatli,  and  that  proof  of 
death  stating  the  facts  which,  if  established,  would  sliow 
the  liability  of  the  company  was  furnished,  and  no  objection 
thereto  on  the  part  of  the  company  was  made.  Under  these 
conditions,  and  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  an  action  on  the 
policies,  the  plaintiff  comj)any  elected  to  pay  over  the  amount 
thereof  to  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  the  insurance  money 
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if  Jarvis  were  in  fact  dead,  and  this  compromise  and  settle- 
ment of  a  claim  based  on  the  assertion  of  his  death  was,  we 
think,  binding  and  conclusive  on  the  company.  Had  a  judg- 
ment been  secured  in  an  action  by  the  administrator  with 
authority  to  represent  the  rights  of  all  persons  interested  in 
the  proceeds  of  the  policies,  such  judgment  would  have  been 
conclusive  as  to  the  death  of  Jarvis,  and  the  company  could 
not,  after  paying  the  amount  of  such  judgment,  have  recov- 
ered back  the  money  paid  on  discovering  that  the  essential 
fact  in  issue  in  the  case,  to  wit,  the  death  of  Jarvis,  had  been 
erroneously  adjudicated.  The  judgment  would  have  been 
conclusive  as  to  that  fact.  Therefore,  we  think  that  a  set- 
tlement by  which  the  money  was  paid  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  a  suit  in  which  such  a  judgment  might  have  been 
rendered  is  also  conclusive,  and  that  plaintiff  cannot  now 
recover  back  the  money  thus  paid. 

In  a  case  quite  similar  in  its  essential  facts  to  the  one  now 
before  us  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York  held  that  an  ar- 
rangement for  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  policies  en- 
tered into  in  view  of  the  assumed  death  of  the  assured  as  indi- 
cated by  his  absence  unheard  of  for  more  than  seven  years  was 
binding  after  it  had  been  ascertained  that  he  was  still  living; 
such  arrangement  having  been  made  with  regard  to  the  chances 
of  success  of  the  claimant  under  the  policy  at  the  time  when 
the  insured  was  thouglit  to  be  dead.  In  that  case,  as  in  this, 
"clearly  but  one  thing  was  dealt  with  or  could  be  in  the 
agreement  of  settlement,  to  wit,  the  possil)ility  that  the  insured 
should  prove  to  be  alive":  Sears  v.  ^^'"^  Grand  Lodge,  163  N. 
Y.  374,  57  N.  E.  618,  50  L.  R.  A.  204.  In  the  case  before  us 
there  was  no  compromise,  it  is  true,  as  to  the  amount  to  be 
paid ;  but  there  was  a  compromise  on  the  question  whetlicr 
anythi]]g  was  pa.yahlc.  and  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  liti- 
gation the  plaintill;  elected  to  make  payment.  A  voluntary 
payment  is  usually  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  recovered  bads : 
Manning  v.  Poling,  114  Iowa.  20,  83  N.  W.  895,  86  N.  W.  30; 
James  v.  Dalbey,  107  Iowa,  463,  78  N.  W.  51;  Davenport  & 
Rt.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Rogei-s,  39  Iowa,  298;  Bailoy  v.  Paullii.a,  69 
Iowa,  463,  29  N.  W.  418;  Baldwin  v.  Foss,  71  Iowa,  3S:»,  32 
N.  W.  389;  Lyman  v.  Laudorbaugh,  75  Iowa,  481,  39  X.  W. 
812;  AYeaver  v.  Stacey,  93  Iowa,  683,  62  N.  W.  22;  Windbiel 
V.  Carroll.  16  ITuu,  101;  National  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jones,  1 
Thuiiip.  &  C.   466. 
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2.  Counsel  for  appellant  insist  that  this  payment  was  one 
made  under  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact,  and  that  in  accordance 
with  a  well-recognized  equitable  principle  money  thus  paid 
may  be  recovered  back.  The  rule  thus  invoked  is  not  appli- 
cable, however,  where,  under  an  assumption  of  fact  known  to 
both  parties  to  be  doubtful,  there  has  been  a  voluntary  pay- 
ment in  extinguishment  of  a  claim.  The  principle  is  thus 
stated  in  1  Pomeroy's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  second  edition, 
section  855 : 

"AYhere  parties  have  entered  into  a  contract  or  arrange- 
ment based  upon  uncertain  or  contingent  events  purposely 
as  a  compromise  of  a  doubtful  claim  arising  from  them, 
....  and  there  is  ....  an  absence  of  bad  faith,  violation 
of  confidence,  misrepresentation,  concealment  and  other  in- 
equitable conduct,  ....  if  the  facts  upon  which  such  agree- 
ment or  transaction  was  founded  ....  turned  out  very 
differently  from  what  was  expected  or  anticipated,  this  error, 
miscalculation  or  disappointment,  although  relating  to  a 
matter  of  fact  and  not  of  law,  is  not  such  a  mistake  witliin 
the  meaning  of  the  equitable  doctrine  as  entitles  the  disap- 
pointed party  to  any  relief In  such  classes  of  agree- 
ments and  transactions  the  parties  are  supposed  to  calculate 
the  chances,  and  they  certainly  assume  the  risks." 

^'^  And  at  another  place  in  the  same  work  (section  849) 
the  author  uses  this  language:  "It  should  be  carefully  ob- 
served that  this  rule  [allowing  recovery  of  money  paid  under 
mistake]  has  no  application  to  compromises  where  doubts 
have  arisen  as  to  the  fights  of  the  parties,  and  they  have  in- 
tentionally entered  into  an  arrangement  for  the  purpose  of 
compromising  and  settling  those  doubts.  Such  compromises, 
whether  involving  mistakes  of  law^  or  fact,  are  governed  by 
special  consideration."  The  foregoing  quotations  are  made 
part  of  the  opinion  in  Sears  v.  Grand  Lodge,  1G3  N.  Y.  374, 
57  N.  E.  618.  50  L.  R.  A.  204,  as  applicable  to  a  case  very 
similar  to  the  one  before  us.  In  Riegel  v.  American  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  140  Pa.  193,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  225,  21  All.  392, 
11  L.  R.  A.  857,  and  on  a  subsequent  appeal,  153  Pa.  134,  25 
Atl.  1070,  19  L.  R.  A.  166,  it  was  decided  that  the  holder  of  a 
policy  accepting  its  snrrender  value  under  the  assumption 
that  the  assured  was  still  alive  might,  on  pi'oving  that  in  fact 
the  insured  had  already  died,  recover  the  balance  of  the  face 
of  the  policy  which  had  matured  l)y  the  death  of  the  assured 
w^ithout  tli(>  knowlcduv  of  cillier  party.     But  it  is  evident  that, 
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under  these  circumstances,  tliere  was  a  mistake  as  to  a  fact 
not  within  the  contemplation  of  either  party  in  entering  inta 
the  arrangement.  In  the  case  before  us  the  question  whether 
Jarvis  was  dead  was  distinctly  within  the  contemplation  of 
both  parties,  for  it  was  expressly  recited  in  the  proof  of  loss 
that  he  had  been  absent  for  more  than  seven  years,  and  had 
not  been  heard  of  within  that  time.  The  only  question  of 
controversy  between  the  parties  in  determining  whether  or 
not  the  insurance  money  should  be  paid  was  as  to  whether 
Jarvis  was  dead,  and  the  plaintiff  conceded  its  liability  by 
voluntarily  paying  the  claim.  In  the  absence  of  fraud  or 
concealment,  the  means  of  knowledge  as  to  the  fact  in  contro- 
versy being  equally  accessible  to  each  party,  the  payment  is 
conclusive:  Eagan  v.  Aetna  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  10  AV.  Va.  583; 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wager,  27  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  354. 

**^*  3.  With  reference  to  the  consideration  of  the  negotia- 
tions between  the  agent  of  plaintiff  and  the  attorney  for  the 
administrator,  it  is  contended  that  the  acts  and  statements 
of  the  plaintiff's  agent  were  not  binding  upon  it,  for  the  reason 
that  they  are  not  shown  to  have  been  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  which  was  limited  by  stipulations  in  the  policy. 
It  is  enough  to  say  that  this  agent  had  authority  to  represent 
the  company  in  delivering  the  drafts  to  the  defendants  in 
payment  of  the  claims  under  the  policies,  and  that  what  he 
did  and  said  in  connection  with  the  effecting  of  this  settle- 
ment must  be  binding  upon  the  plaintiff.  It  is  to  be  remem- 
bered that  he  at  first  refused  to  deliver  the  drafts  until  a  bond 
of  indemnity  was  furnished,  and  that  afterward,  on  a  repre- 
sentation made  to  the  company  by  counsel  for  the  adminis- 
trator, that  no  bond  would  be  furnished,  and  that,  if  not  vol- 
imtarily  paid,  the  right  of  recovery  under  the  policies  would 
be  litigated,  the  agent  delivered  the  draft  without  further 
condition.  Certainly  what  his  agent  said  and  did  was  within 
the  scope  of  his  authority,  regardless  of  any  provisions  in  the 
policy.  The  company  is  now  relying  on  the  delivery  of  these 
drafts  as  constituting  the  very  payment  which  they  make 
the  basis  of  their  right  to  recover  back  the  money  paid,  and 
cannot  question  the  authority  of  the  agent  through  whom 
such  payment  was  made. 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  therefore  affirmed. 


Statutes  Auihorizing  Administration  upon  the  estntcs  of  absontees 
as  tliongfh  ttu-y  were  deeoasod  liave  been  hold  unconstitutional  in  some 
States,  but  in  others  have  been  upheld  as  valid:   Selden  v.  Kennedy, 
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104  Va.  826,   113  Am.   St.  Kep.   1076,   and  cases  cited  in  the   cross- 
reference  note  thereto. 

Eecovery  of  Payments  of  Money  voluntarily  made  is  the  subject  of  a 
note  to  New  Orleans  etc.  Co.  Y.  Louisiana  etc.  Co.,  94  Am.  St.  £ep. 
408. 


PUGH  V.  JONES. 

[134  Iowa,  746,  112  N.  W.  225.] 

GARNISHMENT. — A  Guardian  cannot  be  Garnished  after  the 
death  of  his  ward  by  creditors  of  her  heirs,     (p.  452.) 

THE  GARNISHMENT  of  an  Administrator  by  creditors  of  the 
heirs  after  the  heirs  have  assigned  their  interest  in  the  estate  is 
ineffectual,     (pp.  452,  453.) 

R.  W.  Pugh,  for  the  appellee. 

J.  M.  Dower,  for  the  appellees. 

''4'"  DEE]\IER,  J.  One  M.  Dwyer  was  the  guardian  of 
Mary  L.  Murphy.  The  latter  died  May  28,  1904.  After 
her  death  her  guardian  was  garnished  by  plaintiff  as  a  sup- 
posed debtor  or  as  holding  certain  property  belonging  to 
Richard  M.  Murphy  and  Eugene  A.  Murphy,  against  whom 
plaintiff  held  judgments.  These  judgment  defendants  were 
heirs  and  legatees  of  Mary  L.  Murphy,  deceased.  D.  M.  Van- 
nest,  a  son  in  law  of  Mary  L.  Murphy,  was,  on  the  thirteenth 
day  of  June,  1904,  appointed  a  special  administrator  of  IMary 
L.  jNIurphy's  estate,  but  he  never  qualified  as  such.  There- 
after, and  on  July  9,  1904,  John  Jones  was  appointed  and 
qualified  as  administrator  of  her  estate,  and  on  the  tliirteenth 
day  of  July,  1904,  he  too  was  garnished  by  plaintiff.  Gar- 
nishment w^as  also  had  on  Vannest;  but,  as  he  never  quali- 
fied and  never  held  any  money  or  property  belonging  to  the 
heirs  of  the  deceased,  no  attention  need  be  paid  to  this  gar- 
nishment. In  the  meantime,  and  before  July  9,  1904,  de- 
fendants, R.  M.  and  E.  A.  Murphy,  had  nssi^ned  to  various 
parties,  interveners  in  this  case,  all  their  rights,  titles  and 
inferests  in  and  to  the  estate  of  INlary  L.  Murphy,  deceased. 
These  assignments  were  each  and  all  prior  to  the  garnish- 
ments of  the  administrator  ''"**  and  seem  to  have  been  made 
in  good  fnith.  at  least  their  bona  fides  is  not  questioned,  so 
that  this  garnishment  cuts  no  figure  in  the  case. 
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But  plaintiff  contends  that  his  garnishment  of  the  guard- 
ian of  ]\Iary  L.  Murphy,  although  run  after  her  death,  was 
and  is  sufficient  to  hold  the  funds  which  might  eventually 
})ass  to  her  heirs  and  legatees.  It  is  a  general  rule  that,  when 
l)roperty  is  in  custodia  legis,  the  officer  holding  it  is  not  liable 
to  garnishment:  Rood  on  Garnishment,  sec.  27,  and  cases 
cited;  IMartin  v.  Davis,  21  Iowa,  535.  When  such  right  ex- 
ists, it  is  in  virtue  of  some  statute,  and,  as  there  is  no  stat- 
ute in  this  state  authorizing  it,  there  seems  to  be  no  author- 
ity for  holding  a  guardian  as  garnishee:  Brooks  v.  Cook,  8 
]\fass.  246;  Waite  v.  Osborne,  11  Me.  185;  Short  v.  Moore,  10 
Vt.  446 ;  Stout  V.  La  Follette,  64  Ind.  365. 

Administrators  and  executors  may,  under  our  statute  (Code, 
sec.  3936),  be  garnished,  but  not  guardians.  But  it  is  argued 
that  Dwyer  was  no  longer  guardian  when  garnished,  for  the 
reason  that  his  ward  was  then  dead.  But  this  is  not  so.  Al- 
though the  ward  was  dead,  the  guardianship  continued  for 
the  purpose  of  settlement  until  a  proper  adjustment  of  the 
trust  in  the  probate  court:  State  Fair  Assn.  v.  Terry,  74  Ark. 
149,  85  S.  W.  87.  After  the  death  of  the  ward  he  was  still 
an  officer  of  court  until  discharged,  and  subject  to  its  control 
and  order.  He  was  not  holding  the  funds  in  his  hands  for 
the  heirs  of  his  ward,  but  his  accountability  was  to  the  ad- 
ministrator of  his  ward's  estate.  He  could  not  pay  the  money 
in  his  hands  to  the  heirs  of  his  ward  with  impunity,  and  could 
not  close  up  his  trust  without  accounting  under  the  direction 
of  the  court  to  the  administrator  of  his  ward's  estate.  While 
for  certain  purposes  it  is  held  that  the  estate  of  an  ancestor 
vests  immediately  in  his  heii"s,  yet  tliis  does  not  entitle  them 
to  the  personal  estate  or  to  any  aliquot  part  thereof  uncon- 
ditionally. It  is  all  subject  to  administration,  and  passes  as 
in  this  case  from  the  guardian  '"'*'*  to  the  administrator,  and 
not  directly  to  the  heirs.  But  in  this  case  it  is  plain  that  tlio 
guardian  was  holding  the  property  when  garnished  as  an 
officer  of  court,  and,  as  such,  was  responsible  to  the  court 
appointing  him  and  to  the  administrator,  and  not  to  the  heirs 
of  his  ward.  Under  no  view  could  he  be  held  as  garnislire 
initil  discharged  as  guardian,  and,  as  such  discharge  could 
not  bo  had  until  he  had  turned  the  property  over  to  the  ad- 
ministrator of  I\Iary  L.  IVIurphy's  estate,  he  was  manifestly 
not  subject  to  garnishment. 

AYlion  the  ]U'oper  administrator  was  garnislicd.  the  heirs 
had  a.ssiuned  all  their  interest  in  their  ancestor's  estate,  and 
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as  plaintiff  had  no  greater  rights  in  and  to  the  fund  than  his 
debtors  had  or  would  have  had,  he  got  nothing  by  that  gar- 
nishment. The  whole  proposition  here  is  answered  by  the 
suggestion  that  the  property  was  in  custodia  legis,  while  in 
the  hands  of  the  guardian,  although  his  ward  was  dead,  and 
that  there  is  no  provision  of  statute  authorizing  the  garnish- 
ment of  a  guardian.  As  we  have  said,  the  garnishment  of 
Vannest  is  of  no  moment  (IMechanics'  Bank  v.  Waite,  150 
IMass.  234,  22  N.  E.  915;  and  the  garnishment  of  the  admin- 
istrator was  after  all  the  assignments  had  been  made. 

Further,  it  is  argued  that  the  assignments  to  interveners 
are  not  sufficiently  established.  This  is  purely  a  fact  ques- 
tion. Turning  to  the  record,  we  find  that  they  are  properly 
proved. 

The  judgment  discharging  the  garnishees  is  correct,  and 
is  affirmed. 


A  Giiardian  is  not  Chargeable  as  Trustee,  at  the  suit  of  creilitors  of 
his  ward,  until  there  has  been  an  accounting  and  a  balance  found  in 
his  hands:  Davis  v.  Drew,  6  N.  II.  399,  25  Am.  Dec.  467.  Nor  can  an 
administrator,  in  advance  of  a  decree  of  distribution,  be  charged 
as  a  garnishee  in  respect  to  funds  in  his  hands  belonging  to  an  heir: 
Orlopp  V.  Schueller,  72  Ohio  St.  41,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  583. 
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WHITMORE  V.  BT^OWN. 

[102  Me.  47,  G5  Atl.  516.] 

NUISANCE,  Removal  of. — A  court  of  equity  will  not,  except 
in  extreme  cases,  exoieise  its  power  to  compel  the  removal  of  existincj 
structures  upon  land,  though  they  may  coiistitute  a  nuisance,  but  will 
leave  the  plaintiif  to  his  remedy  at  law.     (p.  456.) 

NUISANCE,  Acquiescence  in.  Removal  of. — A  court  of  equity 
will  not  intervene  to  remove  an  allpgcd  nuisance  when  the  plaintiff 
has  long  tolerated  it,  but  will  leave  him  to  establish  his  claim  at  law. 
(p.  456.) 

NUISANCE — Structures  on  Another's  Land. — The  mere  fart 
that  structures  are  or  will  be  erected  on  the  land  of  another  without" 
the  required  statutory  license,  does  not  make  them  nuisances  or  out- 
laws to  be  lawfully  assailed  and  destroyed  by  anyone,  or  abated  at 
the  private  suit  of  any  person,     (p.  457.) 

NUISANCE — Erection  of  Building — Injunction  Against. — A 
court  of  equity  will  not,  at  the  suit  of  a  private  person,  restrain  the 
erection  of  a  iDuilding  on  the  land  of  another,  not  in  fact  a  nuisance, 
merely  because  its  erection  is  forbidden  by  statute  or  ordinance,  (pp. 
457,  4r,^.) 

NUISANCE. — Structures  on  Land  of  another  lessening  plain- 
tiff's enjoyment  thereof  for  residence  purposes,  and  also  lessening 
its  commercial  value,  do  not  give  a  right  to  an  abatement  of  thcni 
as  a  nuisance,  or  even  to  damages,     (p.  458.) 

NUISANCE — Structures  on  Land. — A  land  owner,  to  enable 
him  to  have  structures  upon  the  land  of  another  declared  a  nuisance, 
must  show  that  they  infringe  some  individual  right  recognizeil  liv 
the  law  as  a  legal  private  right  of  his.  That  they  infringe  the  legal 
rights  of  others  gives  him  no  cause  of  action,      (p.  458.) 

NUISANCE. — Structures  Infringing  Public  Rights  only,  sncli 
as  navit,'ation  and  boating,  can  be  dealt  with  only  by  the  public,  by  a 
proceeding  in  the  name  of  the  state,  or  by  some  authorized  person  in 
behalf  of  the  public.  An  individual  alYtcted  has  no  separate  right 
of  action  in  his  own  name.      (pp.  458,  459.) 

NUISANCE. — Proximity  or  Ugliness  of  Otherwise  Harmless 
Structures  upon  the  land  of  another,  although  thej  obstruct  the  view 

(454) 
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of  the  adjoining  owner,  do  not  constitute  them  a  nuisance.  The  hurt 
to  plaintiff  must  come  from  the  structure,  qua  nuisance,  to  give  him 
a  cause  of  action,     (p.  459.) 

NUISANCE — Injunction  Against  Erection  of  Structure.— To 
enable  a  plaintiff  to  have  a  wharf  on  the  land  of  another  declared  a 
nuisance  and  the  extension  thereof  enjoined,  on  the  ground  that  it 
materially  impedes  the  passage  by  water  to  and  from  his  land,  the 
proof  of  that  fact  must  be  clear  and  convincing,     (p.  461.) 

Hale  &  Hamlin,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  "W.  King  and  J.  A.  Peters,  for  the  defendants. 

''^  EMERY,  J.  From  the  bill,  answer  and  evidonee  we 
find  the  following  facts :  On  the  south  side  of  Mt.  Desert  Island 
is  a  small  cove  of  tide  water  called  "Gilpatrick's  Cove."  The 
defendants  have  a  warranty  deed  of  a  lot  of  upland  on  this 
cove  at  its  head  or  extreme  northern  end,  and  also  of  so  much 
of  the  shore  or  flats  of  the  cove  as  is  included  within  the  exten- 
sion of  the  side  lines  of  their  upland  across  the  shore  or  flats  so 
as  to  include  the  structures  hereinafter  described.  The  plain- 
tiff owns  a  lot  of  upland  bordering  on  the  cove  next  southwest 
of  the  defendants'  upland,  but,  so  far  as  appears  in  this  case, 
she  does  not  own  any  part  of  the  shore  or  flats  of  the  cove : 
Whitmore  v.  Brown,  100  Me.  410,  61  Atl.  985.  The  defendants, 
being  in  possession  under  a  warranty  deed,  must  therefore  be 
held  to  have  a  prima  facie  title  to  the  flats  named  in  their 
deed,  at  least  as  against  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants'  gran- 
tor some  twelve  years  ago  erected  on  the  land  included  in  his 
deed  to  them  a  wharf  extending  from  the  upland  out  upon 
their  flats  in  front,  and  also  erected  upon  this  wharf  a  build- 
ing for  trading  purposes.  This  wharf  and  building  have  been 
maintained  ever  since,  and  are  now  maintained  by  these  de- 
fendants and  are  wholly  upon  their  land.  They  are  now  pro- 
posing to  widen  the  wharf  by  an  addition  to  its  eastern  side 
within  the  side  lines  of  their  flats  and  not  extending  any  fur- 
ther out  from  the  upland.  The  present  wharf  was  erected 
and  has  ever  since  been  maintained  without  ^^  tlic  license 
required  therefor  by  the  statute  (Rev.  Stats.,  c.  4,  sees.  9G-99, 
inclusive),  and  no  such  license  has  been  obtained  for  the  pro- 
posed extension.  The  statute  prohibits  tlie  erection  and  main- 
tenance of  an  unlicensed  wharf.  The  plaintiff  by  her  bill 
asks  the  court  to  enjoin  the  proposed  extension  of  the  wharf 
and  also  the  further  maintenance  of  the  present  structures 
on  the  flats  upon  the  ground  that  being  forbidden  by  the 
statute  they  are  a  nuisance  in  law,  and  injure  the  plaintiff 
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"in  lior  comfort,  property  and  the  enjoyment  of  her  estate'* 
(Rev.  Stats.,  c.  22,  sec.  13),  her  land  being  used  and  valuable 
as  a  summer  residence. 

If  the  existinf;  structures  alone  were  the  subject  matter  of 
tliis  suit,  the  bill  would  need  be  dismissed  under  the  settled 
doctrine  of  this  court  that  it  will  not,  except  in  extreme  cases, 
exercise  its  equity  powers  to  compel  the  removal  of  existing 
structures  upon  the  land  of  the  defendant,  though  they  may 
be  a  nuisance  in  law,  but  will  leave  the  plaintiff  to  his  remedy 
at  law  which  in  this  state  is  "plain,  adequate  and  complete": 
See  the  statute  on  nuisances,  Rev.  Stats.,  c.  22 ;  Davis  v.  "Wey- 
mouth, 80  I\re.  307,  14  Atl.  199 ;  Tracy  v.  Le  Blanc,  89  Me. 
304,  36  Atl.  399 ;  Sterling  v.  Littlcfield,  97  Me.  479,  54  Atl. 
108.  In  Maine  Wharf  v.  Custom  House  Wharf,  85  :\re.  175, 
27  Atl.  93,  the  structure  was  not  on  the  defendant's  land  and 
the  rights  had  been  settled  at  law.  No  such  hurt  or  danger 
of  hurt  is  shown  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  as  would  take 
it  out  of  that  rule. 

The  bill  would  also  need  be  dismissed  under  the  general 
principle  of  equity  jurisprudence  that  an  equity  court  will 
not  intervene  where  the  plaintiff  has  long  tolerated  the  al- 
leged nuisance,  but  will  leave  him  to  establish  his  claim  at 
law.  These  present  structures  had  been  tolerated  for  ten 
years,  during  all  Avhich  time  they  were  as  much  nuisance  as 
now,  having  the  same  elTect  on  persons  and  property  at  Gil- 
patrick's  Cove.  The  danger  of  future  hurt  from  them  is  no 
more  imminent  now  than  at  first.  After  ten  years  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff  for  their  removal  is  much  too  stale  for  the 
court  to  enforce  by  decrees  in  equity. 

But  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  for  an  injunction  against  the 
proposed  extension  is  cognizable  in  equity  and  hence  requires 
consideration  in  this  suit ;  and  the  already  extensive  and  in- 
creasing occupation  ^®  of  lands  bordering  on  the  tide  waters 
of  the  ]\Iaine  coast  for  summer  residences  by  citizens  of  this 
and  other  states  and  countries  justifies,  we  think,  a  somewliat 
elaborate  exposition  of  the  law  governing  cases  like  this.  Tlie 
wharf  extension,  if  erected,  will,  so  far  as  appears,  be  wholly 
on  flats  owned  by  the  defendants.  Under  our  law,  based  on 
the  Colonial  Ordinance  of  1G41-1647,  their  ownership  of  their 
flats  is  as  full  and  complete  as  their  ownership  of  their  up- 
land, except  that  it  is  subject  to  some  extent  to  certain  pub- 
lic rielits:  State  v.  Wil<nn.  42  ^Me.  9;  :Moore  v.  GriflRn.  22  'S\e. 
350;  King  v.  Young,  70  :\Ie.  76,  49  Am.  Rep.  596.     In  this 
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case,  however,  we  have  to  do  only  with  the  public  right  of 
navigation,  since  no  complaint  is  made  of  infringement  of 
any  other  public  right.  Prior  to  the  statute  cited  (Rev. 
Stats.,  c.  4,  sees.  96-99,  inclusive),  the  owner  of  flats  could 
erect  wharves  on  them  as  freely  as  upon  his  upland,  pro- 
vided he  did  not  thereby  actually  interrupt  or  impede  naviga- 
tion: Commonwealth  v.  Charleston,  1  Pick.  180,  11  Am.  Dec. 
161;  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush.  53;  Low  v.  Knowlton, 
26  Me.  128,  45  Am.  Dec.  100;  State  v.  Wilson,  42  Me.  9. 
Wliether  a  wiiarf  did  actually  obstruct  or  impede  navigation 
and  thereby  become  a  nuisance  at  common  law  or  under  Re- 
vised Statutes,  chapter  22,  section  5,  was  a  question  of  fact, 
and  sometimes  a  difficult  one,  to  be  determined  in  each  case 
upon  the  evidence  in  that  case.  The  legislature  has  now  in- 
tervened and  created  a  tribunal  to  determine  that  question, 
viz.,  the  municipal  officers  of  the  town,  and  has  prohibited 
the  erection  of  wharves  in  tide  waters  without  a  license  from 
that  board  (Rev.  Stats.,  c.  4,  sees.  96-99,  inclusive).  If  that 
license  is  duly  granted,  the  wharf  cannot,  under  the  state 
law,  be  abated  as  an  obstruction  to  navigation,  even  if  it  be 
such  in  fact,  though,  of  course,  the  license  will  not  protect 
the  wharf  from  complaints  for  infringement  of  private  rights. 
If  the  license  is  not  obtained,  the  wharf  erected  without  it  is 
an  unlawful  structure  even  if  it  does  not  in  fact  obstruct 
navigation.  That  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  thus  re- 
quire a  license  for  the  erection  of  wharves  on  flats  is  not  ques- 
tioned: Comnionv.-ealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush.  53. 

Such  being  the  rights  of  the  defendants  and  of  the  state 
in  and  over  their  flats,  we  proceed  to  consider  what  right  the 
plaintiff  may  have  to  an  injunction  against  the  proposed  ex- 
tension of  the  defendants'  ^''  wharf  and  also  to  an  abate- 
ment of  the  existing  structures,  assuming  for  convenience  of 
statement  and  argument  the  present  suit  to  be  appropriate 
for  tliat  purpose. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  structures  are,  or  will  be,  erected  and 
maintained  without  the  required  statutory  license  does  not 
make  ttieni  outlaws,  to  be  lawfully  assailed  and  destroyed  b}'' 
anyone,  or  abated  at  the  private  suit  of  any  person:  Bright- 
man  V.  Bristol,  65  Me.  426,  20  Am.  Rep.  711.  Indeed,  the 
statute  does  not  declare  them  to  be  a  nuisance  in  law.  An 
equity  court  will  not  at  the  suit  of  a  private  party  restrain 
the  (^rection  of  a  building,  not  in  fact  a  nuisance,  merely  l)e- 
cause  its  erection  is  forbidtlen  by  statute  or  ordinance:  St. 
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Jolin  Village  Corp.  v.  ]\rcFarlan,  33  :Mieh.  72,  20  Am.  Rep. 
671;  Mayor  of  Manchester  v.  Smith,  64  N.  H.  380,  10  Atl. 
700.  Again,  the  mere  fact  that  the  existence  of  those  struc- 
tures upon  the  defendants'  flats  do  or  will  lessen  the  plain- 
tiff's enjoyment  of  her  lot,  even  as  a  summer  residence,  and 
lessen  its  commercial  value,  does  not  give  her  a  right  to  an 
abatement  or  even  to  damages.  A  neighbor's  building  on 
his  own  land,  by  its  ugliness  of  architecture  or  by  its  mere 
proximity,  may  lessen  one's  enjoyment  of  his  own  residence 
and  lessen  its  market  value;  or  a  competing,  neighboring  fac- 
tory may  lessen  one's  business  profits  and  the  value  of  his 
own  factory,  and  yet  no  legal  right  be  infringed.  It  is  not 
enough,  therefore,  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  struc- 
tures on  the  defendants'  flats  are  there  without  the  required 
statutory  license,  and  that  they  lessen  the  enjoyment  and 
market  value  of  her  land.  She  must  go  further  and  show 
that  they  infringe  some  individual  right  recognized  by  the 
law  as  a  legal,  private  right  of  hers.  That  they  infringe  the 
legal  rights  of  others  gives  her  no  cause  of  action  against 
them. 

The  present  structures  and  the  proposed  extension  are  for- 
bidden by  statute,  and  to  that  extent  are,  and  will  be,  illegal. 
Do  they  or  will  they  infringe  any  individual  legal  right  of 
the  plaintiff?  There  is  no  evidence  nor  complaint  that  they 
do  or  threaten  any  injury  to  the  plaintiff  or  her  land  by  vitiat- 
ing the  air  or  water,  by  unhealthy  or  offensive  odors,  by  dis- 
turbing noises,  or  by  obstructing  the  passage  of  light  or  air, 
or  by  otherwise  unfavoral)ly  affecting  her  liealth  or  physical 
comfort.  Tlie  r)laintiff  practically  advances  but  three  propo- 
sitions, viz. :  1.  That  the  structures  are  in  law  and  in  fact  an 
obstruction  ^^  to  the  navigation  of  the  cove  and  thereby  re- 
duce the  value  of  her  land  in  the  cove;  2.  That  the  struc- 
tures are  unsightly  and  also  obstruct  the  view  of  the  scenery 
from  her  land,  and  thus  lessen  the  enjoyment  and  value  of 
her  estate ;  and  3.  That  the  structures  materially  impede  the 
passage  by  water  to  and  from  her  land,  and  tlms  less^^'U  its 
value. 

As  to  the  first  proposition,  whatever  the  damage  to  the 
ploiutift'  or  her  land,  the  riglil  infringed,  that  of  the  unim- 
peded navigation  of  the  cove,  is  a  public  right  common  to  all 
the  people  of  the  state,  and  not  a  right  peculiar  to  owners 
and  o'-r-iipfiiits  of  land  bordering  on  the  cove.  It  is  the  settled 
law  of  this  state  that  structures  which  only  infringe  public 
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rights  can  be  dealt  with  only  by  the  public — that  is,  by  pro- 
ceedings in  the  name  of  the  state  or  some  authorized  person 
in  behalf  of  the  public.  An  individual  affected  has  no  sepa- 
rate right  of  action  in  his  own  name.  To  enforce  the  public 
right  for  his  benefit  he  must  set  the  public  agencies  in  mo- 
tion. It  is  only  when  the  structures  inflict  upon  him  some 
special  legal  injury  different  in  kind  as  well  as  degree  from 
that  suffered  by  others  that  he  has  an  individual  right  of  ac- 
tion against  them :  Holmes  v.  Corthell,  80  Me.  31,  12  Atl.  730 ; 
Penley  v.  Auburn,  85  Me.  278,  27  Atl.  158,  21  L.  R.  A.  657 ; 
Taylor  v.  Portsmouth  K.  &  Y.  St.  Ry.  Co,  91  IMe.  193,  64  Am. 
St.  Rep.  216,  39  Atl.  560. 

The  plaintiff  contends,  however,  that  boating  privileges  in 
and  about  the  cove  are  attached  to  her  lot,  that  these  are  a 
large  and  peculiar  element  in  its  market  value,  and  consti- 
tute a  legal  right  appurtenant  thereto  apart  from  the  public 
which  has  no  right  to  make  use  of  it  to  facilitate  their  use  of 
their  public  right,  and  that  the  structures  restrict  and  abridge 
these  privileges.  There  may  be  appurtenant  to  her  lot  a  right 
of  passage  b.y  boats,  etc.,  to  and  from  it  (Maine  "Wharf  v. 
Custom  House  Wharf,  85  Me.  175,  27  Atl.  93),  but  that  is 
only  the  right  of  access  to  and  departure  from  her  land  by 
water.  Any  other  use  of  the  water  for  boating  or  other 
navigation  would  be  under  the  public  right  alone. 

But  the  plaintiff  further  urges  that,  conceding  the  right 
violated  to  be  a  piiljlic  right  only,  the  violation  of  that  public 
right  has  damaged  the  value  of  her  land,  and  that  this  damage 
is  individual  and  peculiar,  one  not  suffered  by  the  public  at 
large.  The  question,  ^^  however,  is  not  whether  the.  plain- 
tiff's land  has  been  damaged,  but  whether  any  of  her  legal 
rights  have  been  infringed.  The  land  owner  has  no  legal 
riglit  that  the  market  value  of  his  land  shall  not  be  disturbed. 

Though  by  reason  of  her  land  being  on  this  cove  the  plain- 
tiff may  have  more  need  or  occasion  than  other  persons  to 
make  use  of  the  public  right  to  the  unimpeded  navigation  of 
the  cove,  and  her  land  may  be  more  damaged  by  the  viola- 
tion of  that  right,  the  right  itself  is  still  public  and  not  pri- 
vate. Her  ownership  of  land  on  the  cove  gives  her  no  greater 
nor  different  right  to  navigate  it.  Every  other  citizen  has 
the  same  right  in  kind  and  degree.  The  plaintiff  may  have 
a  greater  interest  than  others  in  the  right  and  a  greater  need 
of  its  enforcement,  but  that  does  not  change  the  public  right 
into  a  private  right:  Frost  v.  Washington  Co.  R.  R.  Co.,  96 
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Me.  76,  51  Atl.  80G,  59  L.  R.  A.  68.  It  may  be  that  an  in- 
dividual actually  obstructed  by  an  unauthorized  structure 
while  in  the  actual  exercise  of  the  public  right  may  maintain 
an  action  for  damages  resulting,  as  was  held  in  Brown  v. 
Watson,  47  Me.  161,  74  Am.  Dec.  482;  but  that  is  a  different 
case  from  this,  where  the  only  complaint  is  of  the  unfavor- 
able effect  upon  the  enjoyment  and  value  of  the  land. 

The  plaintiff  further  urges  the  hardship  of  her  being  left 
to  the  action  of  public  officials  to  enforce  the  public  right  and 
relieve  her  from  the  damage  done  her  by  these  unlicensed 
structures.  She  suggests  that  the  officials,  iniiuenced  by  local, 
political  or  other  innnaterial  considerations,  may  improp- 
erly neglect  and  even  refuf^e  to  act  upon  application  and  thus 
leave  her  helpless.  Even  if  this  apprehension  be  well  founded, 
the  court  cannot  afford  relief  in  this  suit.  Her  remedy  against 
recalcitrant  public  officers  is  in  some  other  procedure. 

To  the  second  proposition  there  are  two  answers.  The  law 
of  this  state  does  not  recognize  any  legal  right  to  an  unob- 
structed view  of  scenery  over  and  across  the  lands,  even  the 
flats,  of  others  unless  accjuired  by  grant;  nor  does  the  law 
recognize  as  a  cause  of  action  the  annoyance  caused  by  the 
])roximity  or  ugliness  of  otherwise  harmless  structures  upon 
the  land  of  another.  The  pleasure  of  an  unobstructed  view 
;ind  of  a  prospect  free  from  unsightly  objects  may  *^  be 
great,  but  in  the  present  state  of  the  law  it  is  too  refined  for 
legal  cognizance.  Again,  the  annoyances  complained  of,  and 
the  consequent  loss  in  value  of  land,  were  not  caused  by  tlie 
fact  that  the  structures  are  or  will  be  erected  and  maintained 
without  the  required  statutory  license.  The  plaintiff  must 
prove  that  her  damage  was  caused  by  the  particular  element 
in  the  character  or  use  of  the  structure  which  renders  it  a 
nuisance:  Burbank  v.  Bethel  Steam  Mill  Co.,  75  Me.  373,  46 
Am.  Rep.  400.  The  hurt  to  the  plaintiff  must  come  from 
the  structure,  qua  nuisance,  to  give  her  a  cause  of  action  for 
maintaining  it:  Bowden  v.  LcAvis,  13  R.  I.  189,  43  Am.  Rep. 
21,  a  case  in  many  respects  similar  to  this.  In  the  first  case 
the  plaintiff's  buildings  were  destroyed  by  fire  conmiunicated 
from  the  defendant's  steam  mill  situated  on  its  own  land, 
but  without  the  required  statutory  license  therefor.  The  stat- 
ute di'clared  any  stationar}^  steam  engine  so  erected  without 
the  license  "to  be  a  connnon  nuisance,"  and  the  statute  (Rev. 
Slats.,  e.  22,  sec.  13)  giving  a  right  of  action  for  injury  from 
a  cuniiiion  nuisance    wiis  then  in  force.     It  was  held,  never- 
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theless,  that  the  absence  of  the  required  license  did  not  give 
the  plaintiff  a  right  of  action,  and  that  unless  the  steam  mill 
was  a  nuisance  in  fact,  its  erection  and  use  were  not  wrong- 
ful as  to  the  plaintiff.  In  the  second  case  the  plaintiff  was 
lessee  of  certain  oyster  lots  from  the  state,  and  erected  a 
building  on  them  without  the  required  statutory  license  there- 
for. This  building  somewhat  impeded  navigation,  was  un- 
sightly, and  also  obstructed  the  view  from  the  defendant's 
villa  lots  near  by.  After  the  denial  of  a  request  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  building,  the  defendant  himself  removed  it.  In 
an  action  of  trespass  for  such  removal,  it  was  held  that  neither 
the  absence  of  the  required  license  nor  the  described  dam- 
age to  the  defendant's  villa  lots  justified  his  action.  The 
plaintiff  had  judgment.  In  the  case  at  bar  had  the  license 
been  obtained  and  the  structures  made  lawful,  the  inconven- 
ience to  the  plaintiff  from  the  obstruction  to  navigation,  the 
lessening  of  her  enjoyment  of  her  estate  and  of  its  value  from 
the  proximity  and  ugliness  of  the  structures,  would  have 
been  the  same  in  kind  and  degree.  ITence  she  was  not  in- 
jured by  the  lack  of  the  license  and  cannot  maintain  this 
suit  on  that  ground.  The  two  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff, 
being  from  other  states,  are  not  compelling  authority  ^^  how- 
ever closely  in  point,  but  we  think  they  are  each  distinguish- 
able from  this  case.  In  AYheeler  v.  Bedford,  54  Conn.  244, 
7  Atl.  22,  the  phiintiff's  residence  fronted  on  a  public  park. 
The  defendant  undertook  to  inclose  a  large  part  of  the  park 
for  his  own  use.  The  court  enjoined  him  at  the  suit  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  park,  however,  was  not  established  or  reserved 
simply  as  a  highway  for  purposes  of  passage,  but  to  be -kept 
open  for  air  and  prospect  as  well.  Residences  fronting  on 
this  ]nirk  practifally  had  annexed  to  them  the  privilege  of 
air  and  pifspcct  over  the  park,  a  distinct  privilege  appnrte- 
'  nant.  and  as  such  of  material  value.  It  was  as  if  A  had 
granted  to  B  a  privilege  of  prospect  over  his  land  as  appur- 
tenant to  B's  residence,  and  C  should  undertake  to  obstruct 
it.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  flats  are  the  defendants'  private 
property,  subject  only  to  certain  public  rights.  Neither  the 
public,  however,  nor  the  plaintiff  has  any  privilege  of  pros- 
pect over  them.  In  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  133  Ala.  459, 
91  Am.  St.  Rep.  466,  32  South.  144,  59  L.  R.  A.  399,  the  plain- 
tiff owned  a  store  on  a  business  street.  The  defendant  owned 
an  adjoining  lot  on  the  same  side  of  the  street,  and  proposed 
to  extend  its  building  into  the  street  of  which  it  owned  the 
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fee  subject  to  the  easement  of  a  public  street.  The  plain- 
tiff alleged  that  the  proposed  extension  would  obstruct  not 
only  the  view  of  the  street  from  his  store,  but  also  the  view 
of  his  store  from  the  street.  It  was  held  on  demurrer  that 
the  plaintiff  had  stated  an  injury  different  in  kind  and  de- 
gree from  that  suffered  by  the  public.  Granting  that  the 
owner  of  a  store  on  a  business  street  has,  as  appurtenant 
thereto,  the  right  that  nothing  shall  be  erected  by  his  neigh- 
bor on  the  street  to  hide  his  store  from  the  passing  throng 
upon  whose  custom  his  store  depends,  the  case  is  obviously 
not  the  one  at  bar. 

Undoubtedly  these  structures  do  annoy  the  plaintiff  and 
the  occupants  of  her  land,  and  do  reduce  its  renting  and 
selling  value,  but,  so  far  at  least,  it  appears  to  be  a  case  of 
damnum  abs(|ue  injuria.  It  is  clear,  we  think,  that  her  first 
and  second  propositions  do  not,  under  our  law,  sustain  her 
suit. 

We  come  now  to  her  third  and  last  proposition,  viz.,  that 
the  structures  in  fact  materially  impede  the  passage  by  water 
to  and  from  her  land,  and  thereby  infringe  a  legal  right  ap- 
purtenant to  her  ^^  land,  and  distinct  from  the  publi(3  right. 
As  to  the  structures  in  existence  at  the  time  she  filed  her  bill, 
she  must  be  remitted  to  her  action  at  law  under  the  rules 
stated  in  the  early  part  of  this  opinion.  As  to  the  proposed 
extension,  the  evidence  does  not  make  it  plain  to  us  that  it 
will  materially  impede  passage  by  water  to  and  from  the 
plaintiff's  land.  It  is  by  no  means  so  plain  a  case  as  that 
of  Maine  Wharf  v.  Custom  House  Wharf,  85  Me.  175,  27 
Atl.  93.  The  defendant's  upland  and  wharf  are  at  the  ex- 
treme head  of  the  cove.  The  plaintiff's  land  is  wholly  west 
of  them.  The  proposed  extension  is  on  the  east  side  of  the 
wharf  and  no  farther  out  toward  the  sea.  Not  being  fully 
convinced  of  the  fact  alleged,  we  cannot  make  it  the  basis  of  • 
a  decree  in  equity  for  a  permanent  injunction,  but  must 
leave  the  plaintiff  to  establish  it  at  law.  A  decree  of  abso- 
lute injunction  is  too  sharp  and  heavy  an  instrument  to  he 
used  unless  the  right  to  be  protected  thereby  has  been  estab- 
lished by  a  judgment  at  law  or  made  indisputable  in  equity. 

We  find  no  ground  upon  which  this  suit  can  be  maintained 
in  equity,  and  lienee  the  decree  dismissing  the  bill  must  be 
affirnicd;  but  since  the  plaintiff  may  possibly  be  able  to 
establish  in  nn  action  at  law  some  infringement  of  her  in- 
dividual legal  rights,  such  as  the  right  of  access,  the  decree 
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of  dismissal  should  be  without  prejudice  to  such  an  action. 
Since  the  wharf  and  the  proposed  extension  are  confessedly 
in  violation  of  the  statute  requiring  a  license,  we  think  the 
defendants  should  not  recover  costs  of  appeal. 

Final  decree  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


A  Private  Individual  may  Sue  to  Enjoin  or  Abate  a  public  nuisance 
which  causes  him  to  suffer  a  special  injury,  different  in  kind  and 
degree  from  that  suffered  by  the  public  in  general:  Kauffman  v. 
Stein,  138  Ind.  49,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  3G8;  Sloss-Shefficld  Steel  etc.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  147  Ala.  384,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  89;  Dennis  v.  Mobile  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  137  Ala.  649,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  69.  This  rule  has  been  applied 
to  obstructions  of  a  public  street  in  the  nature  of  a  nuisance:  Roberts 
V.  Mathews,  137  Ala.  523,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  56;  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  etc. 
Co.  V.  .Johnson,  147  Ala.  384,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  89;  Dickinson  v.  Arkan- 
sas City  Imp.  Co.,  77  Ark.  570,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  170;  Knowles  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  175  Pa.  623,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  860;  Smith  v.  Mit- 
fliell,  21  Wash.  536,  75  Am.  St,  Rep.  858;  and  also  to  the  erection 
of  structures  interfering  with  the  easement  of  light  and  air  from  the 
public  street:  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  133  Ala.  459,  91  Am.  St.  Rep. 
46;  Townsend  v.  Epstein,  93  Md.  537,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  441. 

The  Eight  of  a  Private  Individual  to  Erect  Wharves  on  submerged 
lands  is  discussed  in  Cobb  v.  Commissioners  of  Lincoln  Park,  202  111. 
427,  95  Am.  St.  Eep.  258. 
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[102  Me.  128,  66  Atl.  212.] 

CONTRACTS  Partly  in  Writing  and  Partly  in  Parol. — Under  a 
written  contract  for  the  collection  of  claims  according  to  a  "system" 
of  the  collector,  such  system  as  explained  bj  the  agent  securing  the 
contract  becomes  part  thereof,  although  not  in  writing,  and  the 
written  and  oral  parts  of  the  contract  are  to  be  construed  together  in 
determining  what  the  whole  contract  expresses,     (p.  465.) 

CONTRACTS — Abrogation  by  Statute. — If  an  entire  contract 
is  lawful  when  made  and  a  statute  afterward  renders  performance  of 
it  unlawful,  neither  party  is  prejudiced,  but  the  contract  is  to  be 
ronsidered  at  an  end;  and  although  a  party  is  thus  released  from  lia- 
liility  for  damages  for  nonperformance,  he  has  no  right  to  maintain 
an  action  for  recovery  on  the  contract,  the  performance  of  any  part 
of  which  is  prohibited,  even  though  it  has  been  partly  performed, 
(pp.   466,   467.) 

CONTRACTS — Abrogation  by  Statute — Part  Performance. — If 
any  material  stipulation  in  an  entire  contract  is  rendered  illegal  by 
the  enactment  of  a  statute  before  performance,  the  contract  cannot 
be  enforced.  The  contract  fails  and  no  recovery  can  be  had  even  for 
the  part  performed,     (pp.  467,  468.) 

T.  P.  Wormwood,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Martin  &  Cook,  for  the  defendant. 
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130  SPEAR,  J.  This  action  is  based  upon  a  contract 
wherein  the  plaintiff  avers  that  the  defendant  has  failed  of 
performance  on  his  part,  and  in  consequence  of  such  fail- 
ure is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  seventy-five 
dollars.  The  essential  part  of  the  contract  under  which  the 
plaintiff  claims  is  as  follows: 

"AMERICAN  MERCANTILE  EXCHANGE. 
"Incorporated  Nov.  24,  1897. 
"In  consideration  of  an  annual  contract  in  above  Agency, 
I  hereby  agree  to  pay  said  Agency,  or  order,  all  sums  of 
money  as  collected  out  of  accounts  placed  in  said  Agency's 
hands  by  me,  whether  such  collections  or  settlements  are  made 
through  said  Agency's  office  or  by  me  through  my  office  or 
by  any  other  person  in  my  behalf,  until  the  same  shall  amount 
to  Twenty  Dollars,  and  I  further  agree  to  send  to  the  said 
Agency  on  or  before  ten  days  from  date,  ten  accounts,  other- 
wise the  payment  of  Twenty  Dollars  shall  become  due  and 
payable  to  said  Agency,  or  order,  on  demand." 

This  agreement  was  properly  executed  by  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant. 

"To  American  Mercantile  Exchange. 

"We  hereby  agree  to  subscribe  to  your  Exchange  under 
the  following  special  terms  and  conditions. 

"1.  You  will  employ  your  system  to  collect  all  claims  we 
may  place  in  your  hands,  suing  where  you  deem  advisable, 
and  using  legal  means  to  enforce  payment  from  debtors  in 
any  part  of  the  United  States  and  Canada,  and  all  such 
claims  shall  be  subject  to  our  control  or  withdrawal;  unless 
legal  action  has  been  taken,  and  all  debts  that  may  be  ad- 
vertised for  sale  shall  be  held  at  tlie  figures  cjuoted  by  us. ' ' 

It  will  be  observed  by  the  use  of  the  language  in  the  first 
clause  of  this  stipulation,  "you  will  employ  your  system  to 
coller-t  all  claims,"  etc.,  that  the  written  contract  herein  set 
forth  did  not  state  or  contain  all  the  elements  of  tlie  con- 
tract. A\'hat  the  plaintiff's  system  ^^^  above  alluded  to  Avas, 
is  not  stated.  The  testimony,  however,  fully  describes  the 
" system"  employed  by  the  agency  in  the  collect imi  of  ac- 
counts. In  answer  to  the  question,  "You  have  statc^d  that 
wlien  you  went  to  jNIr.  Blunt,  you  explained  to  him  the  metliod 
of  the  agency.  Now,  will  you  explain  to  us  what  that  method 
was'?"  the  a-r^'ut  of  the  iilaintitf  who  executed  the  con- 
tract answered  in  detail  as  i'oUuws;  "At  that  time  the  method 
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was  to  take  the  list  of  claims  on  a  blank  form,  collecting  ten 
<jents  for  each  claim  to  cover  postage.  A  series  of  four  let- 
ters were  employed  by  the  agency,  the  first  notifying  that 
the  account  was  due  and  unpaid,  and  asking  them  to  call  on 
their  creditor  and  make  some  settlement,  and  informing  them 
at  the  same  time  that  the  agency  in  no  case" handled  the  money. 
After  a  certain  length  of  time  which  shows  on  the  list,  I 
can't  remember  now,  a  second  letter  was  sent  informing  them 
of  the  fact  that  they  who  did  not  pay  would  be  reported  to 
the  trade  if  it  was  still  left  unpaid.  After  a  certain  length 
of  time  a  third  one  was  sent  informing  them  that  they  would 
be  sued  if  it  was  not  paid,  and  a  fourth  one  that  when  judg- 
ment was  obtained,  the  account  would  be  advertised  for  sale 
by  public  posters,  and  inclosing  them  a  copy  of  one  of  the 
posters  that  had  been  already  published." 

This  "system,"  the  terms  of  which  were  not  incorporated 
in  the  written  contract,  nevertheless,  in  view  of  the  purposes 
and  object  of  the  defendant,  became,  by  the  specific  written 
allusion  to  it,  a  material  and  important  feature  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  in  the  written  stipulation,  prescribing  its  duties, 
required  that  the  plaintiff  should  use  its  "system."  Its 
"system"  at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed  was  explained 
by  the  plaintiff's  agent  as  above  set  forth.  "When  so  ex- 
plained, the  terms  of  his  interpretation  became  as  much  a 
part  of  the  contract  as  though  they  had  been  contained  in  a 
separate  written  document.  Therefore,  the  whole  contract 
of  tlie  parties,  or  so  much  of  it  as  is  necessary  to  the  de- 
cision of  this  case,  is  contained  in  the  written  clauses  before 
quoted  in  this  opinion,  and  the  explanation  of  the  "system" 
as  made  by  its  agent  to  the  defendant;  that  is,  the  written 
and  the  oral  parts  of  the  contract  are  to  be  construed  to- 
gether in  determining  what  the  whole  contract  expressed. 

133  rpj^jg  contract  was  entire,  and  constituted  a  continuing 
agreement,  and  was  binding  upon  the  defendant  to  pay  his 
subscription  yearly  unless  abrogated  by  consent  of  the  parties 
or  operation  of  law.  There  is  no  pretense  that  the  contract 
was  mutually  canceled,  but  the  defendant  avers  that  its  fur- 
ther performance  was  made  illegal  by  the  enactment  of  chap- 
ter 112  of  the  Public  Laws  of  1899,  which  went  into  effect 
April  16,  1899,  seven  months  before  the  maturity  of  the  sec- 
ond year's  subscription.  By  the  contract  the  subscription 
was  not  due  until  the  ond  of  the  year.     This  act  is  now  in- 
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eorporated  in  chapter  130,  section  7  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  follows:  "No  person,  firm  or  corporation  shall  publicly 
advertise  for  sale  in  any  manner  whatever,  or  for  any  other 
purpose  whatever,  any  list  or  lists  of  debts,  dues,  accounts, 
demands,  notes  or  judgments,  containing  the  names  of  any 
or  all  of  the  persons  who  owe  the  same.  Anj^  such  public 
advertisement  containing  the  name  of  but  one  person  who 
owes  as  aforesaid  shall  be  construed  as  a  list  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  section.  Any  person,  firm  or  corporation  violat- 
ing the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  liable  in  an  action 
of  debt,  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars,  and 
not  less  than  twentj^-five  dollars,  to  each  and  every  person, 
severally  and  not  jointly,  whose  name  appears  in  any  such 
list." 

It  is  clear  that  this  statute,  when  it  took  effect  April  16, 
1899,  absolutely  prohibited  the  plaintiff  from  using  that  part 
of  its  "system"  wherein  it  had  stipulated  that  accounts  would 
be  advertised  for  sale  by  public  poster.  It  is  presumed  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  violate  this  statute,  and  did  not,  subse- 
quently to  the  date  when  it  took  effect,  post  any  list  of  de- 
linquent debtors.  Therefore  the  case  stands  as  if  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  sixteenth  daj'  of  April,  1899,  had  ceased  to  per- 
form its  contract  in  respect  to  posting  lists  of  debtors'  names 
and  advertising  the  judgment  for  sale.  While  the  plaintiff's 
contract  as  to  the  method  of  advertising  does  not  specifically 
state  that  the  posters  shall  contain  the  name  of  the  debtor, 
yet  the  only  inference  to  be  derived  from  the  language  used 
clearly  sustains  that  conclusion. 

But  the  full  performance  of  its  contract  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  annual 
payment  agreed  upon,  wliether  the  nonperformance  was 
caused  either  by  the  fault  ^'^^  of  the  plaintiff,  by  impossibil- 
ity, as  by  an  act  of  God,  or  by  a  statute  prohibiting  perform- 
ance. Upon  this  point  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  of  Pennsylvania  in  Odlin  v.  Insurance  Co.  of 
Pennsylvania,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,433,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  312,  says: 
"It  is  a  general  principle  of  law  that  where  a  contract  is  law- 
ful wlien  made  and  a  law  afterward  renders  performance  of 
it  unlawful,  neither  party  to  the  contract  shall  be  prejudiced, 
and  the  contract  is  to  be  considered  at  an  end."  This  does 
not  mean  that  a  contract  legal  at  its  inception  becomes  illegal 
by  subscfinent  statutoiy  proln1)ition  as  to  acts  done  before 
the  enaelnu'ut  of  the  statute,  but  that  the  statute  puts  an  end 
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to  the  contract,  and  there  can  be  no  legal  recovery  by  the 
plaintiffs  even  if  it  should  perform  the  unlawful  acts,  as  it 
is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  to  permit  a  party  to  re- 
cover for  the  performance  of  his  own  illegal  acts  or  benefit 
by  his  own  wrong.  The  law,  however,  excuses  the  plaintiff 
from  performing  its  contract,  and  releases  it  from  liability 
to  damages  for  nonperformance,  but  it  does  not  leave  it  in 
a  position  to  maintain  an  action  for  recovery  upon  an  entire 
contract,  the  performance  of  any  part  of  which  is  prohib- 
ited, even  if  performed. 

In  Greenough  v.  Balch,  7  Me.  461,  the  court  fully  approved 
of  this  rule  of  law  and  says:  "Nor  are  we  disposed  to  find 
fault  with  the  doctrine  that  where  the  consideration,  or  a 
part  of  it,  is  malum  prohibitum,  it  violates  and  invalidates 
the  promise  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  malum  in  se ;  both 
being  unlawful,  and  neither  entitled  to  favor  or  indulgence." 

Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  White  v.  Buss,  3  Gush.  448,  in  discussing 
the  status  of  illegal  contracts,  says:  "The  law  will  not  lend 
its  aid  to  carry  into  effect  an  illegal  contract,  if  it  be  execu- 
tory, nor  to  restore  the  party  who  has  paid  money  on  it,  if 
executed. ' ' 

In  Goodwin  v.  Clark,  65  Me.  280,  it  was  held:  "A  person 
cannot  recover  for  his  personal  services,  portions  of  which 
are  rendered  in  an  unlawful  employment,  the  contract  being 
an  entiret^^" 

In  Bishop  v.  Palmer,  146  Mass.  469,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  339, 
16  N.  E.  299,  the  court  say:  "As  a  general  rule,  Avhere  a 
promise  is  made  for  one  entire  consideration,  a  part  of  which 
is  fraudulent,  immoral  or  unlawful,  and  there  has  been  no 
apportionment  made,  or  means  of  apportionment  furnished 
^•'^■*  by  the  parties  themselves,  it  is  well  settled  that  no  action 
will  lie  upon  the  promise."  But  these  propositions  are  ele- 
mentary. While  these  two  cases  do  not  involve  the  same 
state  of  facts  presented  in  the  case  at  bar,  yet  by  analogy 
they  are  clearly  applicable.  In  the  cases  cited,  it  is  held  that 
when  any  stipulation  of  an  entire  contract  is  illegal,  the  con- 
tract cannot  be  enforced.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  contract  is 
entire,  and  a  part  of  it  became  illegal,  malum  prohibitum, 
at  once  upon  the  effect  of  the  statute.  The  advertisement  of 
a  single  account  for  sale,  however  soon  after  the  statute  be- 
came a  law,  would  have  subjected  the  plaintiff  to  the  penalty 
prescribed.  Therefore,  if  the  plaintiff  during  the  second  year 
of  the  contract,  and  before  it  was  performed,  was  prohibited 
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by  law  from  the  performance  of  any  material  stipulation, 
the  entire  contract  for  the  year  failed,  and  it  cannot  recover 
even  for  the  part  performed. 

For  the  third  and  sub.so(|iient  years  for  which  it  has  broui^ht 
suit  the  prohil)ited  part  of  the  contract  was  illegal  from  the 
beginning  of  the  year,  and  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  any  of 
these  years. 

Under  the  contract  the  balance  of  the  first  year's  subscrip- 
tion— eleven  dollars  and  fourteen  cents — is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


THE    EFFECT    OF    STATUTES    MAKING    PEE-EXISTINQ    CON- 
TRACTS ILLEGAL. 

L  General  Principles  Controlling, 
a.  In  General,  468. 

h.  Illustrations  of  General  Doctrine,  472. 
U.  Laws  Relating  to  Remedy. 

a.  In  General,  475. 

b.  Illustrations  of  the  Doctrine,  476. 
m.  Laws  Relating  to  Exemptions,  478. 

rv.  Laws  Relating  to   Limitations,  479. 
V.  Laws  Relating  to  Redemption,  479. 

L  General  Principles  Controlling. 
a.  In  General. — How  far  legislation  of  a  retrospective  character 
can  proceed  without  infringing  upon  the  provision  of  the  federal  con- 
stitution inhibiting  state  legislation  which  impairs  the  obligations  of 
contracts  is  not  a  question  of  easy  solution.  The  cases  involving  this 
point  are  numerous,  and  the  distinctions  which  have  been  drawn  in 
determining  whether  the  obligations  of  pre-existing  contracts  were 
impaired  by  subsequent  legislation  are  exceedingly  close.  One  of  the 
justices  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  has  said:  "The 
states  and  the  United  States  are  continually  legislating  on  the  sub- 
ject of  contracts,  prescribing  the  mode  of  authentication,  the  time 
within  wliich  suits  shall  be  prosecuted  for  them,  in  many  cases  afTecl- 
ing  existing  contracts  by  the  laws  which  they  pass,  and  declarimj; 
them  to  cease  or  lose  their  effect  for  want  of  compliance,  in  the 
parties,  with  such  statutory  provisions.  All  these  acts  appear  to  be  with- 
in the  most  correct  limits  of  legislative  powers,  and  most  benefieially 
exeicised,  and  certainly  could  not  have  been  intended  to  be  affected 
by  this  constitutional  provision;  yet  where  to  draw  the  line,  or  how 
to  d(.fi!:e  or  limit  the  words,  'obligation  of  contracts,'  will  be  found 
a  subJLCt  of  extreme  dilhculty":  Johnson,  J.,  in  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  C 
Cranch,  S7,  3  L.  ed.  162.  The  difficulty  arises  in  part  because  tlie 
words  "  retrosyiective  laws"  are  sometimes  used  as  of  similar  import 
with  ex  post  facto  laws.     There  is  no  express  provision  in  the  constitu- 
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tion  against  the  passage  of  the  former,  though  there  is  against  the 
latter.  A  retrospective  law,  to  come  within  the  prohibition,  must  be 
one  which  takes  away  the  right  of  property  or  dissolves  the  obligation 
of  a  contract.  Hence,  unless  a  statute  violates  directly  some  right  by 
a  pre-existing  contract,  it  is  not  unconstitutional:  Erie  &  Northeast 
R.  Co,  V.  Casey,  26  Pa,  287.  There  are  many  cases,  too,  where  the 
questions  presented  are  of  polity,  rather  than  of  constitutional  power, 
and  in  such  cases  retrospective  laws  are  not  unconstitutional,  though 
they  may  infringe  to  some  extent  upon  vested  rights.  Thus,  retro- 
spective laws  passed  to  correct  innocent  mistakes,  remedy  mischiefs, 
execute  the  intention  of  the  parties  and  promote  justice  will  be  sus- 
tained. This  general  principle  is  uplield  in  Woodruff  v.  Scruggs,  27  Ark. 
26,  11  Am.  Rep,  777;  Mechanics'  etc.  Sav.  Bank  v,  Allen,  28  Conn. 
97;  Oriental  Bank  v.  Freeze,  18  Me,  109,  36  Am,  Dec.  701;  Grove  v. 
Todd,  41  Md.  633,  20  Am.  Rep,  76;  Kunkle  v,  Franklin,  13  Minn.  127; 
Rich  v,  Flanders,  39  N,  H.  304;  Lane  v.  Nelson,  79  Pa.  407.  So,  too, 
retrospective  laws  which  validate  antecedent  marriages,  or  municipai 
ordinances  which  were  legally  enacted  but  were  inoperative  for  want 
of  registration,  have  been  sustained.  And  retrospective  laws  whicli 
tend  to  preserve  the  public  health  and  safety  are  not  prohibited,  for 
there  can  be  no  vested  right  to  do  wrong.  As  was  said  in  Banghn 
v.  Nelson,  9  Gill  (Md.),  299,  52  Am.  Dec,  694:  "When  vested  rights 
are  spoken  of  by  the  constitution  as  being  guarded  against  legislative 
interference,  they  mean  those  rights  to  which  a  party  may  adhere, 
and  ui-ou  which  he  may  insist  without  violating  any  principle  of 
Kuuud  morality.  In  the  language  of  Judge  Duncan  in  Satterlee  v. 
Mathewson,  2  Pet,  380,  7  L.  ed.  458,  'there  can  be  no  vested  right  to 
do  wrong.'  In  the  nature  of  things,  there  can  be  no  vested  right  to 
violate  a  moral  duty  or  resist  the  performance  of  a  moral  obligation." 
The  doctrine  above  stated  is  supported  in  State  v.  Word^n,  56  Conn. 
216,  14  Atl.  801;  Eastman  v.  State,  109  Ind.  278,  58  Am.  Rep.  400,  10 
N.  E.  97;  Jamieson  v.  Indiana  Nat.  Gas  &  Oil  Co.,  128  Ind.  555,  28 
N.  E.  76,  12  L.  R.  A.  652;  Puwell  v.  Pennsylvania,  127  U.  S.  678,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  932,  1257,  32  L.  ed.  253.  It  is  also  held  that  a  law, 
tiiough  retrospective,  which  relates  merely  to  procedure  is  valid: 
Davis  V.  Central  R.  &  B.  Co.,  17  Ga.  323;  Read  v,  Frankfort  Bank,  23 
Me,  318;  Ilinckle  v,  Ritfert,  6  Pa.  196,  Hence,  a  statute  rcquiiiu,!;- 
that  suits  must  be  brought  by  the  real  party  in  interest  is  valid: 
Hancock  v.  Ritchie,  11  Ind.  48;  Crawford  v.  Branch  Bank  of  Alabama, 
7  How.  U.  S.)  279,  12  L.  ed.  700.  And  a  contract  which  is  ultra 
vires  caiaiot  be  affected  by  the  constitutional  jnuvition  as  to  im- 
pairment of  obligation  of  contracts:  Westminster  Water  Co.  v.  West- 
minster, 98  Md.  551,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  424,  5G  Atl.  990,  64  L.  R.  A. 
6oU.  But  contracts  granting  immunity  from  tax;itiou  are  witliin  tho 
provisions  of  the  federal  constitution:  Ladd  v.  Portland,  32  Or.  271, 
67  Am.  St.  Rep.  526,  51  Pac.  654. 

This   brings   us   to   the   cpiostiou,   Wlirn    is   the   obligation   of   a   con- 
tract impaired   within   the   mcaDing  of   the   oun:>li{iition|     There   have 
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been  many  decisions  which  we  will  note  later,  wherein  will  be  found 
the  principle  announced,  that  a  contract,  though  legal  when  made, 
is  abrogated  when  its  performance  Is  rendered  illegal  by  a  subsequent 
law.  A  careful  examination  of  these  cases,  however,  will  show  that 
in  most  of  them  the  language  referred  to  is  mere  dicta;  that  the  de- 
cisions were  based  on  the  particular  facts  presented,  and  that  wliilo 
some  of  the  distinctions  were  very  close,  the  contracts  in  those  casus 
were  either  illegal  when  made,  or  the  statute  in  question  tended  to 
preserve  the  public  health  or  safety.  Before  taking  up  these  case?, 
it  is  well  to  note  some  general  tests  which  have  been  adopted  by  tho 
courts  in  determining  what  is  meant  by  the  words,  "impairing  the 
obligations  of  contracts."  In  Robinson  v.  Magce,  9  Cal.  81,  70  Am. 
Dec.  638,  it  is  held  that  the  obligation  of  a  contract  is  impaired  if 
conditions  are  imposed  which  were  not  required  when  the  contract 
was  executed;  and  to  a  similar  effect  is  the  ruling  in  Bailey  v,  Phila- 
delphia W.  &  B.  E.  Co.,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  389,  44  Am.  Dec.  593,  and  in 
McCulloch  V.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  316,  4  L,  ed.  579.  Hence  in  appl^'- 
ing  the  test  whether  the  obligation  of  a  contract  has  been  impaired, 
the  only  question  is  whether  its  value  has  been  diminished  by  subse- 
quent legislation,  without  reference  to  the  extent  of  the  change  which 
a  subsequent  law  may  make  in  it,  for  any  deviation  from  its  terms 
by  imposing  conditions  not  expressed  in  the  contract,  however  minute 
and  apparently  immaterial,  come  within  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion: People  v.  Bond,  10  Cal.  563;  Bailey  v.  Philadelphia  W.  &  B.  R. 
Co.,  4  Harr,  (Del.)  389,  44  Am.  Dec.  593;  Winter  v.  Jones,  10  Ga.  190, 
54  Am.  Dec.  379;  and  Planters'  Bank  v.  Sharp,  6  How.  (U.  S.)  301, 
12  L.  ed.  447,  where  it  is  said:  "It  [the  contract]  is  not  by  thi- 
prohibition  of  the  constitution  to  be  impaired  at  all.  This  is  not  a 
question  of  degree,  or  manner,  or  cause,  but  of  encroaching  in  any 
respect  on  its  obligation,  dispensing  with  any  part  of  its  force."  In 
Edwards  v.  Kearzey,  96  U.  S.  595,  24  L.  ed.  793,  Mr.  Justice  Swayn.' 
said:  "The  lexical  definition  of  'impair'  is  to  make  worse,  to  diiuin- 
ish  in  quality,  value,  excellence  or  strength,  to  lessen  in  power,  to 
weaken,  to  enfeeble,  to  deteriorate:  Webster's  Dictionary.  And  the 
test  does  not  depend  upon  the  extent  of  the  change  which  the  law- 
effects;  any  deviation  in  its  terms  by  which  conditions  not  ex- 
pressed in  the  contract  are  imposed,  or  those  stipulated  in  the  con- 
tract are  dispensed  with,  renders  the  act  unconstitutional  as  impairing 
its  obligation." 

In  applying  the  above  tests,  it  is  amply  upheld  that  the  law  in 
existence  at  the  time  a  contract  is  adopted  becomes  a  part  of  the 
contract:  Aycock  v.  Martin,  37  Ga.  124,  92  Am.  Dec.  56;  Phiuiiey  v. 
Phiuney,  81  Me.  450,  10  Am.  St.  Rcj).  206,  17  Atl.  405,  4  L.  R.  A.  34S; 
People  V.  Common  Council  of  ButTalo,  40  N.  Y.  300,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
5G3,  35  N.  E.  485;  Swinburne  v.  Mills,  17  Wash.  611,  61  Am.  St.  Rep. 
932,  50  Pac.  4S9;  State  v.  Superior  Court,  21  Wash.  Is6.  57  Pac.  337; 
Walker  v.  Whitehead,  16  Wall.  (U.  S.)  314,  21  L.  ed.  347.  The  ease  of 
Aycoek  v.   Martin,  37   Ga.   124,   92   Am.   Dec.   56,   seems   to   have   com- 
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manded  the  most  serious  consideration,  and  after  an  extensive  review 
of  the  authorities  on  the  question  now  under  investigation  Chief  Jus- 
tice "Werner  said:  "The  first  inquiry,  therefore,  which  is  presented  for 
our  consideration  and  judgment  is,  Does  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
the  13th  of  December,  1866,  impair  the  obligation  of  the  contract  be- 
tween the  parties  in  this  case,  as  prohibited  by  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States!  The  constitution,  it  will  be  perceived,  doea  not 
prohibit  the  states  from  passing  laws  impairing  contracts.  The  pro- 
hibition is  expressly  directed  against  laws  which  impair  the  obligation 
of  contracts.  What  is  the  obligation  of  a  contract  as  contemplated 
by  the  constitution!  'The  obligation  of  a  contract  is  a  legal,  not  a 
mere  moral,  obligation;  it  is  the  law  which  binds  a  party  to  perform 
his  undertaking.  The  obligation  does  not  inhere  or  subsist  in  the  con- 
tract itself,  proprio  vigore,  but  in  the  law  applicable  to  the  contract': 
1  Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary,  652,  and  authorities  there  cited.  When 
the  parties  entered  into  the  contract  now  before  the  court  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  enforce,  what  was  the  legal  obligation  of  the  defend- 
ant? His  legal  obligation  was  to  do  and  perform  just  what  the  laws 
of  the  land,  applicable  to  the  contract,  required  him  to  do  and  per- 
form at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  in  accordance  with  its  terms 
and  stipulations;  that  was  the  exact  measure  of  his  legal  obligation 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  made — nothing  more,  nothing  less.  The 
defendant's  legal  obligation  was  to  perform  his  contract  as  the  laws 
of  the  land  applicable  to  that  contract  required  him  to  perform  it  at 
the  time  it  was  made.  That  was  the  extent  of  his  legal  obligation  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  just  to  that  extent  the  plaintiff  had  the  legal  right 
to  have  it  performed,  in  order  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  legal 
obligation  of  the  defendant's  contract.  If  it  was  not  the  existing  law 
of  the  state,  applicable  to  the  contract  at  the  time  it  was  made,  which 
created  and  defined  the  defendant's  legal  obligation  to  perform  it, 
in  accordance  with  its  terms  and  stipulations,  what  is  it  that  does 
define  his  obligation  to  perform  it?  If  there  had  been  no  existing  law 
applicable  to  the  contract  prescribed  by  the  supreme  power  of  the 
state  at  the  time  it  was  made,  creating  and  defining  the  defendant's 
obligation  to  perform  it,  then  he  would  have  incurred  no  other  than 
a  mere  moral  obligation,  over  which  human  tribunals  have  no  juris- 
diction. It  therefore  necessarily  follows  that  the  existing  law  ap- 
plicable to  the  contract  prescribed  by  the  supreme  power  of  the  state, 
at  the  time  tlie  contract  was  made,  creates  and  defines  the  defendant's 
obligation  to  perform  it  in  accordance  with  its  terms  and  stipulations. 
A  perfect  right  is  that  which  is  accompanied  by  the  right  of  compelling 
those  who  refuse  to  fulfill  the  correspondent  obligation.  A  perfect 
obligation  is  that  which  gives  to  the  opposite  party  the  right  of  com- 
pulsion: VattcU,  62.  The  defendant's  obligation  to  perform  his  con- 
tract in  accordance  with  its  terms  was  a  perfect  obligation,  because 
the  plaintiff  at  the  time  the  obligation  was  made  had  the  legal  right 
under  the  tln>n  existing  law  of  the  state  to  have  compelled  its  perform- 
ance.    The   defendant's   obligation  to  perform  his  contract   was  just 
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what  that  existing  law  made  it,  just  what  that  existing  law  required 
and  would  have  compelled  to  be  done  for  its  performance,  in  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  other  party  to  it.  The  defendant's  obligation  to 
])erforra  his  contract  under  the  then  existing  law,  was  perfect,  and  the 
plaintiff's  right  to   have  that  obligation  performed  as  prescribed  by 

that  existing  law  was  also  a  perfect  right The  conclusion  of  the 

majority  of  the  court  in  this  case,  therefore,  is,  both  upon  principle  and 
authority,  that  the  binding  force  and  coercive  power  of  the  law  ap- 
jilicable  to  the  contract  as  the  same  existed  at  the  time  it  was  made 
constitutes  the  obligation  of  the  contract.  The  defendant  was  legally 
bound  by  that  existing  law  to  perform  it  in  accordance  with  its  terms 
and  requirements,  and  the  plaintiff  had  the  legal  right  under  that 
existing  law  to  enforce  the  performance  of  that  legal  obligation.  Any 
subsequent  act  of  the  legislature,  therefore,  remedial  or  otherwise, 
which  alters  or  changes  the  then  existing  law  which  created  and  de- 
fined that  legal  obligation  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  its  legal  force 
and  power  less  binding  upon  the  defendant  to  perform  it,  postponing 
or  obstructing  its  enforcement,  or  imposing  conditions  for  its  perform- 
ance not  prescribed  by  the  law  which  created  and  defined  that  legal 
obligation  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  necessarily  impairs  it 
and  is  prohibited  by  the  constitution." 

We  have  quoted  from  this  case  at  length  because  of  its  general  ap- 
plication, though  the  act  under  consideration  related  to  the  remedy 
only,  and  further,  because  some  of  the  cases  which  seemingly  announce 
the  doctrine  that  a  contract  lawful  when  made  is  abrogated  by  a  sub- 
sequent law  declaring  it  unlawful,  are  based  upon  the  idea  that  a  law 
which  affects  the  remedy  only  does  not  fall  within  the  constitutional 
prohibition. 

b.  Illustrations  of  General  Doctrine. — One  of  the  best  illustrations 
of  the  doctrine  that  a  law  which  impairs  the  obligation  of  a  contract 
is  void  is  found  in  Helm  v.  Webster,  85  111.  116,  where  it  is  hold  that 
where  by  the  terms  of  a  conveyance  of  land  for  a  street,  made  under 
the  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  opening  the  street,  the  title  of  the  land 
embraced  by  the  street  should  revert  to  the  grantor  on  its  abandon- 
ment or  vacation,  an  act  of  the  legislature  subsequently  passed  devest- 
ing the  grantor  of  this  right  and  vesting  title  in  another  was  void. 
And  one  of  the  most  celebrated  cases  in  which  the  invalidity  of  a  law 
affecting  pre-existing  contracts  is  discussed  is  that  of  Darmouth  College 
V.  Woodward,  4  Wheat.  518,  4  L.  ed.  G29,  where  it  was  held  that  an 
act  of  the  legislature  altering  the  charter  of  Darmouth  College  in  a 
material  respect  without  the  consent  of  the  corjioration  was  an  act 
impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract,  and  was  unconstitutional  and 
void.  And  to  the  same  effect  are  Wales  v.  Stetson,  2  Mass.  143,  3 
Am.  Dec.  39;  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  11  Pet.  420,  9 
L.  ed.  773,  938.  The  cases  which  have  been  often  referred  to  as  up- 
holding tlie  doctrine  that  a  contract,  though  legal  at  the  time  it  is 
made,  is  ;ilirc>;,fated  by  a  statute  which  afterward  roiulers  its  perform- 
ance   unlawlul   will   now    be   considered.      One    of   the    oldest   of   these 
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cases  is  that  of  Odlin  v.  Insurance  Co.,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  312,  Fed  Cas. 
No.  10,433,  decided  in  1808.  In  this  case  can  be  found  the  following 
language:  "Where  a  contract  is  lawful  at  the  time  it  is  made,  and 
a  law  afterward  renders  performance  unlawful,  neither  party  shall 
be  prejudiced,  but  the  contract  shall  be  considered  at  an  end."  Yet 
the  point  at  issue  in  this  case  was  whether  an  insurance  company 
was  liable  on  its  policy  for  the  safe  voyage  of  a  vessel  from  Phila- 
delphia to  Havana,  when  by  a  subsequent  act  of  the  government 
an  embargo  was  laid  on  the  vessel  and  she  was  prevented  from  com- 
pleting the  voyage,  and  the  company  was  held  liable. 

In  Scovill  V.  McMahon,  62  Conn.  378,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  350,  26  Atl. 
479,  21  L.  E.  A.  58,  a  deed  to  certain  land  within  the  corporate  limits 
of  a  city  provided  that  the  land  should  be  used  for  cemetery  pur- 
poses only,  and  by  a  subsequent  act  of  the  legislature  the  use  of  the 
land  for  cemetery  purposes  was  prohibited.  It  was  held  that  even 
if  the  clause  in  the  deed  was  a  condition  subsequent,  it  was  destroyed 
by  the  act,  and  the  title  reverted  to  the  grantor.  The  act  in  this 
case  declared  further  use  of  the  land  for  cemetery  purposes  a  public 
nuisance,  and  dangerous  to  the  public  health  and  safety,  and,  as  we 
have  seen,  such  acts  are  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the 
state;  hence,  this  case  does  not  conflict  with  the  general  principles 
above  stated.  In  Brick  Presbyterian  Church  v.  New  York,  5  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  538,  the  city  had  conveyed  land  within  its  corporate  limits 
for  cemetery  purposes  with  covenants  of  quiet  enjoyment,  and  a  law 
subsequently  passed  prohibiting  its  use  for  such  purpose  was  upheld 
upon  the  same  principle  as  was  announced  in  the  Scovill  case  just 
mentioned  (62  Conn.  378,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  350,  25  Atl.  479,  21  L.  R. 
A.  58). 

In  Cordes  v.  Miller,  39  Mich.  581,  33  Am.  Eep.  430,  the  lessee  of  a 
wooden  building,  who  had  covenanted  to  rebuild  in  case  of  loss  or 
destruction  by  fire  was  released  from  the  obligation  of  the  covenant 
because  of  the  passage  of  a  subsequent  ordinance  prohibiting  the 
erection  of  wooden  buildings.  It  is  expressly  stated  in  the  opinion 
in  this  case  that  no  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  ordinance  was 
raised.  A  similar  case  to  this  is  Eooks  v.  Seaton,  1  Phil.  106,  where 
a  lessee  charged  with  a  covenant  to  rebuild  was  prevented  from  per- 
forming by  a  subsequent  statute,  and  it  was  held  that  either  party 
could  rescind  the  contract  of  lease,  but  that  if  the  lessee  refused  to 
rescind,  and  held  possession  of  the  premises  under  the  lease,  he  would 
have  to  pay  his  lessor  the  equivalent  in  money  for  the  building  he  had 
contracted  to  erect.  In  Brown  v.  Delahunty,  4  Smedes  &  M.  (Miss.) 
713,  43  Am.  Dec.  499,  it  is  held  that  the  obligor  on  a  liail  bond  was 
(liseliarged  by  a  subsequent  act  making  it  unlawful  for  the  plaintiff 
in  execution  to  arrest  the  defendant,  but  this  ruling  is  based  on  the 
principle  that  a  state  insolvent  law  which  exonerated  a  debtor  from 
imprisonment  did  not  impair  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  because 
the  means'  of  enforcement  of  the  debt  by  imprisonment  belonged  to 
the  remedy.  A  similar  rule  is  laid  down  in  Beers  v.  Ilaugliton,  1 
McLean,  226,  Fed.    Cas.    'So.   12;i0,    which   was   afterward   aflirmed    by 
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the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  9  Pet.  329,  9  L.  ed.  145.  In 
School  District  No.  160  v.  Howard,  5  Neb.  (UnoflP.)  340,  98  N.  W.  666, 
a  school  was  closed  by  an  ordinance  on  account  of  the  prevalence  of 
smallpox.  A  teacher  who  had  previously  been  employed  for  a  specific 
period  sought  to  recover  under  his  contract  of  employment  for  the  un- 
finished term  during  which  the  school  was  closed  by  reason  of  the 
subsequent  ordinance,  but  the  ordinance  was  upheld,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  public  health  and 
safety. 

In  Macon  &  Birmingham  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  85  Ga.  1,  21  Am.  St. 
Rep.  135,  11  S.  E.  442,  it  is  held  that  a  railroad  company  which  was 
authorized  by  its  charter  to  locate  and  construct  its  line  where  it  saw 
fit  could  nevertheless  be  enjoined  from  locating  its  route  over  a  route 
subsequently  prohibited  by  statute,  although  the  railroad  had  entered 
into  executory  contracts  for  the  building  before  the  statute  was 
passed.  This  decision,  however,  was  rendered  upon  the  ground  that 
when  the  company's  charter  was  granted,  the  right  to  change,  modify, 
or  destroy  at  will  or  to  ammd  the  charter  was  reserved  by  the  general 
statutes  of  the  state,  and  the  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  com- 
pany was  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  general  law  of  the  state  under 
which  the  power  exercised  was  reserved;  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  the  subsequent  statute  did  not  have  any  direct,  but  only  an  in- 
cidental, effect  upon  the  contracts  which  the  company  had  entered 
into. 

In  Lowey  v.  Granite  Stone  Provident  Assn.,  8  Misc.  Rep.  319,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  560,  a  law  prohibiting  the  sale  of  stock  in  a  building  and 
loan  association  was  held  to  prevent  the  recovery  of  commissions  by 
one  who  had  sold  shares  of  the  stock,  though  the  sales  were  made 
before  the  passage  of  the  law  prohibiting  them.  The  opinion  in  this 
case  recites  that  it  is  made  upon  the  authority  of  the  decision  n  n- 
dered  in  Ilonegger  v.  Webbstcin,  942  N.  Y.  252,  but  an  examination 
of  that  case  will  show  that  the  contract  was  illegal  at  the  time  it  was 
made. 

In  Jamieson  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gns  and  Oil  Co.,  128  Ind.  555.  28 
N.  E.  76,  12  L.  R.  A.  652,  a  company  g(  nerating  gas  and  supplying  it 
to  customers  contracted  with  a  construction  company  to  locate  and 
secure  a  riglit  of  way  and  construct  a  line  of  pipe  through  certain 
portions  of  Indiana  and  Illinois  to  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  to  furnish 
necessary  machinery  and  appliances  to  enable  tlie  gas  company  to 
deliver  gas  in  Chicago.  Proceeding  under  tlie  contract  the  construc- 
tion company  had  at  great  expense  laid  many  miles  of  pipe  a!id 
bought  the  necessary  machinery  required  under  the  contract.  Tlie  gas 
could  only  be  transi)orted  to  Chicago  by  pumping,  and  under  pressure 
exceeding  three  hundred  pounds  to  the  square  inch.  Subsequently  to 
the  adoption  of  tlic  contract  mentioned,  a  law  was  enacted  proliibiting 
the  use  of  more  tlian  three  hundred  pounds  to  the  square  inch  in  the 
transportation  of  gas,  and  an  injunction  was  sought  to  jjrevent  further 
work  under  the  contract  between  the  gas  company  and  the  construe- 
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tion  company.  It  was  admitted  that  if  the  statute  was  valid  that 
the  plant  and  system  of  the  gas  company  would  be  practically  useless, 
and  it  would  entail  great  loss.  It  was  held  that  the  statute  was  not 
in  contravention  of  the  constitutional  provision  impairing  the  obliga- 
tion of  contracts.  This  decision  seems  based,  however,  entirely  on  the 
ground  that  a  performance  of  the  contract  would  result  in  such  great 
danger  to  the  public  that  its  prevention  by  law  was  within  the 
proper  police   power  of  the  state. 

The  latest  case  which  seems  to  hold  that  a  contract,  though  lawful 
when  made,  is  abrogated  by  the  passage  of  a  subsequent  law  render- 
ing its  performance  illegal,  is  that  of  American  Mercantile  Excliango 
V.  Blunt,  102  Me.  128,  ante.  p.  463,  66  Atl.  212,  10  L.  E.  A.,  N.  S., 
414.  Here  it  is  held  that  a  contract  for  an  annual  consideration  to 
collect  accounts  by  a  system  which  included  posting  lists  of  debtors 
was  abrogated  by  the  passage  of  a  subsequent  law  prohibiting  such 
posting,  and  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  upon  the  contract  even 
for  the  portion  of  the  year  which  had  elapsed  before  the  passage  of 
the  act.  The  main  question  to  which  the  attention  of  the  court  seems 
to  have  been  directed  in  this  case  was  that  when  part  of  an  entire 
contract  is  illegal,  the  whole  contract  is  vitiated,  and  there  can  be  no 
recovery  for  the  performance  of  any  part  of  it.  The  question  as  to 
whether  the  subsequent  law  was  unconstitutional  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  very  much  considered,  though  reference  is  made  to  the 
Udlin  Case,  Fed.  Cas.-  No.  10,443,  which  we  have  seen  can  only  be 
cited  as  dicta  upon  the  question  now  under  consideration. 

And  even  on  the  principal  question  decided  in  the  Blunt  case  just 
mentioned  (102  Me.  128,  ante,  p.  4G3,  66  Atl,  212,  10  L.  E.  A.,  N.  S. 
414),  its  ruling  is  contrary  to  Jones  v.  Judd,  4  N.  Y.  411,  where  it  is 
held  tliat  a  subcontractor  who  was  prevented  from  completing  his 
contract  because  of  a  subsequent  act  making  the  work  illegal  was 
entitled  to  recover  for  the  work  performed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
act  at  the  contract  price. 

II.  Laws  Relating  to  Remedy, 
a.  In  General. — In  some  cases  where  close  distinctions  are  drawn 
as  to  tlic  el'i'ect  of  subsequent  legislation  on  pre-existing  contracts,  it 
will  be  found  tiiat  the  act  has  been  upheld  because,  as  stated  by  tlie 
court,  it  alTictcil  the  remedy  only,  and  did  not  therefore  impair  the 
obligation  of  the  contract.  These  statements  must  not  be  given  too 
much  weight,  for  the  means  of  enforcing  performance  of  a  contract 
are  as  much  a  part  of  the  contract  as  the  conditions  contained  in  it. 
These  statements  evidently  only  mean  that  no  particular  remedy  can 
be  considered  as  a  part  of  a  contract,  and  that  subsequent  legislation 
\vhich  merely  gives  direction  as  to  the  methods  of  enforcement,  with- 
out matciially  changing  the  rights  of  the  parties,  are  not  uncoustitu- 
tioiial.  y<'V.  as  was  said  liy  Mr.  .Tustieii  Curtis,  in  Curran  v.  Arkansas, 
].■)  l!ii\v.  il".  S.)  .THl,  It  r..  ed.  70,1:  "It  by  no  means  follows  that  be- 
cau~e  a  law  a.rects  only  tlie  renu'dy,  that  it  do('S  not  impair  the  obliga- 
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tion  of  a  contract.  The  obligation  of  a  contract,  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  words  are  used  in  the  constitution,  is  that  duty  of  performing 
it  which  is  recognized  and  enforced  by  the  laws;  and  if  the  law  is  so 
changed  that  the  means  of  enforcing  this  duty  are  materially  impaired, 
the  obligation  of  the  contract  no  longer  remains  the  same."  And, 
again,  in  State  v.  Carew,  13  Eich.  498,  91  Am.  Dee.  245,  we  find  the 
principle  announced  "That  a  contract  is  impaired  if  the  means  of 
enforcing  it  are  withdrawn  or  materially  diminished.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  this  result  is  accomplished  by  acting  upon  the  remedy  or 
directly  on  the  contract  itself."  So,  too,  in  Seibert  v.  Lewis,  122 
U.  S.  284,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1190,  30  L.  ed.  1161,  it  is  said:  "The  remedy 
subsisting  in  a  state  when  and  where  a  contract  is  made  and  is  to  be 
performed  is  a  part  of  the  obligation;  and  any  subsequent  law  of  the 
state  which  so  affects  that  remedy  as  substantially  to  impair  and  les- 
sen the  value  of  the  contract  is  forbidden  by  the  constitution,  and  is 
therefore  void. ' ' 

We  have  already  seen  that  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  s  contract 
is  adopted  form  a  part  of  the  contract,  and  this  applies  equally  as 
well  to  existing  laws  relating  to  the  remedy  as  to  those  which  affect 
the  contract  itself.  "The  laws  which  exist  at  the  time  and  place  of 
the  making  of  a  contract,  and  when  and  where  it  is  to  be  performed, 
enter  into,  and  form  a  part  of  it.  This  embraces  alike  those  which 
affect  its  validity,  construction,  discharge,  and  enforcement.  Nothing 
is  more  material  to  the  obligation  of  a  contract  than  the  means  of 
its  enforcement.  The  idea  of  validity  and  enforcement  are  insep- 
arable, and  both  are  parts  of  the  obligation  which  is  guaranteed  by  the 
constitution  against  impairment":  Walker  v.  AVhitehead,  16  Wall.  314, 
21  L.  ed.  357.  The  great  trouble  in  determining  whether  a  retro- 
spective act  which  relates  only  to  the  remedy  falls  within  the  con- 
stitutional prohibition  is  due  to  the  difficulty  in  determining  a  legal 
definition  for  the  word  "material."  The  word  is  vague  and  uncertain, 
and  no  general  rule  can  be  given  as  goveiniiig  all  cases;  but  whether 
a  subsequent  law  which  relates  to  the  remedy  only  is  or  is  not  con- 
stitutional must  depend  upon  the  facts  in  each  case,  and  the  following 
illustrations  will  best  serve  to  show  how  the  test  has  been  applied. 

b.  Illustratious  of  the  Doctrine. — One  of  the  oldest  cases  in  which 
this  question  was  raised,  and  in  which  will  be  found  one  of  the  most 
learned  discussions  as  to  the  invalidity  of  a  retrospective  law  affect- 
ing the  remedy,  is  that  of  Johnson  v.  Duncan,  3  Mart.  (O.  S.)  530,  6 
Am.  Dec.  G75.  The  point  involved  was  the  constitutionality  of  an 
act  suspLuding  all  proceedings  in  civil  cases.  Martin,  J.,  speaking  for 
the  court,  said:  "The  obligation  of  contracts  consists  in  the  necessity 
under  which  a  man  finds  himself  to  do,  or  refrain  from  doing,  some- 
thing. This  obligutiou  exists  generally  both  in  foro  Itgis  and  in  foro 
coiiseitiitiae,  though  it  does  at  times  exist  in  one  of  tlii-se  only. 
It  is  cenaiiily  of  the  first,  that  in  foro  Irois.  which  the  framcrs  of 
the  eor^  !  it  utioii  sjinko,  whin  they  |irohihit(  d  tiie  jias^age  of  any  law 
impairing  the  obli;^:',tion  of  coulracts.     iN'uw,  a  law  absolutely  recall- 
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ing  the  power  which  the  creditor  enjoys,  of  compelling  his  debtor  In 
foro  legis  to  perform  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  would  be  a 
law  destroying  the  obligation  of  the  contract  in  foro  legis;  since 
a  right  without  a  legal  remedy  ceases  to  be  a  legal  right.  It  would 
impair  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  by  destroying  its  legal  obliga- 
tion; in  other  words,  by  reducing  an  obligation  both  in  foro  legis  and 
in  foro  conscientiae  to  an  obligation  in  foro  conscientiae  only;  a  legal 
and  moral  right  to  a  moral  right  only.  The  remedy  in  foro  legis,  con- 
stituting the  legal  right  of  the  creditor,  constitutes  also  its  correlative, 
the  legal  duty  or  obligation  of  the  debtor;  and  a  law  which  reduces  a 
legal  to  a  moral  obligation  is  one  which  in  foro  legis  destroys  the 
obligntion.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  me  incorrect  to  say  that  the 
legislature  may  effectually  do,  as  to  the  remedy  or  effect  of  the  ob- 
ligation, that  which  it  cannot  do  as  to  the  right;  and  I  conclude  that 
a  law  destroying  or  impairing  the  remedy  is  as  unconstitutional  as 
one  affecting  the  right  in  the  same  manner:  for  in  foro  legis  the  ef- 
fects   of    both    laws    must    be    the    same I    therefore    find    no 

difii(Mi]ty  in  concluding  that  an  act  of  a  state  legislation,  the  obvious 
object  of  which  is  to  relieve  debtors,  by  postponing  the  recovery,  and 
consequently  the  payment  of  debts,  impairs  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts, find  as  such  is  unconstitutional;  and  the  court  is  bound  to  dis- 
regard it,  whatever  may  be  the  hard  necessity  which,  in  the  opinion 
of  those  who  exercise  the  legislative  power  of  the  state,  appeared  to 
require  that  they  should  come  to  the  aid  of  their  suffering  fellow- 
citizens.  Fiat  justitia,  verat  coelum. " 

In  International  B.  L.  Assn.  v.  Hardy,  86  Tex.  610,  40  Am.  St.  Rep. 
870,  26  S.  W.  497,  24  L.  R.  A.  2S4,  it  was  held  that  where  a  trust  deed 
stipulated  that  in  default  of  payment  of  the  obligation,  the  creditor 
should  have  the  right  to  sell  the  property  at  a  certain  place  upon 
giving  certain  notice,  that  a  subsequent  law  prescribing  the  mode  of 
sale  under  all  trust  deeds  was  inoperative  as  to  this  deed,  as  impairing 
the  obligation  of  contracts. 

The  case  of  Swinburne  v.  Mills,  17  Wash.  611,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  932, 
50  Pac.  4S9,  is  very  interesting  and  instructive  on  the  question  now 
under  discussion.  The  act  involved  in  this  case  had  been  passed  as 
an  eniergeney  measure  to  relieve  debtors  during  a  period  of  severe 
financial  stringency  and  prevent  their  property  from  being  sold  at 
great  sacrifice  at  a  time  when  there  was  practically  no  demand  for 
real  estate.  The  act  provided  that  before  sale  of  land  under  exeeu- 
tion  the  land  should  first  be  appraised,  and  if  it  did  not  bring  eighty 
per  cent  of  its  appraised  value  at  the  sale,  the  sale  should  be  set  aside. 
It  also  provided  that  no  sale  should  be  made  before  a  year  had  elajtsed 
after  the  issuance  of  an  execution.  The  court  was  called  upou  to 
pass  on  the  validity  of  this  act  as  to  pre-existing  contracts.  After 
very  careful  review  of  the  authorities  relating  to  the  question,  the 
court  said:  "Is  the  act  unconstitutional  so  far  as  its  application  to 
contracts  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  tlie  aet  is  concerned?  It  will 
thus   be    seen    that    this   case   involves   the    principle   of   inviolability 
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of  contracts.  This  principle  the  courts  have  always  protected,  na 
matter  from  what  quarter  or  under  what  guise  it  has  been  assailed, 
whether  by  a  party  to  the  contract  who  has  sought  to  vary  its  terms, 
or  by  legislative  enactments  in  his  interests.  It  is  a  principle  which 
is  founded  upon  honesty  and  good  faith,  and  finds  its  support  in 
ethics  as  well  as  law,  and  was  recognized  and  enforced  before  it  be- 
came a  constitutional  guaranty.  It  gives  stability  to  business  trans- 
actions. In  fact,  it  makes  them  possible.  It  gives  value  to  contracts, 
and  without  the  upholding  of  this  principle,  neither  civilization  or 
governments  could  exist.  A  contract  is  an  agreement  to  do  or  not 
to  do  a  particular  thing.  The  obligation  is  the  binding  force  of  the  con- 
tract. The  constitution  prohibits  the  passing  of  laws  which  impair 
the  obligation  of  a  contract.  The  practical  question  then  is,  What  is 
an  impairment  of  a  contract?  Webster's  definition  of  'impair'  is,  'To 
make  worse;  to  diminish  in  quality,  value,  excellence,  or  strength;  to 
deteriorate.'  Then,  if  the  value  of  a  contract  is  deteriorated  or  les- 
sened by  the  passage  of  an  act,  the  obligation  of  a  contract  is  most 
certainly  impaired.  Then  the  question  arises,  Was  the  contract  of 
this  mortgagee  deteriorated  or  made  less  valuable  by  the  passage  of 
the  act?  It  is  a  principle  of  law  so  often  enunciated  and  so  uni- 
forml}^  maintained,  that  the  law  which  is  in  existence  at  the  time  a 
contract  is  made  becomes  a  part  of  the  contract  that  it  would  be  idle 
to  cite  authorities  on  that  proposition,  or  to  further  mention  it. 
....  Under  the  law  in  existence  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made,  the  mortgagee  had  a  right  to  the  sale  of  this  land  at  once 
upon  the  issuance  of  his  execution,  subject  only  to  the  redemption 
provided  for  by  law.  This  was  a  valuable  right,  and  a  right,  no 
doubt,  that  was  taken  into  consideration  by  the  judgment  creditor,  or 
in  this  case,  the  mortgagee,  when  the  contract  was  made.  The  law 
now  compels  him  to  wait  more  than  a  year  after  judgment  before  he 
can  have  the  sale  made.  It  seems  to  us  to  be  beyond  controversy  that, 
us  to  antecedent  contracts,  this  provision  of  the  law  is  void." 

In  Canadian  &  American  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Blake,  24  Wash.  102,  85  Am. 
St.  Eep.  940,  63  Pac.  1100,  it  was  decided  that  an  act  giving  the 
actual  occupant  of  a  homestead  the  right  of  redemption  without  ac- 
counting for  issues  or  value  of  occupation  is  unconstitutional  when 
applied  to  contracts  executed  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  act.  And  in 
Jones  v.  Crittendon,  1  Car.  L.  Eep.  385,  6  Am.  Dec.  531,  it  is  held  that 
an  act  which  suspends  executions  for  a  limited  time  is  void  as  im- 
pairing the  obligation  of  contracts. 

The  general  doctrine  that  an  act  which  tends  to  postpone  or  re- 
tard the  enforcement  of  a  contract  impairs  its  obligation  and  is  void 
has  been  so  universally  upheld  by  both  state  and  federal  courts  that 
it  seems  useless  to  cite  further  authorities. 

III.     Laws  Relating  to  Exemptions. 

Whether  laws  winch  exempt  tlic  pro]>crty  of  a  debtor  which  was 
not  exempt  at  the   time  the  contract  was  made  are  valid    is  a  ques- 
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tion  about  which  there  is  some  conflict  of  authority.  There  are  cases 
which  hold  that  statutes  creating  such  exemption  do  not  fall  within 
the  constitutional  prohibition  as  to  the  impairment  of  the  obliga- 
tion of  contracts:  Maxey  v.  Loyal,  38  Ga.  531;  Oriental  Bank  v. 
Freeze,  18  Me.  109,  36  Am.  Dec.  701;  In  re  Nichols,  8  E.  I.  50; 
Sommers  v.  Johnson,  4  Vt.  278,  24  Am.  Dec.  604.  But  the  weight  of 
authority  seems  to  be  that  if  the  exemption  materially  diminishes  the 
amount  of  property  which  was  not  exempt  under  the  existing  law 
when  the  contract  was  made,  that  such  exemptions  are  unconstitu- 
tional: Jones  V.  Brandon,  48  Ga.  593;  Kibbey  v.  Jones,  7  Bush  (Ky.), 
243;  Lessly  v.  Phipps,  49  Miss.  790;  Homestead  Cases,  22  Gratt.  (Va.) 
266,  12  Am.  Eep.  507;  Gunn  v.  Barry,  15  Wall.  610,  21  L.  ed.  212. 
Thus  in  Lessly  v.  Phipps,  49  Miss.  790,  where,  under  the  law  existing 
at  the  time  a  contract  was  made,  a  homestead  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  of  the  value  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  was  allowed,  it  was 
held  that  a  subsequent  law  exempting  two  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
without  referen<?e  to  its  value  was  unconstitutional. 

rv.  Laws  Relating  to  Lifnitations. 
It  seems  well  settled  that  when  rights  have  been  barred  by  limita- 
tion, the  legislature  cannot  revive  them:  Ackinson  v.  Dunlap,  50  Me. 
Ill;  Wright  v,  Oakley,  5  Met.  (Mass.)  400;  Kinsman  v.  Cambridge, 
121  Mass.  558;  Davis  v.  Minor,  1  How.  (Miss.)  183,  28  Am.  Dec. 
325;  Eockport  v.  Walden,  54  N.  H.  167,  20  Am.  Eep.  131;  Girdner  v. 
Stephens,  1  Hcisk.  (Tenn.)  280,  2  Am.  Eep.  700;  Yancy  v.  Yancy,  5 
Ileisk.  (Tenn.)  353,  13  Am.  Eep.  5;  Edwards  v.  Kearzey,  96  U.  S. 
595,  24  L.  ed.  793. 

V.    Laws  Relating  to  Redemption. 

Statutes  relating  to  redemptions,  in  so  far  as  they  affect  pre-existing 
contracts,  are  not  favored  by  the  law,  for  the  very  sound  reason  that 
a  purchaser  pays  his  money  under  a  contract  that  he  shall  have  title 
at  such  time  as  the  law  then  prescribes,  and  that  a  subsequent  law 
extending  the  time  for  redemption  alters  the  substance  of  the  con- 
tract as  much  as  if  it  extended  the  time  for  its  payment  or  discharge 
under  the  obligation.  In  Tuolumne  E.  Co.  v.  Sedgwick,  15  Cal.  515, 
it  is  held  that  the  right  to  redeem  is  no  part  of  the  indebtedness,  and 
tiiat  as  property  sold  under  an  execution  pertains  only  to  the  remedy, 
the  legislature  can  repeal  the  statute  at  any  time  before  it  has  been 
availed  of  by  the  parties  interested.  But  this  decision  is  contrary  to 
the  great  weight  of  authority.  We  have  already  seen  from  decisions  of 
the  highest  court  of  the  land  that  a  right  without  legal  remedy  ceases 
to  be  a  right,  and  that  the  idea  of  enforcement  and  validity  are  insepar- 
able, and  that  both  are  parts  of  the  obligation  protected  by  the  con- 
stitution. Upon  this  principle  stay  laws  have  generally  been  declared 
void,  and  the  almost  universal  rule  is  that  retrospective  legislation 
extending  the  time  for  redemption  clearly  falls  within  the  constitu- 
tional inliibition  against  laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts: 
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Scale  V.  Mit(^hcll,  5  Cal.  401;  Maloney  v.  Fortune,  14  Iowa,  417; 
Dikeman  v.  Diki'inan,  11  Paij^e  (N.  Y.),  484;  Robinson  v.  Howe,  13 
Wis.  341;  Gnntly  v.  Ewinfj.  3  How.  (U.  S.)  707,  11  L.  ed.  794;  Howard 
V.  Bugbce,  24  How.  (U.  S.)  461,  16  L.  ed.  753. 


DAVIS  V.  POLAND. 

[102  Me.  192,  66  Atl.  380.] 

COTENANCY — Trespass  Quale  Clausum. — If  the  acts  of  a  ten- 
ant in  conniion  amount  to  a  destruction  of  the  common  property  or 
effect  a  practical  destruction  of  the  interest  of  his  cotenant  therein, 
the  injured  owner  has  a  right  of  action  trespass  quare  clausum.  (p. 
481.) 

COTENANCY — Trespass  Quare  Clausum. — If  a  cotenant  is  in 
possession  of  the  premises,  the  removal  of  doors  and  windows  from 
the  residence  thereon  by  his  cotenant,  without  his  consent,  for  the 
purpose  of  rendering  such  residence  uninhabitable,  and  not  in  good 
faith,  as  for  the  making  of  repairs,  constitutes  such  a  destruction  of 
the  common  property,  as  makes  such  cotenant  a  trespasser,  and  liable 
in  damages,     (p.  481.) 

COTENANCY — Damages  for  Trespass. — If  one  cotenant  is  in 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  the  removal  of  the  doors  and  windows 
from  the  residence  thereon,  by  his  cotenant,  without  his  consent,  for 
the  purpose  of  rendering  such  residence  uninhabitable,  renders  the 
trespassing  cotenant  liable  in  actual  damages,  but  the  injured  co- 
tenant  cannot  recover  for  actual  suffering  endured  by  voluntarily 
assuming  the  discomfort  of  living  in  the  house  for  several  weeks  be- 
fore attempting  to  make  the  necessary  repairs,     (p.  482.) 

DAMAGES  cannot  be  Recovered  for  that  which  might  have 
been  avoided  by  reasonable  diligence,     (p.  482.) 

D.  N.  ]\rortland,  for  the  plaintiff. 

F.  B.  ]\ri]ler  and  A.  S.  Littlefield,  for  the  defendant. 

194  PEABODY,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
clausnm,  and  comes  before  the  law  court  upon  motion  of  the 
defendant  for  a  new  trial,  and  exceptions  to  the  charcre  of 
the  presiding  justice  directing  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  was  in  possession  and  occupation  of  a  dwell- 
ing-house claiming  as  owner  of  two-thirds  in  common.  The 
defendant,  admitted  to  be  the  owner  of  one-third  in  com- 
mon, and  cla lining  title  to  the  whole,  entered  and  removed 
cer'i;;in  of  the  doors  and  windows,  for  the  evident  purpose 
of  rend('iMii2:  the  house  untenantal)le,  and  thus  compelling 
the  plaintiff  to  vacate.  The  plaintiff  remained  in  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises,  and  brought  this  action  to  recover  dam- 
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ages,  for  injury  to  the  freehold  and  to  her  other  property, 
and  for  her  own  physical  discomfort  resulting  from  the  acts 
of  the  defendant. 

The  presiding  justice,  finding  that  the  evidence  conclu- 
sively established  the  plaintiff's  title  to  two-thirds  in  common 
of  the  premises,  and  that  the  defendant's  acts  were  of  such 
a  character  that  they  amounted  to  trespass  as  against  his  co- 
tenant,  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

i»5  T^yyQ  questions  are  raised  by  both  motion  and  excep- 
tions: Whether  trespass  quare  clausum  can  be  maintained  by 
one  tenant  in  common  against  another  for  such  injuries  to 
the  freehold  as  are  shown  in  this  case,  and  whether  owner- 
ship in  common  existed  between  the  parties  to  this  action. 
It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  a  tenant  in  common  cannot 
maintain  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  against  his  co- 
tenant  :  Porter  v.  Hooper,  13  Me.  25,  29  Am.  Dec.  480 ;  IMad- 
dox  V.  Goddard,  15  Me.  218,  33  Am.  Dec.  604;  Symonds  v. 
Harris,  51  Me.  14,  81  Am.  Dec.  553.  But  to  this  general  rule 
there  are  exceptions,  and  it  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that 
M'here  the  acts  of  a  tenant  in  common  amount  to  a  destruc- 
tion of  the  common  property  or  effect  a  practical  destruc- 
tion of  the  interest  of  his  cotenant  therein,  the  injured  owner 
has  a  riglit  of  action,  and  under  these  circumstances  trespass 
(|uare  clausum  is  the  proper  remedy:  Sj'monds  v.  Plarris,  51 
Me.  14.  81  Am.  Dec.  553;  Blanchard  v.^Baker,  8  Me.  253,  23 
Am.  Dec.  504.  Assuming  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  owner 
in  common  and  in  possession  of  the  premises,  the  removal  of 
the  doors  and  windows,  without  her  consent,  in  the  absence 
ot  any  circumstance  indicating  that  the  act  was  done  in  good 
faith,  as  for  the  purpose  of  making  repairs,  must  be  held  to 
constitute  such  a  destruction  of  the  conuuon  property  as 
would  make  the  defendant  a  trespasser.  But  the  defendant 
claimed  in  justification  of  his  acts  that  the  plaintiff  had  lost 
title  to  her  two-thirds  share  by  the  foreclosiu'c  of  a  nioi't- 
gage  given  by  her  to  secure  the  performance  of  a  bond  for 
the  support  and  burial  of  her  father,  Edward  Crouse.  The 
evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  show  a  breach  of  the  conditions 
of  this  bond,  and  therefore  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgag;' 
was  not  effective  to  devest  the  plaintiff  of  her  title,  and  tlie 
defendant,  succeeding  bj^  purchase  to  the  rights  of  the  mort- 
gagee, acquired  no  title  thereby:  Davis  v.  Poland,  99  ^Te.  345, 
59  Atl.  520.  The  presiding  justice^  was  accordingly  right  in 
directing   a   verdict   for  the   plaintiff. 

Am.    St.   Rep.,   Vol.    120 — 31 
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The  motion  raises  the  further  question  whether  the  dam- 
ages are  excessive.  The  jury  were  correctly  instructed  by 
the  presiding  justice  that  they  should  allow  th^  plaintiff 
two-thirds  the  value  of  the  windows  and  doors  removed,  and 
two-thirds  of  any  other  damages  done  to  the  house ;  also  what- 
ever injuries  were  done  to  her  furniture,  and  something  for 
M'hat  pain  and  suffering  she  sustained;  but  that  ^^^  in  esti- 
mating this  element  of  damages  they  Avere  to  allow  only  for 
a  reasonable  time  required  for  making  the  repairs  to  the 
house.  There  is  little  or  no  evidence  of  injuries  beyond  that 
occasioned  to  the  dwelling-house  by  the  removal  of  doors  and 
windows.  These,  without  doubt,  could  have  been  replaced 
within  a  few  days,  and  at  comparatively  small  cost.  The 
jury  must  have  considered,  as  bearing  upon  the  question  of 
damages,  the  actual  suffering  of  the  plaintiff,  who  seems  to 
have  voluntarily  assumed  the  discomfort  of  living  in  the  house 
for  several  weeks  in  the  early  spring  before  attempting  to 
make  the  necessary  repairs.  She  is  not  entitled,  and  the  pre- 
siding justice  so  instructed  the  jury,  to  recover  for  damages 
which  she  might  have  avoided  by  reasonable  diligence:  Fitz- 
patrick  v.  Boston  &  I\r.  R.  R.,  84  Me.  33,  24  Atl.  432 ;  Grindle 
v.  Eastern  Express  Co.,  67  I\re.  317,  24  Am.  Rep.  31 ;  Miller 
V.  :\rariner's  Church,  7  Me.  51,  20  Am.  Dec.  341;  8  Am.  & 
Eng.  Eney.  of  Law,  605;  13  Cyc.  71,  78. 

The  verdict  in  excess  of  one  hundred  dollars  may  be  re- 
mitted within  thirty  days  after  tbe  certificate  of  this  decision 
is  filfd ;  otherwise  the  entry  will  be,  motion  sustained. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


That  a  Tenant  in  Common  has  a  right  of  action  against  his  co-OTvner 
for  acts  tending  to  destroy  the  common  property,  see  Sullivan  v. 
Sherrv,  111  Wis.  476.  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  89U;  Leatherburg  v.  Mclnnis, 
85  Miss.   IGO,   107  Am.   St.  Eep.   274. 
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WHITE  V.  FITTS. 

[102  Me.  240,  66  Atl.  533.] 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS — Oral  Contract  for  Work  or  Labor. — 

An  oral  contract  for  the  performance  of  work  or  labor,  not  specify- 
ing the  time  within  which  it  is  to  be  performed,  must  be  interpreted 
in  the  light  of  its  subject  matter  and  the  circumstances  surrounding 
it,  and  if  the  manifest  intent  and  understanding  of  the  parties  were 
that  it  was  not  to  be  performed  within  the  year,  it  falls  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,     (p.  485.) 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS— Oral  Contract  for  Work.— If,  consid- 
ering the  terms  and  subject  matttr  of  an  oral  contract,  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  work  to  be  done  under  it,  and  the  knowledge  of  the 
])aities  of  all  tlie  circumstances  governing  the  progress  of  the  work, 
the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  it  was  not  contomplated  or  under- 
stood by  the  parties  that  the  contract  was  to  be  performed  within  one 
year  from  the  making  of  it,  it  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  (p. 
491.) 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS — Oral  Contract  for  Labor — Death  of 
Party.- — If  an  oral  contract  for  the  performance  of  labor  cannot  by 
its  terms  be  performed  within  one  year  from  its  execution,  it  is  not 
taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds  by  the  death-  of 
one  of  the  parties  within  the  year.     (p.  491.) 

]\Iartin  &  Cook,  for  the  i)laintiff. 

C.  II.  Bartlett,  for  the  defendant. 

242  "WIIITEHOUSE,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
,';,c:cs  for  the  breach  of  an  oral  contract  to  cut  and  saw  into 
h)g.s  the  stave  wood  standing  on  a  lot  of  land  owned  by  the 
defendant.  The  breach  alleged  is  the  refusal  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  complete  the  work 
after  he  had  entered  upon  the  execution  of  the  contract  and 
cut  a  part  of  the  wood. 

In  the  brief  statement  of  defense  it  is  alleged,  first,  that 
the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  set  forth 
in  the  plaintiff's  declaration  was  an  oral  one,  which  was  not 
tc  be  performed  within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof, 
and  that  there  vras  no  memorandum  of  the  agreement  in  writ- 
ing, and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith;  and, 
seiond,  that  the  defendant  was  justified  in  disdinrging  the 
plaintiff  frum  the  work  and  terminating  the  contract  b}'  rea- 
son of  the  wasteful  and  unworkmanlike  manner  in  which  the 
trees  were  cut  and  felled  and  sawed  into  logs  by  the  plaintiff. 

After  the  introduction  of  the  testimony  the  defendant  re- 
quested the  presiding  judge  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the  ground  that  the  undisputed  evidence  clearly 
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showed  that  the  contract  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
bet-aiLse  not  in  writing  and  not  to  be  performed  within  one 
venr  as  set  forth  in  the  defendant's  brief  statement,  and 
that  the  action  was  therefore  not  maintainable.  The  pre- 
siding jndge  declined  to  order  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  as 
requested,  and  ruled  pro  forma  that  the  action  was  main- 
tainable upon  oral  evidence. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  five  hun- 
dred dollars,  and  the  ease  comes  to  the  law  court  on  excep- 
tions to  this  ruling  of  the  presiding  judge,  and  also  on  a  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  verdict  as  against  the  law  and  the  evi- 
dence. 

In  his  declaration  the  plaintiff  avers  that  "in  considera- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  promised  the  defendant  to  cut  the  tim- 
ber, suitable  for  staves,  on  a  certain  tract  of  land  of  about 
three  hundred  and  eighty  acres,  and  saw  the  same  into  logs, 
etc.,  as  fast  as  the  defendant  should  need  the  same  for  use 
in  his  mill,  the  defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him 
one  dollar  '^'"^  per  cord,  payable  weekly,  for  cutting  all  of 
said  timber  suitable  for  staves  on  said  tract,  etc.,  said  tim- 
ber to  be  cut  and  sawed  as  aforesaid  as  fast  as  the  defend- 
ant should  need  the  same  for  use  in  his  said  mill."  In  the 
l)rief  statement  of  defense  it  is  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  agreed  that  the  plaintiff  should  enter  on  the  land 
of  the  defendant  consisting  of  three  hundred  and  fifty  acres 
and  there  cut  timber  suitable  for  staves,  etc.,  at  the  rate  of 
one  dollar  per  cord  as  fast  as  the  defendant  should  need  tlie 
same  for  use  in  his  mill  situate  on  the  land." 

Thus  it  will  be  perceived  that  according  to  the  pleadings 
of  the  parties  there  was  no  controversy  in  regard  to  the  toi'iiis 
of  the  contract,  and  the  evidence  is  in  entire  accord  witli 
these  allegations  in  the  pleadings.  It  was  undisputed  tli.it 
tlie  plaintiff  was  to  cut  down  and  saw  into  the  desired  lengths 
all  of  the  standing  tinil^er  on  the  three  hundred  and  fifty 
acres  of  defendant's  timber  land,  as  fast  as  the  defmdant 
needed  it  for  use  in  his  mill.  There  Avere  no  speciHcations 
and  n(i  further  stipulations  in  regard  to  the  time  witliin  wliich 
thr'  work  was  to  be  completed  and  the  contract  performed. 

The  provision  of  the  statute  for  the  prevention  of  frauds 
and  perjuries  here  involved  is  found  in  chapter  113  of  the; 
Revised  Statut&s,  section  1,  as  follows:  "No  action  shall  be 
maintinned  ....  (Y)  upon  aiiy  nizrcement  that  is  not  to 
be  i)cri'urnicd  within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof  .... 
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unless  the  promise,  contract  or  agreement  on  which  such  ac- 
tion is  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  is  in 
writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith," 
etc. 

It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  according 
to  the  principles  of  law  governing  the  construction  and  ap- 
plication of  this  clause  of  the  statute — 

1.  The  contract  must  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  its  sub- 
ject matter  and  the  circumstances  surrounding  it,  and  if  the 
manifest  intent  and  understanding  of  the  parties  thereto  are 
that  it  was  not  to  be  performed  within  the  year,  it  falls  within 
this  clause  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

2.  Any  contingency  terminating  a  contract  within  the  one 
year  clause  of  the  statute  of  frauds  must  leave  the  contract 
fully  and  ^**  completely  performed  in  order  to  take  it  out 
of  the  operation  of  this  clause  of  the  statute. 

In  Browne  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  fifth  edition,  sections 
273,  279  and  281,  the  author  says:  "Postponing  the  ques- 
tions, what  is  the  performance  of  such  an  agreement,  and 
what  the  meaning  of  the  limitation  as  to  time,  we  are  first 
to  ascertain  the  force  of  the  words  'to  be  performed.'  And 
on  these  words  much  reasoning  has  been  expended.  The 
result  seems  to  be  that  the  statute  does  not  mean  to  include 
an  agreement  which  is  simply  not  likely  to  be  performed, 
nor  yet  one  which  is  simply  not  expected  to  be  performed, 
within  the  space  of  a  year  from  the  making;  but  that  it 
means  to  include  any  agreement  which,  by  a  fair  and  rea- 
sonable interpretation  of  the  terms  used  by  the  parties,  and 
in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time,  does 
not  admit  of  performance  according  to  its  language  and  in- 
tention, within  a  year  from  the  time  of  its  making." 

"The  statute,  finding  them  perfectly  free  to  make  a  cer- 
tain contract  without  a  writing,  provides  simply  that  if  that 
contract  does  by  its  terms,  expressed,  or,  from  the  situation 
of  the  parties,  reasonably  implied,  require  more  than  a  year 
for  its  performance,  they  must  put  it  in  writing.  In  other 
words,  it  must  affirmatively  appear  from  the  contract  itself 
and  all  the  circumstances  that  enter  into  the  interpretation 
of  it  that  it  cannot  in  law  be  performed  within  the  space  of 
a  year  from  the  making."  And  in  section  281:  "Where  the 
manifest  intent  and  understanding  of  the  parties,  as  gathered 
from  the  words  used  and  the  circumstances  existing  at  the 
time,  are  that  the  contract  shall  not  be  executed  within  the 
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year,  the  mere  fact  that  it  is  possible  that  the  thing  to  be 
done  may  be  done  within  the  year  will  not  prevent  the  stat- 
ute from  applying Such  an  accomplishment  must  be 

an  exception  of  the  contract  according  to  the  understanding 
of  the  parties." 

In  1  Chitty  on  Contracts,  eleventh  edition,  page  99,  the 
principle  is  thus  stated:  "This  enactment  applies  to  all  con- 
tracts, the  complete  performance  whereof  is  of  necessity  to 
extend  beyond  the  space  of  a  j^ear;  the  rule  being,  that  where 
the  agreement  distinctly  shows,  upon  the  face  of  it,  that  the 
parties  contemplated  its  performance  to  ^*^  extend  over  a 
longer  period  longer  than  one  year,  the  case  is  within  the 
statute.  Accordingly,  the  provisions  of  the  statute  render  a 
verbal  contract  void  if  it  appears  to  have  been  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties  at  the  time  that  it  was  not  to  be  com- 
pleted within  a  year,  althoufrh  it  might  be,  and  was,  in  fact, 
in  part  performed  within  that  period":  See,  also,  29  Am.  & 
Eng.  Eney.  of  Law,  p.  94;  20  Cyc.  198. 

In  the  English  case  of  Boydell  v.  Drummond,  11  East,  142, 
the  plaintiff  proposed  to  publish  a  series  of  illustrated  scenes 
from  Shakespeare  in  eighteen  numbers,  one  number  at  least 
annually.  After  receiving  two  numbers  the  defendant  re- 
fused to  take  any  more.  Although  there  was  no  expres-s 
agreement  that  the  contract  should  not  be  performed  within 
a  year,  the  court  held  that  it  was  "impossible  to  say  that  the 
parties  contemplated  that  the  work  was  to  be  performed  with- 
in a  year,"  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  "the  whole  scope  of 
the  undertaking  shows  that  it  was  not  to  be  performed  with- 
in a  year,  and  was  therefore  within  the  statute  of  frauds." 
That  decision  has  been  confirmed  by  both  English  and  Ameri- 
can courts  in  numerous  cases:  Hill  v.  Hooper,  1  Gray,  131. 

In  Peters  v.  Westborough,  19  Pick.  364,  31  Am.  Dec.  142, 
the  court  say:  "It  must  have  been  expressly  stipulated  by  the 
parties,  or  it  must  appear  to  have  been  so  understood  by 
them,  that  the  agreement  was  not  to  be  performed  within  a 
year.  But  who  can  doubt  what  the  express  and  specific  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties  in  the  case  at  bar  was,  and  that 
it  was  not  to  be  performed  within  one  year,  or,  at  any  rate, 
that  it  appears  to  have  been  so  understood  by  them?" 

In  Doyle  v.  Dixon,  97  Mass.  208,  83  Am.  Dec.  80,  it  was 
held  that  an  agreement  not  to  go  into  business  in  a  certain 
plarp  for  five  years  was  not  within  the  statute,  as  the  death 
of  the  promisor  would  complete  the  performance  of  the  con- 
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tract,  but  the  court,  after  comparing  the  case  with  Peters 
V.  Westborough,  19  Pick.  364,  31  Am.  Dec.  142,  say:  '*0n 
the  other  hand,  if  the  agreement  cannot  be  completely  per- 
formed within  a  year,  the  fact  that  it  may  be  terminated, 
or  further  performance  excused  or  rendered  impossible,  by 
the  death  of  the  promisee  or  of  another  person  within  a  year, 
is  not  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute":  See,  also.  Car- 
nig  V.  Carr,  167  IMass.  544,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  488,  46  N.  E. 
117,  35  L.  R.  A.  512;  ^^o  j)^  Montague  v.  Bacharaeh,  187 
Mass.  128,  72  N.  E.  938;  Warner  v.  Texas  &  Pac.  Ry.,  164 
U.  S.  418,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  147,  41  L.  ed.  495;  Metropolitan 
Trust  Co.  V.  Topeka  Water  Co.,  132  Fed.  702. 

But  it  is  needless  here  to  attempt  a  separate  examination 
and  analysis  of.  each  of  the  great  number  and  variety  of  de- 
cisions upon  this  subject  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  correct 
principle  has  been  deduced  from  the  authorities  and  the 
question  satisfactorily  determined  by  the  decisions  of  our 
own  court. 

In  Herrin  v.  Butters,  20  Me.  119,  which  has  been  exten- 
sively cited,  there  was  an  agreement  to  clear  and  seed  a  piece 
of  land  in  tliree  years,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  defend' 
ant  might  have  cleared  up  the  land  and  seeded  it  down  in 
one  year,  and  thereby  have  performed  his  contract,  but  it 
was  held  that  while  this  was  within  the  range  of  possibility, 
the  contract  would  not  be  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds  unless  such  a  performance  of  it  within  a 
year  was  in  accordance  with  the  understanding  and  intentions 
of  the  parties.  In  the  opinion  by  Whitman,  C.  J.,  it  is  said : 
"We  must  look  to  the  contract  itself,  and  see  what  he  was 
bound  to  do;  and  what,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  eon- 
tract,  it  was  the  understanding  that  he  should  do.  Was  it 
the  understanding  and  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  con- 
tract might  be  performed  within  one  year?  If  not,  the  ease 
is  clcarl}^  with  the  defendant.  But  the  contract  is  an  en- 
tirety, and  all  parts  of  it  must  be  taken  into  view  toirether, 
in  order  to  a  perfect  understanding  of  its  extent  and  mean- 
ing. We  must  not  only  look  at  what  the  defendant  had  under- 
taken to  do,  but  also  to  the  consideration  inducing  him  to  enter 
into  the  agreement.  The  one  is  as  necessary  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract as  the  other;  and  if  either,  in  a  contract  wholly  executory, 
were  not  to  be  performed  in  one  year,  it  would  be  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Here  the  defendant  was  not  to  avail  himself 
of  the  consideration  for  his  engagement,  except  by  a  receipt  of 
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the  annual  profits  of  the  land,  as  they  might  accrue,  for  the 
term  of  three  years.  But  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  doubt  that  the  parties  to  this  contract  perfectly  well 
understood  and  contemplated  that  it  was  to  extend  into  the 
third  year  for  its  performance,  both  on  the  part  of  the 
^■*''  plaintiff  and  defendant.  Its  terms  most  clearly  indicate 
as  much;  and  by  them  it  must  be  interpreted." 

In  Ilearne  v.  Chadbourne,  65  Me.  302,  the  court  say:  "It 
is  true  that  in  the  absence  of  any  words  or  acts  of  the  par- 
ties indicating  the  contrary,  an  agreement  to  work  for  a  year 
means  to  work  for  that  time  commencing  forthwith.  The 
referee  reports  no  express  stipulation  in  the  contract  to  over- 
come this  presumption ;  but  he  sets  out  the  acts  of  the  par- 
ties showing  the  contemporary  interpretation  which  both  put 
upon  it,  and  this  places  the  case  directly  within  the  doc- 
trine laid  doAvn  in  Ilerrin  v.  Butters,  20  Me.  119 ,  Peters  v. 
Westborough,  19  Pick.  364,  31  Am.  Dec.  142,  and  Boydell 
V.  Drummond,  11  East,  142,  where  the  old  idea  that  it  must 
be  expressly  and  specifically  agreed  that  the  contract  is  not 
to  be  performed  within  the  year,  as  expressed  in  IMoore  v. 
Fox,  10  Johns.  244,  6  Am.  Dec.  338 ,  and  Fenton  v.  Embler, 
3  Burr.  1278,  is  so  far  modified  as  to  include  cases  where  such 
appears  to  have  been  the  understanding  of  the  parties." 

In  Bernier  v.  Cabot  Mfg.  Co.  (1880),  71  Me.  50G,  36  Am. 
Rep.  343,  it  was  held  that  an  oral  contract  wherein  a  laborer 
agreed  not  to  leave  the  services  of  his  employer  for  two 
years,  nor  in  summer,  nor  without  two  weeks'  notice,  is  within 
the  statute.  The  court  say:  "It  v.-as  oral  and  was  witliin  the 
statute  of  frauds.  It  could  not  in  any  contingency  have  been 
fully  performed  within  one  year.  The  death  of  the  plaintiff 
within  the  year,  or  some  casualty,  might  have  excused  per- 
formance, but  could  not  have  fulfilled  the  contract." 

In  Farwell  v.  Tillson,  76  Me.  227,  the  defendant  had  a 
government  contract  to  furnish  stone  for  the  custom-house 
at  St.  Louis,  and  made  a  verbal  contract  with  plaintiff  for 
tlie  transportation  of  the  stone  from  ]\raine  to  Baltimore. 
The  government  contract  required  defendant  to  furnish  the 
stone  "at  such  times  as  may  be  recpiired"  by  the  govern- 
ment. No  time  was  specified.  The  court  held  that  the  cir- 
cumstances showed  that  the  parties  did  not  intend  or  under- 
stand that  the  contract  was  to  be  performed  witliin  one  year, 
and  hence  the  contract  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 


JJee.  190G.]  White  v.  Fitts.  469 

The  presiding  judge  instructed  the  jury  inter  alia  as  fol- 
lows: "Was  it  within  the  understanding  and  intention  of  the 
two  eontraeting  parties,  as  declared  by  the  contract,  that  it 
might  -^^  be  performed  within  a  year?  ....  The  subject 
matter  of  a  contract  might  be  a  thing  which  could  not  pos- 
sibly be  done  within  a  year.  A  consideration  of  the  sub- 
ject matter  would  show  just  as  clearly  that  it  was  not  to  be 
performed  within  a  year  as  if  there  was  an  express  agree- 
ment in  the  terms  of  the  contract  that  it  was  not  to  be  per- 
formed within  a  year.  So,  also,  a  consideration  of  the  cir- 
cumstances and  subject  matter  might  show  that  performance 
of  it,  within  a  year,  would  require  such  extraordinar.y  meth- 
ods, such  extraordinary  appliances  or  resources  as  could  not 
by  fair  construction  be  regarded  as  within  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  made;  and  the 
cjuestion  is,  considering  the  subject  matter  and  the  situation 
of  the  parties  as  known  to  each  other,  and  reading  the  con- 
tract in  the  light  which  these  give,  whether  by  fair  con- 
struction it  was  within  the  understanding  and  intention  of 
the  parties  as  expressed  in  the  contract  that  it  might  be  per- 
formed within  a  year  or  not."  These  instructions  were  held 
to  be  correct. 

In  the  opinion  the  court  say:  "The  meaning  of  the  terms 
of  a  contract,  it  need  not  be  said,  is  to  be  ascertained  by  in- 
ter[)reting  them  in  the  light  of  the  subject  matter  to  which 
they  relate.  They  may  mean  one  thing  when  used  in  refer- 
ence to  one  subject,  or  by  parties  in  one  situation,  and  an- 
other thing  when  used  under  other  circumstances  in  regard 
to  another  subject,  and  the  true  construction  in  each  instance 
will  be  that  which  applies  the  contract  to  the  res  about  which 
the  parties  were  dealing,  and  reproduces  the  intent  whi-li 
they  themselves  have  ex[>res.sed  in  it.  A  descrijitioii  of  llie 
]iaiure  and  extent  of  the  work  stipulated  to  be  done,  in  the 
absence  of  ex[)ress  provision  on  the  subject,  may  be  an  in- 
dis|)(Misable  element  in  determining  whether  the  work  was 
l)y  tlic  contract  to  be  done  in  a  year,  or  whclhcr  tlie  contract 
w;is  one  not  to  be  perJ'ornied  in  lliat  time.  It  may  show 
perf'orniance  ini])ossible  in  that  period,  or  so  inipi'acticahle 
as  to  be  plainly  l)eyond  tlie  sc()[)e  and  intent  of  tlie  agree- 
miMit  as  expressed  in  the  lan'iu;ige  used.  The  duly  of  tlie 
defendant  to  dt'li\-er  the  grnnite  'at  such  times  and  in  such 
(|n;intities  as  might  fnnn  time  to  time  be  ordered,'  a.s  was 
said   in   the   ruling,   did   nut   rcMpiire   of  him   immediate   per- 
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formance,  upon  demand,  of  the  whole  contract.  Time  must 
be  allowed  to  execute  the  work  and  -^^  the  limitations  upon 
the  right  of  demand,  which  necessarily  result  from  that  fact, 
nuist  apply 

"Notwithstanding  dicta  and  some  decisions,  especially 
among  the  earlier  cases,  which  tend  to  sustain  the  position 
assumed  for  the  plaintiffs,  we  regard  the  rule  of  law  as  estab- 
lislied  in  this  state  by  the  opinions  in  ITerrin  v.  Butters,  20 
^le.  119,  and  Ilearne  v.  Chadbourne,  65  Me.  302,  in  conform- 
ity with  the  rulings  which  were  made  at  the  trial." 

What  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  in  the  case 
at  bar?  What  was  understood  by  them  as  a  matter  of  con- 
tract respecting  the  time  within  which  the  work  of  cutting 
all  the  stave  wood  on  the  three  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of 
timber  land  was  to  be  completed?  As  already  seen,  it  was 
not  in  controversy  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  cut  the  whole 
lot  except  that  one  hundred  acres  which  had  already  been 
cut  over,  and  that  it  was  to  be  cut  only  as  fast  as  the  de- 
fendant needed  it  for  use  in  his  mill.  Before  the  agreement 
was  concluded,  the  plaintiff  went  upon  the  lot  and  gave  the 
defendant  a  "sample"  of  what  he  would  do,  by  cutting  for 
a  week  or  more  within  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  mill. 
He  was  a  contractor  of  twenty  years'  experience,  and  sub- 
stantially all  of  that  time  he  had  been  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  cutting  logs  and  wood.  Not  only  had  the  defendant 
explained  to  him  in  MassachiLsetts  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  work,  and  how  fast  he  desired  to  have  it  cut,  but  before 
closing  the  trade  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  the  work,  noted 
the  situation  and  circumstances  and  the  capacity  of  the  mill, 
and  as  a  practical  man  must  have  made  some  estimate  of  the 
time  required  to  complete  the  work.  He  admits  in  his  testi- 
mony that  he  had  "made  up  his  mind"  to  live  here  for  a 
year  or  two — "perhaps  more."  In  answer  to  an  inquiry  by 
the  court  he  says  he  "could  finish  the  lot  in  a  year  and  a 
half  if  it  was  neeessar^^  or  a  year,  for  that  matter."  If  he 
had  been  permitted  by  the  defendant  to  strip  the  lot  in  viola- 
tion of  the  agreement  to  cut  only  as  fast  as  the  wood  was 
needed  for  use  at  the  mill,  it  is  probably  true  that  he  could 
have  finished  the  work  in  a  single  year  by  employing  a  suffi- 
cient crew.  But  the  contract  did  not  allow  him  to  do  this, 
and  that  he  so  understood  it  is  evident  from  his  conduct  in 
suspending  operations  during  July  and  August,  at  the  re- 
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quest  of  the  defendant,  and  resuming  the  ^^^  work  Septem- 
ber 1st,  when  the  defendant  was  ready  to  start  the  mill. 

Four  experienced  lumbermen,  two  of  them  entirely  disin- 
terested witnesses,  testify"  that  with  a  mill  of  the  capacity 
of  the  defendant's,  operated  as  it  ordinarily  was  by  the  de- 
fendant, at  least  three  years  and  probably  four  years  would 
be  required  to  complete  the  work.  And  this  testimony  is 
confirmed  by  a  mathematical  calculation  based  upon  undis- 
puted facts.  The  capacity  of  the  mill  was  three  and  one- 
half  cords  per  day.  Of  the  three  hundred  and  fifty  acres 
of  timber  land,  about  one  hundred  acres  had  been  cut  over 
before  the  plaintiff  went  there.  Tlie  phiintiff  estimated  that 
there  were  thirty-five  cords  to  the  acre  where  he  began  to 
cut,  and  at  this  rate  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  would  yield 
more  than  eight  thousand  cords.  But  the  minimum  of  all 
the  estimates  was  two  thousand  four  hundred  cords,  and  upon 
this  basis  it  would  require  between  three  and  four  years  for 
this  mill  to  saw  it,  as  it  was  ordinarily  operated.  During 
the  time  the  plaintiff  was  cutting  in  1904,  it  is  not  in  con- 
troversy that  he  cut  at  the  rate  of  less  than  one  thousand 
cords  a  year,  and  the  plaintiff  was  satisfied  with  the  prog- 
ress of  the  work.  Such  was  the  practical  interpretation 
placed  upon  the  contract  during  the  execution  of  it  by  the 
plaintiff  himself. 

Considering,  then,  the  terms  and  subject  matter  of  the  con- 
tract, the  nature  and  extent  of  the  work  to  be  done  and  the 
knowledge  of  the  parties  respecting  the  capacity  of  the  mill, 
and  all  the  circumstances  goverjiing  the  progress  of  the  work, 
tlie  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  it  was  not  contemplated  or 
undcrslood  by  the  parties  that  the  contract  was  to  be  per- 
formed within  one  yc-dv  from  the  making  of  it,  and  that  no 
other  rea.soji;ible  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the  testimony. 

Nor  would  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  within  the  year  have 
taken  the  contract  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  for  the  reas(m  that  in  such  an  event  the  contract  would 
not   have  been  fully  performed. 

It  is  accordingly  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  action 
is  not  maintainable  upon  the  cvidcTicc,  and  tha.t  a  vtuxlict  for 
the  defendant  should  have  been  ordered  by  the  court. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


A    Cohtrnct   for  Fcr.-onal   Scrrirr.H   is   within   the   stntnte   of   frnnds   if 
it  is  by  its  Icriiis  for  a  j'cur,  aud  is  to  coiiiiueuce  at  a  date  in   tiie 
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future,  though,  as  a  mntter  of  law,  it  might  be  terminated  within  a 
year  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties:  Chase  v.  Hinckley,  126  Wis. 
75,  110  Am.  St.  Bep.  896,  and  see  the  cases  cited  in  the  crossreferenco 
note  thereto. 


INHABITANTS  OF  HOULTON  v.  TITCOMB. 

[102  Me.  272,  66  Atl.  733.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Ordinances— Town  Vote  In 
Contravention  of. — A  vote  at  a  special  town  meeting  authorizing  a 
property  owner  in  such  town  to  repair  and  put  in  habitable  condition 
a  certain  wooden  building  situated  within  a  certain  district  cannot 
contravene  or  modify  the  application  of  a  duly  adopted  and  valid 
town  ordinance  which  expressly  prohibits  such  work  within  such 
district,  unless  a  license  is  granted  therefor  by  the  town  authorities. 
(p.  496.) 

MUNICIPAL  ORDINANCES  in  derogation  of  the  common  law 
must  be  construed  strictly  and  not  enlarged  by  implication,  (p.  496.) 
INJUNCTION  Against  Nuisance — Municipal  Ordinances. — A  bill 
in  equity  cannot  ordinarily  be  maintained  for  the  mere  violation  of  a 
municipal  ordinance,  and,  to  authorize  an  injunction  against  a 
threatened  act  of  violation,  it  must  amount  to  a  nuisance  if  done, 
(p.  497.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Power  to  Declare  a  Nuisance. 
A  thing  is  not  a  nuisance  merely  because  a  municipal  ordinance  de- 
clares it  to  be  such.     (p.  497.) 

NUISANCE — Power  to  Declare  by  Statute. — The  state  may 
declare  what  may,  at  law,  be  deemed  a  nuisance,     (p.  497.) 

NUISANCE — Injunction  Against. — Equity  will  restrain  by  in- 
junction the  threatened  violation  of  a  municipal  ordinance  when  such 
violation  contemplates  an  act  which  amounts  to  a  nuisance  at  law, 
not  because  the  act  is  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  but  because  it  is 
a  nuisance,     (p.  497.) 

NUISANCE — Injunction  Against. — A  municipal  corporation 
may  enjoin  nuisances  or  threatened  nuisances  affecting  matters  with 
reference  to  which  a  portion  of  the  power  of  the  state  has  been  con- 
fided to  it.  But  the  right  is  limited  to  such  matters,  and  with  re- 
spect to  other  matters  the  right  depends  upon  the  same  conditions  as 
the  right  of  individuals,  namely,  special  damages,     (p.  498.) 

I.  G.  Ilersey,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Shaw  &  Lewin  and  Powers  &  Archibald,  for  the  defendants. 

2^0  SPEAR,  J.  This  is  a  bill  in  efiuity  bronght  by  the 
inhal)itants  of  Ilonlton  in  the  name  of  their  selectmen  against 
Fnml;  W.  Titcomb  and  the  Ilonlton  Savings  Bank,  to  re- 
strain them  from  the  alleged  and  intended  violation  of  the 
town  ordinances  regulating  the  erection,  alteration  and  en- 
largement uf  wooden  buildings  within  the  fire  district  of  said 
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town.  The  case  comes  to  this  court  upon  the  bill,  answer, 
replication   and  agreed  statement  of  facts. 

The  bill  properly  sets  out  the  ordinances  alleged  to  have 
been  violated,  their  adoption  at  a  legal  town  meeting,  the 
ownership  of  property  by  the  respondents  and  their  viola- 
tion and  intended  violation  of  the  ordinances,  and  tliat.  if 
their  intention  is  carried  into  elTect,  it  will  produce  tlie  exist- 
ence of  a  public  and  permanent  nuisance  ^^*  against  ilic  by- 
laws and  ordinances  of  the  town  and  statutes  of  the  state. 
We  think  it  is  unnecessary  to  specifically  refer  to  any  of  the 
allegations  of  the  bill  except  the  third  and  fourth  items  wliii'li 
we  insert  in  full.  The  third  is  as  follows:  "Said  Frank  AV. 
Titcomb  and  said  savings  bank  are  now  erecting,  altering, 
raising,  roofing,  enlarging  and  otherwise  adding  to,  and  build- 
ing upon  with  wood,  a  certain  two-story  wooden  or  frame 
building  upon  their  said  lot  or  parcel  of  land  hereinbefore 
named  and  described,  without  any  license  from  the  munici- 
pal officers  of  said  town  of  IlouUon  to  do  the  same,  and  in 
violation  of  said  by-laws  and  ordinances,  and  in  violation  of 
haw." 

TIh"  fourtli  reads:  "Said  Frank  W.  Titcomb  and  said  sav- 
ings l)ank  llireatcn.  purpose.  int(Mid  and  are  about  to  pro- 
ceed fortliwifh  to  fullv  complete,  erect,  alter,  raise,  roof,  en- 
large, add  to  and  build  upon  with  wood,  said  wooden  l)uild- 
ing,  "without  any  license  from  the  municipal  of^cers  of  said 
(own  of  Iloulton  to  do  so,  and  are' now  at  work  upon  the 
same  in  violation  of  said  by-laws  and  ordinances." 

These  ;u'(>  the  two  items,  it  will  be  observed,  that  respec- 
tively cIku'iic  1lie  (lefeiulants  with  the  actual  and  intended 
violations  of  tlie  ordinances  of  the  town.  The  Iloulton  Sav- 
ings Bank'  in  its  answer  avers  that  the  only  interest  which 
if  has  in  Hie  premises  descri])ed  is  by  virtue  of  a  morfgaire 
tlun-cMU  held  l)y  the  hank.  But  by  the  agreed  statement  fhiis 
(li'fc^'d.'int  ailmifs  its  joint  ownership  and  the  acts  C(unplained 
(if  in  p;n''!<rrap]i  3  and  4  of  the  bill.  It  must,  therefore,  sfand 
or  fall   wljh  Ihe  rlefendanf  Titcomb. 

Til  •oiiil)  in  his  answer  admits  the  trufli  of  the  alh^u'a!  ions 
of  fact  in  the  third  and  fonrfli  items  of  tlie  [ilaiiit  i  fl's'  hill, 
hiUt  deni'^-.  in  the  fonrfli  item  of  his  answei-.  that  the  a-'ts 
done  and  p]-op:is(^d  to  he  done  are  in  \-ioIa'ion  oi'  the  town  or- 
di)i'o"(>s,  ;!n(]  avers  that  he  liad  auHioriiy  and  li'-cMise  from 
till'  in'':''>i1'ini  s  of  111"  tu',\i!  (if  Ifouhoti  to  alter,  raise,  roof 
•Mid   eid:ii'_(>  said   Imilding  as  he   was   pron^cding  to   do.      lie 
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also  denies  in  the  fifth  item  that  hi.s  proposed  alterations  upon 
the  building  would  make  it  a  public  nuisance. 

The  ordinances  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  rely  to  prevent 
the  defendants  from  the  prosecution  of  the  work  which  they 
have  undertaken  upon  the  building  in  question  read  as  fol- 
lows : 

"Sec.  2.  2*2  No  wooden  or  frame  building  shall  hereafter 
be  erected,  nor  any  building  now  erected,  or  hereafter  to  be 
erected,  be  altered,  raised,  roofed,  enlarged  or  otherwise  added 
to  or  built  upon  with  wood,  nor  any  wooden  building  be  re- 
moved from  other  territory,  to  and  upon  the  territory  de- 
scribed in  section  one,  nor  from  any  portion  of  said  Fire 
District  to  another  portion  thereof,  except  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, and  any  such  building  so  erected,  added  to,  or  re- 
moved contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance,  shall  be 
deemed  a  public  and  common  nuisance  and  abated  as  such. 

''Sec.  3.  The  municipal  officers  may  grant  licenses  to 
erect,  alter,  raise,  roof,  enlarge,  or  otlierwise  add  to  or  build 
upon,  or  move  any  wooden  building  within  said  district,  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  and  subject  to  such  limitations 
and  restrictions  as  they  may  prescribe;  but  before  any  such 
license  is  granted,  a  notice  of  the  application  therefor  shall 
be  published  in  a  newspaper  printed  in  said  Town,  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  petitioner." 

The  defendants  concede  that  the  above  by-laws  and  ordi- 
nances were  legally  enacted  and  adopted  by  tlie  town,  and 
since  their  ennctment  and  adoption  have  been  in  full  force 
and  virtue.  The  agreed  statement  also  shows  that  the  de- 
fendants admit  the  acts  complained  of  by  said  plaintiffs  in 
paragraphs  3  and  4  of  their  bill,  but  claim  to  justify  said 
acts  by  the  action  of  the  special  town  meeting,  set  forth  in 
paragraph  6  of  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Titeomb,  that 
on  the  twei:ity-second  day  of  April,  1903,  the  town  of  Houl- 
ton,  at  a  legal  meeting  called  for  the  purpose,  authorized  him 
to  operate  upon  the  building  as  he  was  doing  and  intended 
to  do.  Article  3  of  the  warrant  calling  this  town  meeting, 
under  which  he  claims  to  justify  his  acts,  was  as  follows: 
"Art.  3.  To  see  if  the  Town  will  authorize  and  allow  Frank 
TV.  Titeomb  to  repair,  and  put  in  an  inhabita])le  condition 
tlie  old  Sleeper  House,  so  called,  on  the  north  side  of  Bangor 
Street,  in  said  Iloulton,  opposite  the  Foundry."  The  town 
voted  upon  this  article  as  follows:  "Art.  3.  Voted  to  au- 
thorize and  allow  Franlv  W.  Titeomb  to  repair  and  put  in  an 
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inhabitable  condition  the  old  Sleeper  House,  so  called,  situ- 
ate on  the  north  side  of  Bangor  Street,  in  said  IIoulton,  oppo- 
site the  Foundry." 

It  is  further  conceded  that  the  premises  described  in  said 
arlicle  ^^^  3  are  the  ones  involved  in  this  controversy  and 
are  wilhin  the  fire  limits  described  in  the  ordinanees  herein 
set  forth  "except  so  far  as  the  same  may  have  been  removed 
from  said  fire  limits  by  the  fict  of  the  said  special  town  meet- 
ing."  Nor  is  it  claimed  that  the  defendants  had  ever  re- 
ceived the  license,  authorized  by  article  3  of  the  ordinances 
above  quoted,  to  perform  any  of  the  acts  prohibited  by  the 
ordinances  and  complained  of  in  plaintiffs'  bill.  The  de- 
fendants in  their  argument  also  admit  the  legality  and  con- 
stitutionality of  the  tire  ordinances  in  question. 

The  only  issue,  therefore,  raised  in  this  case  is  whether 
the  vote  of  the  special  town  meeting  above  (juoted  under 
article  3  of  the  warrant  relieved  the  defendants  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  ordinances  with  reference  to  the  wooden  build- 
ing, which  they  were  seeking  to  alter  as  set  forth  in  the  plain- 
tiffs' bill  and  admitted  in  their  answer.  The  defendants 
claim  in  item  6  of  their  answer  that  on  account  of  the  vote 
in  this  special  town  meeting,  the  town  should  be  estopped  to 
invoke  the  application  of  the  ordinant'cs  to  their  proposed 
action.  Without  determining  whether  the  doctrine  of  estop- 
pel would  apply  if  the  vote  in  the  special  town  meeting  had 
autliorized  the  del'L-ndant  to  do  all  that  the  ordinance  pro- 
liibitcd,  let  us  first  dis^'over  whether,  as  a  matter  of  fact  or 
legal  inference,  the  vote  in  the  special  town  meeting  did  au- 
tliorize  the  defendants  to  do  any  of  the  things  which  the  or- 
(linan<'es  prohibited.  In  other  words,  does  the  subject  mat- 
ter ot"  the  vote  conflict  with  the  subject  matter  of  the  ordi- 
nances? 

The  language  of  section  2  of  the  ordinances  which  directly 
jipplies  to  the  issue  raised  in  this  case  reads,  "No  wooden 
or  i'raiiK;  building  shall  hereafter  be  erected  nor  any  buiMiiig 
miw  erected  or  hereinafter  to  be  erected  be  altered,  raisetl, 
ri'oJ'cd,  cnhirged  or  otherwise  added  to  or  built  upon  with 
^\ood,"  etc.  The  defendants  admit  in  their  answer  that  they 
wave  "about  to  raise,  roof  and  enlarge  the  building" — that 
is,  they  were  about  to  do  just  what  the  ordinances  inhibit. 
Now,  did  the  vote  of  the  town  at  its  special  meeting  author- 
ize the  defendants  to  do  any  of  these  inliihited  things?  \Ve 
think   not.     This    vote,    stfii-ll\'    ft^llowing   the   article   in   the 
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warrant,  simply  authorized  the  defendants  "to  repair  and 
put  in  an  inhabitable  condition  the  old  Sleeper  House,"  etc., 
which  is  the  house  ^**  in  question.  By  a  comparison  of  the 
phraseology  of  this  vote  with  the  language  of  the  ordinances, 
it  will  be  observed  that  it  does  not  repeal  or  modify  the  in- 
hil)itions  or  become  inconsistent  with  the  complete  applica- 
tion of  the  ordinances  to  the  facts  set  out  in  the  plaintiffs' 
bill  and  admitted  by  the  defendants'  answer.  The  ordi- 
nances do  not  pretend  or  assume  to  prevent  the  ordinary  re- 
pair of  a  house  and  putting  it  into  inhabitable  condition.  It 
was  not  intended  by  the  ordinances  to  prohibit  such  action 
on  the  part  of  the  householder.  It  would  be  clearly  unrea- 
sonable if  it  did.  Undoubtedly  many  of  the  houses  in  Houl- 
ton  require  more  or  less  repairs  every  year  to  make  them  in- 
habita])le.  A  house  might  become  uninhabitable  for  want  of 
shingling,  yet  it  would  hardly  be  contended  that  the  above 
ordinances  were  intended  to  prevent  the  repair  of  shingling 
to  make  it  inhabitable,  without  a  license  from  the  municipal 
officers.  We  are  indeed  at  a  loss  to  know  just  what  the  town 
meant  by  the  passage  in  its  town  meeting  of  the  above  vote. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  case  or  the  vote  which  tends  to  show 
the  condition  of  the  house  which  it  authorized  the  defend- 
ant to  repair,  or  w^hat  repairs  would  be  necessary  to  make  it 
inhabitable,  whether  it  was  shingling,  clapboarding,  inserting 
sills  or  putting  on  a  roof;  or  that  any  of  the  repairs  per- 
mitted by  the  vote  came  within  the  scope  of  the  ordinances. 
Our  conclusion  consequently  is,  that  the  vote  of  the  town 
authorizing  the  defendants  to  repair  and  make  their  house 
inhabitable  in  no  way  contravenes  or  even  modifies  the  ap- 
plication of  the  ordinances  invoked  by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  ordinances  are  in  derogation  of  the  connnon  law,  and 
must  be  construed  strictly.  They  cannot  be  enlarged  by  im- 
plication. The  defendants  had  a  right,  therefore,  to  do  any- 
thing to  their  property  not  strictly  inhibited  by  the  ordi- 
nances. Hence  it  seems,  so  far  as  the  case  or  the  vote  shows, 
that  the  town  only  authorized  the  defendants  to  do  what  they 
had  a  right  to  do  without  any  such  vote,  and  without  any 
violation  of  the  ordinances  in  question.  But  when  the  de- 
fendants proceed  to  go  further,  aiul,  as  is  alleged  in  the  plain- 
tiffs' bill  and  admitted  in  the  answer,  attempt  "to  complete, 
erect,  alter,  raise,  roof,  enlarge,  add  to  and  build  upon  with 
wood  said  wooden  building  without  any  license  from  the  mu- 
nicipal -■'■"'  oflicers, "  they  then  clearly  bring  themselves  with- 
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in  the  prohibition  of  the  ordinances.  But  the  mere  fact  that 
the  proposetl  act  of  the  defendants  is  in  viohition  of  tlie  or- 
dinances Avill  not  enable  the  pLnintiffs  to  sustain  their  bill. 

A  bill  in  equity  cannot  ordinarily  be  sustained  for  the  mere 
violation  of  a  miniieipal  ordinance.  The  threatened  act  of 
violation  must  amount  to  a  nuisance,  if  done:  l',i  Am.  &  Knj^. 
Ency.  of  Law,  401;  Mayor  of  Manchester  v.  Smyth,  G4  X. 
II.  380,  10  Atl.  700;  President  etc.  of  Village  of  Waupun  v. 
:^roore,  34  Wis.  450,  17  Am.  Rep.  446;  Dillon  on  I\ruiiicipal 
Corporations,  sec.  405. 

Nor  is  a  thinjj^  a  nuisance  merely  because  a  municipal  or- 
dinance declares  it  to  be  such :  ITutton  v.  City  of  Camden, 
10  Vroom,  122,  23  Am.  Rep.  203;  Ex  parte  O'leary,  G5  I\Iiss. 
80,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  640,  3  South.  144;  Jackson  v.  Castle,  82 
Ale.  579,  20  All.  237;  Pine  City  v.  IMunch,  42  :Minn.  342,  44 
N.  W.  197,  6  L.  R.  A.  763.  But  the  state  may  declare  what 
may,  at  law,  be  deemed  a  nuisance:  IMetropolitan  Board  of 
Health  v.  ITeister,  37  N.  Y.  661,  23  Am.  Rep.  212,  note; 
Dillon  on  IMnnicipal  Corporations,  1,  see.  93. 

This  state  has  declared  (Rev.  Stats.,  c.  4,  sec.  93,  par.  8) 
that  buildings  erected  contrary  to  the  ordinances  for  which 
this  section  provides  are  nuisances.  The  court  in  equit}^  at 
cojnmon  law  has  .jurisdiction  to  restrain  nuisances,  and  has 
specific  jurisdiction  in  this  state  "in  cases  of  nuisance  and 
waste":  Rev.  Stats.,  c.  79,  sec.  6,  par.  5. 

Therefore,  it  is  clear  that  e(juity  will  take  jurisdiction  for 
the  thrcateni^d  violation  of  a  municipal  ordinance  when  sucli 
violation  contemplates  an  act  which  amounts  to  a  nuisarice 
in  law,  not  because  the  act  is  a  violation  of  the  ordinance, 
but  because  it  is  a  nuisance. 

Another  (|ue--lion  which  arises  in  the  discussion  of  this  case 
is,  how  and  when  a  municii)al  corporation  may  maintain  a 
bill  to  r(\s1rain  a  nuisance  in  the  violation  of  an  ordinance 
which  coTislitutcs  a  nuisance.  Some  cases  uphold  the  riuht 
when  it  api)ears  that  the  municipality  would  sustain  s]H'cinl 
daniacres  or  be  put  to  additional  responsibility  by  rea-oii  ol" 
the  threate!i(>d  acts:  Coast  Co.  v.  Borough  of  Sprini:  Lake. 
58  N.  J.  E(|.  586,  47  Atl.  1131,  51  L.  R.  A.  GM,  note;  Eastou 
&  A.  2SO  j^,_  j>_  Qq  y  Tnbabitunts  of  Crecnwich,  25  \.  J.  E(). 
565;  Jersey  City  v.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  40  N.  J.  E<|.  -117,  2 
Atl.  262;  ITuteiiinson  Tp.  v.  Eilk,  44  :Miiin.  'y]G,  47  N.  W. 
255.  And  wlicn  no  sju'cial  daniaLces  or  additional  responsi- 
bility was  sh(MV!i.  relief  was  (hMiicd:  "Ward  v.  City  of  Little 
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TJoek,  41  Ark.  526,  48  Am.  Rep.  46;  Dover  v.  Portsmouth 
Bridge,  17  N.  H.  200 ;  j\Iayor  v.  Smyth,  64  N.  II.  380,  10  Atl. 
700;  Town  of  Sheboygan  v.  Sheboygan  &  Fond  du  Lac  R.  R. 
Co.,  21  Wis.  667. 

But  some  courts  have  held  that  a  municipal  corporation  as 
the  representative  of  the  equitable  rights  of  the  inhabitants 
may  enjoin  nuisances  affecting  matters  with  reference  to 
which  a  portion  of  the  power  of  the  state  has  been  confided 
to  it.  The  right  is  limited  to  such  matters ;  with  respect  to 
other  matters,  the  right  depends  upon  the  same  conditions 
as  the  right  of  individuals,  namely,  special  damages,  etc. :  51 
L.  R.  A.  657,  supra,  note :  jMctropolitan  City  Ry.  Co.  v.  City 
of  Chicago,  96  111.  620;  Pine  City  v.  ^Nlunch,  42  Minn.  342, 
44  N.  W.  197,  6  L.  R.  A.  763;  Winthrop  v.  Farrar,  11  Allen, 
398;  Watertown  v.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315,  12  Am.  Rep.  694; 
Taunton  v.  Taylor,  116  Mass.  254 ;  Board  of  Health  of  City 
of  Yonkers  v.  Copcutt,  140  N.  Y.  12,  35  N.  E.  443,  23  L.  R. 
A.  485. 

This  last  proposition  seems  to  be  logical  and  sound,  and 
would  appear  to  authorize  a  town  to  maintain  injunction  pro- 
ceedings against  threatened  nuisances  affecting  matters  of 
which  the  state  has  confided  to  it  either  control  or  regulation. 

The  prevention  of  fires  is  a  matter  which  the  state  has  con- 
fided to  the  town :  Rev.  Stats.,  c.  28,  sees.  13,  20,  22,  25,  26-45, 
inclusive. 

As  the  violation  of  the  ordinances  in  the  case  at  bar  con- 
stituted a  nuisance  against  the  public  as  a  violation  of  a  police 
regulation,  the  entry  must  be,  bill  sustained  with  costs.  Per- 
petual injunction  to  issue. 

Case  remanded  to  the  court  below  for  a  decree  in  accord- 
ance with  this  opinion. 


For  Injunctions  against  the  erection  or  removal  of  buildings  in  viola- 
tion of  municipal  building  regulations  or  fire  ordinances,  see  Griswold 
V.  Brega,  160  111.  490,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  3G0;  Kaufman  v.  Stein,  138  Ind. 
49,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  SOS;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sarlls,  129  Ind.  201,  28 
Am.  St.  Rep.  185;  Janesville  v.  Carpenter,  77  Wis.  288,  20  Am.  St. 
Eep.  123. 
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BIDDEFOUD  NATIONAL  BANK  v.  HILL. 

[102  Me.  346,  66   Atl.   721.] 

FORGEKY — Note — Genuine  Signature. — If  a  person,  without 
iie<];list'"ce,  and  by  fraud  and  deceit,  is  induced  to  sign  a  note,  not 
intending  to  sign  it  as  sucii,  the  instrument  is  a  forgery,      (p.   500.) 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. — Forged  paper  without  negligence  im- 
jHited  to  the  party  affected  by  the  forgery  is  not  a  binding  contract, 
wliether  the  forgery  was  committed  by  alterations  or  a  sulistitution 
of  the  forged  contract  for  the  supposed  or  genuine  one.      (p.  502.) 

FORGERY — Note — Genuine  Signature — Bona  Fide  Purchaser. — 
If  a  person,  without  negligence,  and  by  fraud  and  deceit,  is  induced  to 
sign  a  note,  not  intending  to  sign  it  as  such,  the  note  is  not  valid  in 
the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,     (p.  502.) 

A.  Dwyer,  for  the  plaintiff. 

B.  F.  Hamilton  and  Cleaves,  Waterhouse  &  Emery,  for  the 
defendant. 

348  SPEAR,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  a 
promissory  note  for  three  hundred  and  forty-four  dollars 
and  forty-four  cents  dated  July  5,  1905,  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  Etta  0.  Hill  and  D.  O'Connor  &  Co.  The  undis- 
puted facts  show  that  Etta  0.  Hill  at  some  time  previous  to 
the  date  of  the  note  had  sold  and  delivered  to  D.  O'Connor 
&  Co.  a  quantity  of  pressed  hay,  the  consideration  for  which 
amounted  to  three  hundred  and  forty-four  dollars  and  forty- 
four  cents.  Early  in  the  morning  of  the  date  of  the  note  she 
called  upon  O'Connor  &  Co.,  meeting  D.  O'Connor  himself, 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  settlement  for  the  hay.  When 
the  object  of  her  call  was  made  known  to  Mr.  O'Connor,  he 
informed  her  that  he  desired  to  settle  for  the  hay  by  giving 
her  the  promissory  note  of  the  company  for  the  amount  due. 
This  she  peremptorily  declined  upon  the  ground  that  being 
left  in  entire  charge  of  her  father's  farm,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary for  her  to  make  use  of  money  at  once  in  harvesting  the 
hay  upon  the  farm.  Thereupon  Mr.  O'Connor  wrote  her  a 
check  for  three  hundred  and  forty-four  dollars  and  forty-four 
cents,  the  delivery  of  which  she  took  from  him  and  started 
to  leave  his  place  of  business,  when  he  called  her  back  request- 
ing her  to  sign  a  receipt  for  the  money  received  for  the  hay. 
She  returned  to  his  desk,  where  a  receipt  for  three  hundred 
and  forty-four  dollars  and  forty-four  cents,  all  written  out, 
was  lying  for  her  signature.     i\Ir.  O'Connor  stepped  along. 
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placed  his  finger  upon  the  paper  and  directed  her  where  to 
sign.  She  signed  the  receipt  as  requested.  It  proved,  how- 
ever, that  instead  of  signing  the  receipt  as  she  supposed  she 
was  doing,  she  was  deceived  and  tricked  by  O'Gonnor  into 
affixing  her  signature  either  to  a  blank  with  the  note  in  ques- 
tion afterward  written  upon  it,  or  upon  a  blank  already  filled 
in  with  the  contents  of  the  note.  It  is  evident  from  the  his- 
tory of  this  transaction  that  the  contract  manifested  by  the 
note  in  suit  was  not  the  contract  of  the  defendant.  Etta  0. 
Hill.  This  proposition  is  too  obvious  and  too  well  settled 
to  require  citation.  If  the  note  was  not  her  contract,  was 
she  so  negligent  in  placing  her  name  upon  the  paper  upon 
which  the  note  appears,  when  she  thought  she  was  signing 
a  receipt,  that  she  is  estopped  from  denying  her  act  under 
the  just  and  well-settled  rule  that  of  two  innocent  parties, 
he  whose  negligence  has  occasioned  the  loss  must  bear  it? 

^^^  No  exceptions  were  taken  either  to  the  ruling  or  the 
charge  of  the  presiding  justice  in  presenting  the  case  to  the 
jury,  and  it  is  therefore  presumed  that  every  element  of  law 
in  the  case  was  properly  given.  It  therefore  follows  that  the 
question  of  negligence  imputable  to  Etta  0.  Hill  in  signing 
the  note  purporting  to  be  a  receipt  was  properly  submitted 
to  the  jury  as  a  question  of  fact,  and  their  verdict  shows  that 
they  found  this  issue  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  The  vrr- 
dict  must  stand.  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  only  ii.,t 
erroneous,  but  fairly  deducible  from  the  undisputed  facts. 

This  brings  us  to  the  proposition  of  law  wliether,  in  the  al)- 
sence  of  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  Etta  0.  Ilill  in  affix- 
ing her  signature  to  the  note,  she  thereby  became  liable  for 
its  payment.  The  bank  was  undoubtedly  an  innocent  holder 
of  the  note  for  value,  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Etta  0. 
Hill  was  fraudulently  induced  to  sign  the  note  without  ladies 
on  her  part,  makes  the  note,  not  only  not  her  contract,  but 
a  forgery  with  respect  to  her  signature. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  the  fact  that  her  signature 
is  genuine  relieves  the  note  from  the  character  of  a  forged 
paper,  and,  instead,  renders  it  a  paper  obtained  by  fraud 
and  deceit. 

But  that  a  paper,  obtained  like  the  note  in  question,  par- 
takes of  the  character  of  a  forged  instrument,  has  long  been 
tlie  dor-trine  of  the  law  in  this  and  many  other  states. 

State  V.  Shurtliff,  18  Me.  368,  decided  in  1841,  is  a  case 
wherein  the  grantee  agreed  with  the  grantor  to  purchase  an 
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acre  of  his  farm,  and  prepared  the  draft  of  a  deed  eorrectly 
describing  the  land  agreed  to  be  conveyed  and  exhibited  it  to 
the  grantor,  wlio  examined  it  and  found  it  to  be  correct,  but 
the  execution  of  it  was  delayed  and  the  draft  was  retained 
by  the  grantee.  The  grantee  afterward  fraudulently  pre- 
})ared  the  draft  of  another  deed,  describing  the  grantor's 
wliole  farm,  and  presented  it  to  the  grantor  for  his  signature 
as  the  deed  before  examined,  and  it  was  executed  and  deliv- 
ered, but  the  court  held  this  to  be  a  forgery.  In  the  opinion 
the  court  say:  "Forgery  has  been  defined  to  be  a  false  mak- 
ing, a  making  malo  animo,  of  any  written  instrument  for 
the  purpose  of  fraud  and  deceit:  2  Russ.  317,  and  the  author- 
ities there  cited.  The  evidence  fully  justifies  the  conclusion 
that  the  defendant  falsely  made  and  prepared  the  ^"'**  instru- 
ment set  forth  in  the  indictment  v*ith  the  evil  design  of  de- 
frauding llie  party,  whose  deed  it  purports  to  be.  It  is  not 
necessary  that  the  act  should  be  done  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
the  hand  of  the  party  charged.     It  is  sufficient  if  he  cause  or 

procure  it  to  be  done.     The  instrument  was  false If 

he  had  employed  any  other  hand,  he  would  have  been  re- 
si)()iisible  for  the  act.  In  truth,  the  signature  of  that  false 
instrument,  in  a  merely  logical  point  of  view,  is  as  much  im- 
putab](^  to  him  as  if  he  had  done  it  with  his  own  hand,  .... 
and  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  that  the  crime  of  forgery 
has  been  committed." 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  case  at  bar  falls  precisely  within 
the  statement  of  facts  and  conclusions  of  law  hcrciu  laid 
down.  In  the  case  decided,  the  signature  of  the  grantor  upon 
the  deed  was  genuine,  and  procured  by  the  fraud  of  the  gran- 
tor. In  lilxC  manner,  the  signature  of  fltta  0.  ITill  upon  the 
note  A\as  genuine  and  procured,  without  negligence  on  her 
part,  ly  the  fraud  of  D.  O'Connor. 

Coiiitiioiiwealth  v.  Foster,  114  IMass.  311,  10  Am.  Rep.  ;>r.:5, 
is  similar  in  priiu-iple  to  State  v.  Shurtlilf,  IS  ^Me.  :>(]S.  In 
tliis  case  the  court  stat(^  the  rule  to  be:  "It  matlt'i's  not  I)\' 
whom  the  signature  is  attaclied,  if  it  be  noi  allai-hcd  as  his 
own.  ]f  the  note  is  prepared  for  the  pui-nosc  of  liciiig  fraud- 
ulently used  as  the  note  of  another  person,  it  is  falsrl_\'  made. 
Tlie  ((uestion  of  forgery  does  not  dciuMid  ui>on  the  prc-cnce 
upon  the  note  itself  of  the  indicia  of  falsitx-."  In  a  suhse- 
(juent  paragi'aph  it  is  further  declared  "to  constitute  for- 
gery where  there  has  l)(H'n  no  sulise(|uenl  alteration;  the  fraud- 
ulent inteJit   mu^l  attcjid  the  malting  of  tlie  iusiniment.      But 
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it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  in  the  mind  of  the  one 
whose  hand  holds  the  pen  in  writing  the  signature.  If  that 
is  done  at  the  dictation  or  request  of  another,  and  for  his  pur- 
poses and  use,  and  his  designs  are  fraudulent  so  as  to  make  it 
forgery  if  he  had  written  it  himself,  then  the  instrument  is 
a  forged  one":  See,  also,  Gregory  v.  State,  26  Ohio  St.  510, 
20  Am.  Rep.  774 ;  19  Cyc.  1374  D,  and  cases  cited ;  13  Am.  & 
Eng.  En-y.  of  Law,  1087,  3,  and  cases  cited. 

It  would  appear  from  these  citations  to  be  well  established 
that  ^^^  the  note  in  question,  under  the  circumstances  at- 
tending its  execution,  was  a  forgery. 

But  from  the  fact  that,  as  between  O'Connor  and  Etta  0. 
Hill,  the  note  was  a  forgery,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow 
that  she  would  be  relieved  from  liability  thereon.  There  are 
numerous  cases  in  which  a  party  may  be  held  criminally 
guilty  of  committing  forgery,  when  the  parties  sought  to  be 
charged  by  the  forgery  cannot  avoid  their  liability,  as  made 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  forged  instrument :  Abbott  v. 
Rose,  62  Me.  194,  16  Am.  Rep.  427.  But  nearly  all  these 
cases  involve  the  negligence  of  the  parties  sought  to  be  charged 
by  the  forged  instrument  either  by  their  own  failure  to  prop- 
erly examine  it,  or  by  leaving  it  with  blanks  to  be  filled  in 
by  the  agency  of  some  other  person,  or  by  some  other  neglect 
of  duty.  But  we  have  already  determined  that  the  defend- 
ant, Etta  0.  Hill,  was  not  negligent;  therefore  the  only  re- 
maining question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  she  is  liable 
upon  this  forged  paper  to  the  making  and  uttering  of  which 
her  negligence  in  no  way  contributed.  The  law  is  well  es- 
tablished that  she  cannot  be  held.  The  note  taken  by  the 
bank  with  her  name  upon  it  was  not  her  contract.  It  is  no 
more  binding  upon  her  than  if  O'Connor  had  written  her 
name  upon  the  note  with  his  own  hand.  It  has  been  held  in 
numerous  cases  that  a  forged  paper  without  negligence  im- 
puted to  the  party  affected  by  the  forgery  is  not  a  binding 
contract,  whether  the  forgery  was  committed  by  alterations 
or  a  substitution  of  the  forged  contract  for  the  suppo.>,ed  or 
genuine  contract. 

•  In  Greenfield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  IMass.  196,  25  Am. 
Rep.  67,  Gray,  C.  J.,  in  an  elaborate  opinion,  reviewing  both 
the  connnon  and  civil  law  upon  this  point,  declares:  "It  is 
a  general  rule  of  our  law  that  a  fraudulent  and  material 
alteration  of  a  promissory  note,  without  the  consent  of  the 
party  sought  to  be  chai-^j^ed  thereon,  whether  made  before  or 
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after  the  delivery  of  the  note,  renders  the  contract  wholly 
void  as  against  him,  even  in  the  hands  of  one  who  takes  it 
in  good  faith  and  without  knowledge  or  reasonable  notice  of 
the  alteration";  and  specifically  held  that  the  alteration  of 
a  promissory  note  by  one  of  the  makers  by  increasing  the 
amount  for  which  it  is  made  by  the  insertion  of  words  and 
figures  in  blank  spaces  left  in  the  printed  ^^^  form  on  which 
it  is  written,  avoids  the  note  as  to  such  makers  who  do  not 
consent  thereto,  even  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
a  valual)le  consideration.  To  the  same  effect  is  Draper  v. 
Wood,  112  Mass.  315,  17  Am.  Rep.  92. 

"Waterman  v.  Vose,  43  Me.  504,  is  in  perfect  accord  with 
the  rule  above  laid  down,  and  holds  that  the  alteration  of  a 
note  by  the  maker,  after  it  was  indorsed,  by  adding  the  words 
"with  interest."  was  material,  and  if  made  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  indorser  relieved  him  of  liability,  though  the  al- 
teration was  made  before  delivery.  The  reason  upon  which 
this  conclusion  was  based  is  that  "an  alteration  afterward, 
which  is  material,  without  his  consent,  will  make  it  a  con- 
tract which  he  never  executed,  and  which  it  is  manifest  he 
never  intended  to,  and  it  is  a  new  contract  to  which  he  can 
in  no  sense  be  charged  as  a  party  and  he  cannot  be  bound 
by  it."  See,  also,  Abbott  v.  Ptose,  62  Me.  194,  16  Am.  Rep. 
427,  and  Fay  v.  Smith,  1  Allen,  477,  79  Am.  Dec.  752,  which 
is  precisely  in  point  in  fact  and  law. 

The  ground  upon  which  these  cases  seem  to  be  decided  is 
that  the  forgery  destroyed  the  identity  of  the  defendant's 
contract,  and  present  a  different  or  new  contract  which  he 
never  made. 

Under  these  well-established  rules  of  law,  applicable  to  the 
case  at  bar,  our  conclusion  is  that  the  note  signed  by  Etta 
0.  Tlill  upon  which  she  is  sought  to  be  charged  was  a  forgery 
with  respect  to  her  signature,  not  her  contract  and  not  bind- 
ing upon  her. 

^.Folion  overrided. 


A  Person  is  Guilty  of  Forgery  who,  with  intent  frnudiilpntly  to  utter 
a  promissory  notn  as  the  note  of  a  person  other  than  the  signer,  pro- 
cures to  it  the  signature  of  an  innocent  party  who  does  not  thereby 
intend  to  bind  himself:  Commonwealth  v.  Foster,  114  Mass.  311,  19 
Am.    Eep.    353. 

A  Note  to  Which  the  Maker's  Sir/nature  is  procured  by  false  repre- 
sentations as  to  the  character  of  the  ]iaper,  he  being  ignorant  of  its 
true  chai-af'ter,  and  having  no  iiiteTitidii  to  sign  such  a  paper,  and 
being  l;■^li!t^'  of  no  iir^l i^iMici^  in  di'tiig  s".  is  i-cgaidid  by  some  au- 
thorities as  void,  even  iu  the  hands  of  a  buna  tide  holder:   Keller  v. 
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Rnppold,  115  Wis.  636,  95  Am.  St.  Eep,  974;  Willard  v.  Nelson,  35 
Neb.  651,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  455.  See,  too,  Yakima  Valley  Bank  v. 
McAllister,  37  Wash.  506,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  823;  Costelo  v.  Barnard^ 
190  Mass.  200,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  328. 


STATE  V.  INTOXICATING  LIQUORS. 

[102  Me.  385,  67  Atl.  312.] 

APPEAL — Exceptions. — Unless  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows  to 
the  contrary,  the  certificate  of  the  presiding  justice  in  the  lower  court 
that  the  exceptions  are  "allowed"  is  conclusive  of  their  b^ing  right- 
fully allowed,     (p.  505.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Interstate  Commerce.— Intoxicat- 
ing liquors  are  articles  of  commerce,  and  as  such,  while  being  trans- 
ported from  state  to  state,  are  within  the  protection  of  that  clause  of 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States  which  gives  to  Congress  the 
power  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  sev- 
eral states,  and  thus  are  subject  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  Con- 
gress,    (p.  506.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Interstate  Commerce— Delivery.— 
Under  the  act  of  Congress  known  as  the  "Wilson  Act,"  a  state  stat- 
ute must  permit  the  delivery  of  an  interstate  shipment  of  intoxicating 
liquors  to  the  consignee  within  the  state,  but,  after  such  delivery,  the 
state  has  pow'er  to  prevent  the  sale  of  the  liquor,  even  in  the  original 
package,     (p.  510.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS — Interstate  Commerce — Arrival  in 
State. — Placing  of  an  interstate  shi])ir.ent  of  intoxicating  liquor  in 
the  carrier's  warehouse  to  be  delivered  to  the  cojisignee  does  not 
constitute  their  arrival  in  the  state,  witliin  the  meaning  of  the  act 
of  Congress  known  as  the  "Wilson  Act."  so  as  to  subject  them  to 
state  laws  or  seizure  thereunder,     (p.  510.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS — Interstate  Commerce — Binding 
Effect  of  Decisions. — The  d<cisions  of  the  United  States  supreme 
court  upon  the  question  of  the  interpretation  and  application  of  the 
interstate  commerce  clause  of  the  United  States  constitution,  and  the 
act  of  Congress,  known  as  the  "Wilson  Act,"  relating  to  interstate 
shipments  of  intoxicating  liquors,  are  conclusive  and  binding  upon  the 
state   courts,     (p.   511.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Interstate  Commerce— Delivery.— 

Tliough  intci'state  transportation  of  intoxicating  liquors  may  end  be- 
fore delivery,  interstate  commerce  therein  does  not  end  before  deliv- 
ery to  the  consignee,  either  actual  or  constructive,  so  as  to  subject  the 
shipment  to  the  police  powers  of  the  state,     (p.  511.) 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Interstate  Commerce— Delivery.— 
An  interstate  shipment  of  intoxicating  liquor  into  the  state  is  not 
subject  to  state  police  regulation  until  there  has  been  a  delivery  to 
tlie  consignee,  and  it  ninives  no  difference  whether  the  consignee  is 
known  to  the  carrier  or  not,  nor  whether  the  name  of  the  consignee 
is  fictitious,     (p.  511.) 

R.  W.  Crockett,  county  attorney,  for  the  state. 
McCillicnddy  &  IMorey,  fur  the  chiiniaut. 
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^^^  SAVAGE,  J.  These  are  three  cases  of  claims  b}-  a 
common  carrier  for  intoxicating  licinors  seized  and  taken 
from  its  possession,  while  alleged  still  to  be  in  transit  and 
M'ithin  the  protection  of  the  interstate  commerce  provision 
of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States.  The  liquors  seized 
wore  ])roperly  libeled.  The  claimant  appeared  before  the 
municipal  court.  Its  claims  were  denied,  the  li(|n()rs  in  each 
case  adjudged  forfeited,  and  the  claimant  ai)])ealod  to  tlie 
•'"***  supreme  judicial  court.  After  a  hearing  in  that  court 
tlie  presiding  justice  ruled  in  each  case  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  the  liquors  should  be  forfeited,  and  the  claimant  alleged 
exceptions,  which  were  regularly  allowed. 

At  the  outset  the  attorney  for  the  state  claims  that  the 
exceptions  were  not  allowable,  should  not  have  been  allowed, 
and  should  now  be  disiuissed,  because,  as  he  says,  the  cases 
were  heard  by  the  presiding  justice  without  the  interventi(^n 
of  a  jury,  and  that  the  right  of  exceptions  was  not  expressly 
reserved.  It  is  true  that  in  such  cases  exceptions  are  not 
pi'operly  allowable,  and  if  allowed,  should  be  dismissed  when 
the  fact  properly  appears :  Reed  v.  Reed,  70  Me.  504 ;  Frank 
V.  ^lallett,  92  :d'e.  77,  42  Atl.  238.  The  trouble  in  this  ease, 
however,  is  tlmt  the  fact  is  not  sliown  to  be  as  claimed  by  the 
stale's  attorney.  AVe  cannot  travel  out  of  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, and  this  bill  is  silent  upon  the  matter.  The  attorney 
argues  that  it  must  appear  affirmatively  froin  the  bill  that  the 
rigiit  of  exceplion  was  expressly  reserved  before  the  hearing. 
\Yc  do  not  think  so.  We  hold  that  in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing in  tlie  bill  to  show  the  contrary,  the  certificate  of  the 
presiding  justice  that  the  exceptions  are  "allowed"  is  con- 
clusive ;>s  to  their  Ix.^ing  rightfully  allowed  in  this  resped  ; 
Dunn  V.  Auliurn  Electric  Motor  Co.,  92  Me.  165,  42  Atl. 
:!S9.  Iliese  l)ills  of  exceptions,' therefore,  are  properly  open 
to  consideration. 

I'he  presiding  justice  made  no  specific  findings  of  fact,  liut 
liis  ruling  as  a  matter  of  law  necessarily  involvetl  certain  (iiul- 
inus  of  fact,  which  must  be  deeuKHl,  upon  exceptions,  to  be 
tnie.  He  must  have  found  that  the  liquors  scizinl  Avcre  in- 
toxicating, and  that  they  were  intended  for  sale  in  violation 
oi'  law  in  this  state.  But  tlie  undis])ul(Ml  testimony,  which  is 
niatle  a  part  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  shows  certain  other 
fai-ts,  which,  in  considering  the  exiMq)!  ions,  we  must  deem 
were  true,  and  that  they  were  so  found  l>y  the  justice,  because 
liis  nding  was  essinitiallv  bascnl  up('n  their  truth. 
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In  the  first  place,  it  appears  that  the  claimant  is  a  com- 
mon carrier  of  merchandise,  and  that  each  of  the  packages 
seized  was  transported  by  the  claimant  by  continuous  ship- 
ment from  Boston,  Massachusetts,  to  Lewiston,  in  this  state. 

:5{)i  2^  jjj  ^j^g  ^j^^  case,  as  numbered  on  the  docket,  the  pack- 
age was  a  C.  O.  D.  shipment,  marked  "M.  Supovitz,  No.  274 
IMain  Street,  Lewiston,  Maine."  Max  Supovitz  testified  that 
he  lived  at  274  IMain  street,  Lewiston,  and  was  the  only  one 
of  the  name  living  there;  that  he  had  not  ordered  the  liquors 
and  did  not  know  to  whom  they  belonged.  The  liquors  were 
])rought  by  the  claimant  over  the  Maine  Central  Railroad 
line  to  Lewiston,  and  were  taken  by  it  from  the  railroad 
freiplit  shed  to  its  office  on  Park  street,  where  they  were 
shortly  after  seized  by  the  officer. 

2.  In  the  next  case,  the  liquors  were  marked  "H.  E.  Per- 
kins, Lewiston,  Maine."  From  the  evidence,  we  think  it  may 
be  assumed  that  the  name  was  fictitious.  The  evidence  shows 
that  the  package  was  never  in  the  claimant's  office,  but  was 
seized  and  taken  from  the  claimant's  delivery  wagon,  appar- 
ently eitlier  while  going  out  to  make  delivery  or  returning 
from  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  make  delivery.  And  as  we 
shall  see  later,  it  is  immaterial  which.  Whether  the  driver 
knew  who  was  the  real  consignee  does  not  appear,  but  that, 
we  think,  is  also  immaterial  in  this  case. 

3.  The  third  case  is  that  of  a  C.  0.  D.  shipment.  The 
package  was  marked  "J.  P.  Sutton,  Auburn,  ]\Liine,"  and 
was  seized  from  the  claimant's  Avagon  while  being  taken  to 
its  office.  The  evidence  strongly  tends  to  show  that  ]Mr.  Sut- 
ton did  not  order  the  liquors,  but  that  they  were  ordered 
by  another  person  in  his  name,  without  his  knowledge. 

It  is  well  settled  that  intoxicating  liquors  are  articles  of 
commerce,  and  as  such,  while  being  transported  from  static 
to  state,  are  within  the  protection  of  that  clause  in  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  which  gives  to  Congress  the 
power  "to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  and  among 
the  several  states,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes,"  and  thus  are 
subject  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  Congress:  Bowman  v. 
Chicago  &  Northwestern  Ry.  Co.,  125  U.  S.  4G5,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
IJcp.  GSO.  10G2,  31  L.  ed.  700;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  1:5.')  U.  S. 
100,  10  Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  681,  84  L.  ed.  128;  State  v.  Burns,  82 
I\re.  558,  19  Atl.  913;  State  v.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  83  :\re. 
158.  21  Atl.  840.  And  although  a  state  may  constitutionally 
proliibit   the   sale   of   intoxicating  liquor   within   its   burdei^ 
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(Mui^ler  V.  K;msas,  123  U.  S.  623,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273,  31 
L.  ed.  205),  such  prohibition  ^'**^  could  not,  prior  to  the  AYil- 
son  act,  so  called,  hereafter  referred  to,  constitutionally  ex- 
tend to  a  sale  of  thera  by  the  importer  while  in  the  original 
packatre:  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S.  100,  10  Sup  Ct.  Rep. 
<;81,  34  L.  ed.  128;  State  v.  Burns,  82  Mg.  558,  19  Atl.  913; 
State  V.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  83  IMe.  158,  21  Atl.  840. 

At  this  stage  of  the  decisions  the  act  of  Coiiirri'ss  of  Au- 
gust 8.  1890,  called  the  Wilson  act,  was  passed,  whicli  pro- 
vided that  all  intoxicating  liquors  "transported  into  any 
stale  or  territory,  or  remaining  therein  for  use,  consumption, 
sale  or  storage  therein,  shall,  upon  arrival  in  such  state  or 
territory,  be  subject  to  the  operation  and  effect  of  the  laws 
of  such  state  or  territory,  enacted  in  the  exercise  of  its  police 
powers,  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
such  li(|uids  or  liquors  had  been  produced  in  such  state  or 
territory,  and  shall  not  be  exempt  therefrom  by  reason  of 
being  introduced  therein  in  original  packages  or  otherwise." 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  Wilson  act,  the  questions  as 
to  Avhat  its  effect  was,  and  at  Avhat  point  of  time  there  is  an 
"arri\al"  of  intoxicating  liijuors  in  a  state,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  act,  so  as  to  subject  them  to  the  police  powers  of 
a  state,  have  several  times  been  considered  by  the  federal 
supreme  court,  as  well  as  by  this  court.  In  Re  Ralirer,  140 
U.  S.  545,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865,  35  L.  ed.  572,  tlie  Wilson  act 
Avasjield  to  be  constitutional,  and  it  was  held  that  after  its 
passage,  in.tdxicating  liquors  introduced  into  a  state  from  an- 
other slate,  wild  her  in  the  original  package  or  otherwise,  were 
subject  to  tlie  police  powers  of  the  state.  In  Rhodes  v.  Iowa 
(1897),  170  I'.  S.  412,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664,  42  L.  ed.  1088. 
an  interstate  sliipment  of  intoxicating  liquors  had  reachinl 
1he']~»(Uiil  o^  (1;  sf  inatiiin,  and  had  been  unloadi^d  from  Hic 
I'ailroiul  car  to  the  platform.  A  station  agent  of  the  rail- 
road company  removed  the  liquors  from  the  platfin-m  to  1he 
frei'^lit  wiirc'iousc  of  the  railroad  compan}^  a  few  feet  away. 
I'^or  this  act  he  was  pr'osecufed  uiulcr  the  Iowa  st;itiitc,  \v!iich 
made  it  unlawful  for  any  person  in  1lie  employ  of  a  coiunion 
(  arricr,  or  for  any  other  person,  to  "traiispdi'l  m-  CiMivey  be- 
tween ]ioin1s,  or  from  cue  phice  to  anollier  witliin  this  slate 
for  any  other  pei-son  or  in'r>;!;is  (u*  coi-poiMi  ion.  any  intoxicnt- 
iiur  li  iiiocv."  witliout  lirst  having  tlie  cei-tili"ate  whicli  the 
staliilc  [O'ovidiMl  for.  ''fhe  ferlci'al  supreme  court  held,  on 
Avrit  of  cri'or,  that  the  T-emnval  of  sneli  liquors  from  the  ])]at- 
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form  to  the  freight  warehouse  was  a  part  of  the  interstate 
^"■^  commerce  transportation,  and  overruled  the  contention 
of  the  state  of  Iowa  that  the  liquors  became  subject  to  its 
police  powers  by  virtue  of  the  Wilson  act  as  soon  as  they 
came  within  its  geographical  limits.  In  the  opinion  the  court 
said  passim:  "The  sole  question  presented  for  consideration 
is  whether  the  statute  of  the  state  of  Iowa  can  be  held  to 
apply  to  the  box  in  question  whilst  it  was  in  transit  from  its 
point  of  shipment,  Dallas,  Illinois,  to  its  delivery  to  the  con- 
signee at  the  point  to  which  it  was  consigned Did  the 

act  of  Congress  referred  to  (the  Wilson  act)  operate  to  at- 
tach the  legislation  of  the  state  of  Iowa  to  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion the  moment  they  reached  the  state  line,  and  before  the 
completion  of  the  act  of  transportation,  by  arriving  at  the 
point  of  consignment  and  the  delivery  there  to  the  consignee, 
is,  then,  the  pivotal  question We  think  that  interpret- 
ing the  statute  by  the  light  of  all  its  provisions,  it  was  not 
intended  to,  and  did  not,  cause  the  power  of  the  state  to 
attach  to  an  interstate  commerce  shipment  whilst  the  mer- 
chandise was  in  transit  under  such  shipment,  and  until  its 
arrival  at  the  point  of  destination  and  delivery  thcrp  to  the 
consignee." 

In  State  v.  Intoxicating  Liquors  (1901),  95  Me.  140,  49 
Atl.  670,  this  court  was  called  upon  to  interpret  the  Wilson 
act.  In  that  case  there  was  an  interstate  shipment  of  intox- 
icating liquors  over  connecting  railroads  consigned  to  the 
sliippcrs.  They  arrived  at  the  point  of  destination  on  the 
morning  of  one  day,  were  transferred  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany's freight-house,  where  they  were  seized  bj'  the  officers 
on  the  afternoon  of  the  next  day.  There  had  been  no  de- 
livery of  the  liquors  and  no  notice  given  to  anyone  of  tlieir 
arrival.  The  railroad  company'  filed  a  claim  for  the  liquore, 
on  the  ground  that  they  were  within  the  protection  of  the 
interstate  commerce  provision  of  the  federal  constitution  when 
seized,  and  that  it  was  entitled  to  their  possession  until  de- 
livery. The  claimant  relied  upon  Rhodes  v.  Iowa.  170  U. 
S.  412,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664,  42  L.  ed.  1088,  as  settling  the 
question   involved    favorably  to   its  contention. 

l>nt  1liis  court,  after  examination  of  the  facts  reported  in 
the  Kliodes  case,  and  of  the  general  line  of  reasoning  adopted 
in  tlie  opinion  of  the  federal  suiircine  court,  were  of  opinion 
that  the  (juestion  wlictlier  tlie  lif|U(n's  were  so  protected  until 
delivery  at  the  *"*"*  puint  of  destination  to  tlie  consignee    was 
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not  necessarily  involved  in  the  federal  court's  decision.  "We 
said:  "If  the  act  of  moving  tlie  ])ackage  from  the  platform 
to  the  fi-eight-house  was  a  part  of  the  interelate  commerce 
transportation,  as  the  court  held  it  was,  and  the  transporta- 
tion was  not  consummated  until  the  package  had  been  moved 
to  and  deposited  within  the  freight-liouse,  so  that  the  li(|uors 
had  not  arrived  within  the  state,  until  that  act  liad  l)een 
performed,  then  the  Iowa  statute  could  not  apply  to  any 
part  of  such  transportation,  and  it  was  unnecessary  to  a  de- 
cision of  the  point  involved  to  hold  tliat  such  transportation 
was  not  com])leted  until  delivery  to  tlie  consignee."  And  we 
held  in  the  case  then  before  us  that  wlien  the  ac-tual  trans- 
portation had  been  entirely  completed,  and  when  the  liquors 
had  not  only  arrived  at  the  place  of  their  destination,  but 
had  been  moved  by  the  carrier  from  the  car  to  its  freight- 
hoii-e.  there  to  await  the  order  of  the  shipper,  they  had  ar- 
rived in  the  state  Avithin  the  meaning  of  the  AVilson  act,  so 
as  to  be  subject  to  our  laws.  And  we  toolc  occasion  in  tliat 
ca^e  to  say:  "We  fully  recognize  that  the  question  whether 
a  state  statute  is  in  contravention  of  any  provision  of  the 
federal  constitution  is  for  the  final  detern:i]iation  of  the  fed- 
eral supreme  court,  and  that  its  decision,  when  the  question 
is  presented,  is  conclusive.  But  we  do  not  consider  it  obliga- 
tory upon  this  court  to  hold,  against  our  own  judgment,  that 
a  statute  of  our  stale  is  in  violation  of  that  conslitulion,  until 
it  has  been  so  decided,  even  if  it  may  be  possible,  jud<,n'ng. 
from  certain  remarks  in  that  court's  opinion,  that  our  judg- 
ment may  be  overruled  by  that  tribunal." 

But  since  the  cases  at  bar  were  heard  at  nisi  prius,  the 
federal  supreme  court  has  annouucc^d  an  authoritative  de- 
cision upon  the  precise  point  involved.  In  tlie  case  of  Iley- 
man  v.  Southern  II.  R.  Co.,  203  U.  S.  270,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Kep. 
104,  51  L.  ed.  178,  announced  December  3,  190(),  intoxicating 
rupiors  were  shipped  over  the  defemlant's  railroad  fnmi  Au- 
gusta, Ceoi'gia,  to  Charleston,  South  Ca.rolina,  whei"(^  they 
weie  uidoaded  by  the  railroad  conq)any  from  llie  '-ar  into  its 
wareliouse,  ready  for  delivery.  Shortly  a  Tier  the  liquors  were 
so  i)laced,  they  were  seized  and  ta!;en  IVoin  its  po-^session 
by  constables  assertincr  tlieir  right  to  do  ''••''*  so  under  the 
auihoi'i'iv  of  V  iiat  is  known  as  the  dispe;is;:i'y  law  of  South 
Carolina.  The  state  court  held,  as  we  held  in  State  v. 
Intoxic;iting  Liquors,  9.")  :\re.  MO,  49  .\il.  670.  that  the 
iuters'Late  transportation  of  the  goods  ended  when  they  were 
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placed  in  the  waiehouse,  and  that  then  the  goods  ceased 
to  be  under  the  shelter  of  the  interstate  coiiiuieree  clause 
of  the  constitution.  The  decision  was  based  upon  the  con- 
clusion that  goods  warehoused  under  the  circumstances  stated 
must  be  considered  as  having  arrived  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Wilson  act.  The  Georgia  court  also  stated  that 
they  deemed  that  the  expressions  to  the  contrary  effect  in 
Rhodes  v.  Iowa,  170  U.  S.  412,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664,  42  L. 
ed.  1088,  "were  not  binding,  as  they  were  merely  obiter." 
But  the  federal  supreme  court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
state  court,  and  held,  for  reasons  stated,  that  the  Rhodes  case 
"necessarily  involved  deciding  the  meaning  of  the  word  'ar- 
rival' in  the  Wilson  act,  and  that  this  required  an  ascertain- 
ment of  when  goods  shipped  from  one  state  to  another,  gen- 
erally speaking,  ceased  to  be  controlled  by  the  interstate  com- 
merce clause  of  the  constitution."  And  the  conclusion 
reached  and  stated  by  the  federal  supreme  court  in  Ileyman 
V.  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  203  U.  S.  270,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  104,  51 
L.  ed.  178,  may  be  summarized  as  follows : 

1.  The  elementary  and  long-settled  doctrine  is  reiterated 
that,  prior  to  the  Wilson  act,  in  case  of  interstate  shipments, 
"delivery  and  sale  in  the  original  package  was  necessary  to 
terminate  interstate  commerce,  so  far  as  the  police  regula- 
tions of  the  states  were  concerned." 

2.  That  the  Wilson  act  manifested  no  attempt  on  the  part 
of  Congress  to  delegate  to  the  states  the  right  to  forbid  the 
transportation  of  merchandise  from  one  state  to  another, 
"since  it  merely  provided,  in  the  case  of  intoxicating  liquors, 
that  such  merchandise,  when  transported  from  one  state  to 
another,  should  lose  its  character  as  interstate  commerce  upon 
completion  of  delivery  under  the  contract  of  interstate  ship- 
ment, and  before  sale  in  the  original  package." 

3.  That  the  state  statute  must  permit  the  delivery  of  the 
liquors  to  the  party  to  whom  they  were  consigned  within  the 
state,  but  that,  after  such  delivery,  the  state  has  power  to  pre- 
vent the  sale  of  the  liquors,  even  in  the  original  package. 

4.  That  the  question  whether  the  lial)ility  of  the  carrier, 
as  such,  has  ceased,  under  the  state  lav/s,  and  has  become  that 
of  a  warehouseman,  ^'•**^  is  immaterial :  Ileyman  v.  Southern 
Ry.  Co.,  203  U.  S.  270,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  104,  51  L.  ed.  178; 
In  re  Rahrer,  140  U.  S.  545,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865,  35  L.  ed. 
572;  Vance  v.  AV.  A.  Vandercook  Co.  No.  1,  170  U.  S.  438,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  674,  42  L.  ed.  1100;  American  Express  Co.  v. 


Feb.  rJ07.]         State  v.  Intoxicating  Liquors.  511 

Iowa,  196  U.  S.  133,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  182,  49  L.  cd.  417; 
Foppiano  V.  Speed,  199  U.  S.  501,  2G  L.  ed.  138,  150  L.  ed.  288. 

5.  But  in  stating  tliese  principles,  the  court  in  the  II cy- 
mnn  case  reserved  its  opinion  upon  one  point  in  the  follow- 
ing word.s :  "Of  course  we  are  not  called  upon  in  this  case, 
and  do  not  decide,  if  goods  of  the  character  referred  to  in 
the  Wilson  act,  moving  in  interstate  commerce,  arrive  at  the 
point  of  destination,  and,  after  notice  and  full  opportunity 
to  receive  them,  are  designedly  left  in  the  hands  of  the  car- 
rier for  an  unreasonable  time,  that  such  conduct  on  the  part 
of  the  consignee  might  not  justify,  if  affirmatively  alleged  and 
proven,  the  holding  that  goods  so  dealt  with  have  come  under 
the  operation  of  the  AVilson  act,  because  constructively  de- 
livered. We  say  we  are  not  called  upon  to  consider  this  ques- 
tion, for  the  reason  that  no  facts  are  shown  by  the  record  jus- 
tifying passing  on  such  a  proposition."  But  the  point  thus 
suggested  by  the  federal  court,  if  tenable,  is  unimportant  in 
the  cases  at  bar,  since  the  facts  in  these  cases  do  not  bring 
them  witliin  such  a  rule. 

This  decision  of  the  federal  supreme  court,  upon  this  ques- 
tion of  the  interpretation  and  application  of  the  interstate 
coiiunerce  clause  of  the  federal  constitution,  and  of  the  act 
of  Congress,  called  the  Wilson  act,  is  conclusive  and  binding 
upon  this  court:  State  v.  Burns,  82  Me.  558,  19  Atl.  913; 
State  V.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  95  ]Me.  140,  49  Atl.  670.  Under 
the  authority  of  this  decision,  we  are  bound  to  say  tliat  though 
int(!rstate  tr;uispoitation  may  end  before  delivery,  inter.state 
commerce  does  not  end  before  a  delivery  to  the  consignee, 
either  actual,  or  at  least  constructive  within  the  priiu'iple 
left  undecided  by  the  federal  court.  And  we  cannot  see  that 
it  7n;ikes  any  di (Terence  in  principle  whether  the  consignee 
w;is  l<n()\vn  to  the  carrier  or  not,  or  even  if  the  name  of  the 
(Mitisignoe  Avas  fictitious. 

There  was  no  delivery  of  liquors,  either  actual  or  conslruc- 
tive,  to  consignee  in  any  of  the  cases  at  bar.  Tlmci'  these 
li(|!iors  liad  not  become  liable  to  seizure  and  i'orCcilure  under 
oui'  st;itute. 

It  may  ije  that  in  part,  if  not  in  all,  of  tliese  ca-^es,  it  would 
hnvt'  l)een  our  dut^^  to  rule  favorably  to  its  claininnt,  on  the 
ground  tliat  "'*''  at  time  ol'  sci/ui-e  aclu;',l  tfansit  was  not 
. "tided:  State  v.  Inloxicat  iiig  Lifjuors,  lol  i\re.  -i^O,  64  Atl. 
S12;  State  V.  Tn1oxi--aiio--  Li.piors,  102  Mo.  206,  66  Atl.  393, 
11  L.  K.  A.,  N.  S.,  550.     iiut  we  have  thought  it  expedient, 
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in  view  of  the  decision  in  the  Ileyman  case,  to  place  onr  de- 
cision upon  the  ground  which  must  hereafter  control  in  all 
similar  cases. 

Exceptions  in  each  case  sustained. 


State  Beguhition  of  the  Sale  of  Intoxicating  Liqvors  as  an  interfer- 
ence with  interstate  commerce  is  discussed  in  the  recent  cases  of 
Harrell  v.  Speed,  113  Tenn.  224,  106  Am.  St.  Kep.  814;  Hart  v.  State, 
87  Miss.  171,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  437;  Cook  v.  Marshall  County,  119 
Iowa,  384,  104  Am.  St.  Eep.  283. 


CONANT'S  APPEAL. 

[102   Me.   477,  67   Atl.   564.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS.— The  Laying  Out  Ways  in  a 

town  involves  the  taking  of  private  property  for  a  public  use.  under 
statute  authority,  and  all  statute  requirements  must  be  fully  and 
strictly  complied  with.     (p.  514.) 

MUNICIPAL  OFFICERS— Judicial  Duties— Laying  Out 
Ways. — Duties  of  munici[)al  oflicers  in  laying  out  town  ways  are  not 
ministerial  merely,  but  judicial,  as  they  exercise  their  judgment  as 
to  the  propriety  of  the  way,  and  as  to  its  location  between  termini, 
and  especially  in  determining  whether  the  prerequisite  conditions  exist 
which  warrant  the  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use  and 
awarding  damages  to  the  owners  of  land  so  taken,     (p.  514.) 

JUDICIAL  OFFICERS  —  Interest  —  Disqualification.— The 
maxim,  that  "A  person  ought  not  to  Ijc  judge  in  his  own  cause,  be- 
cause he  cannot  act  both  as  judge  and  jiarty, "  applies  in  all  cases 
where  judicial  functions  are  to  be  exercised,  whether  in  proceedings 
of  inferior  tribunals  or  in  courts  of  last  resort,      (pp.  514,  515.) 

JUDICIAL  OFFICERS— Interest— Disqualification.— If  one  of 
a  board  of  town  selectmen  signs  the  report  of  the  location  of  a  town 
way,  and  also  a  petition  for  the  way,  and  assists  in  laying  it  out, 
he  is  disqualified  from  participating  in  the  judgment  of  the  board, 
and  his  participation  therein  renders  such  judgment  void,  even  if  a 
sufficient  number  without  him  concur  in  the  result,      (p.  516.) 

JURISDICTION  of  County  Commissioners — Determination  of 
an  Appeal. — The  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  county  commissioners 
to  affirm  the  location  of  a  town  way,  made  by  its  selectmen,  and  any 
other  questions  affecting  the  legality  of  their  proceedings  therein, 
may  be  raised  and  determined  on  ajqieal.     (p.  516.) 

Payson  &  Virgin,  for  the  plaintiif. 

Liltby,   Robinson,    Turner   &   Ives,   for   the   town   of   Cape 
Elizabeth. 

479  PEABODY,  J.     This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  the  county  commissioners  of  Cumberland  county  dismiss- 
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ing  the  appellant's  petition  dated  April  2,  1004,  wherein  he 
allefjod  the  action  of  the  municipal  officers  of  the  town  of 
Cape  l^lizaljcth  in  said  county  upon  tlic  petition  of  certain 
inhahilaiits  of  the  town  for  the  laying  out  of  a  pu])lic  way 
from  a  ])oint  in  h'owler  Road,  so  callinl,  to  (!reat  Pond,  so 
called,  and  the  subsequent  action  of  the  inliabitants  of  the 
town  in  accepting  the  report  of  the  municipal  officers  accept- 
ing tlie  wa}'  as  laid  out  by  them,  and  represented  that  this 
action  of  the  municipal  officers  and  of  the  inhabitants  of  said 
town  was  unreasonable;  and  considering  himself  aggrieved 
by  such  laying  out  of  the  town  way  by  said  munitnpal  officers, 
prayed  that  the  county  commissioners  would  "determine  that 
the  ai-tion  of  said  municipal  officers  in  laying  out  said  town 
M'ay  was  unreasonable,  and  that  common  convenience  and 
necessity  did  not  require  the  laying  out  of  said  way  by  said 
municipal  officers,  and  that  common  convenience  and  neces- 
sity did  not  require  the  acceptance  of  said  town  way  by  the 
inhabitants  of  said  town  ;  that  the  action  of  said  town  in  ac- 
cei)ting  said  way  was  unreasonable,  and  that  your  honors  will 
disconlinue  said  way." 

The  case  is  before  the  law  court  on  exceptions  to  the  rul- 
ings of  the  single  justice  of  the  supreme  judicial  court  hear- 
ing the  a[)peal,  in  allowing  the  report  of  the  committee  which 
affirmed  in  whole  the  judgment  of  the  county  commissioners. 

The  history  of  the  case  is  as  folloAvs:  The  selectmen  of  the 
town  of  Ca])e  Elizabeth,  upon  the  petition  of  A.  R.  Brown. 
F.  IT.  Peabl)les,  and  fifty  other  citizens,  laid  out  a  town  way 
leading  from  the  Fowler  Road  to  a  pond  in  the  town  called 
Great  Pond,  and  '*'^^  filed  a  written  return  of  their  proceed- 
inu's,  sii:'iied  by  Tliarles  E.  Jordan  and  F.  IT.  Peabbles,  select- 
men of  (\-ip(^  I'^lizabeth,  ^Maine,  with  the  town  clerk,  Novem- 
Ixn-  27.  PKio.  and  report(Ml  the  same  to  the  town,  at  a  meet- 
ing of  its  inhabitants  held  on  the  seventh  day  of  ilecemlM'i-. 
lO*^:*;  and  at  tliis  meeting  the  town  accepted  the  re])ort  and 
the  way  as  laid  out  by  the  muiiicii)al  officci's.  l-'iuMlcrirk  0. 
Conant,  one  of  the  owners  of  land  across  whidi  the  \va\'  wa> 
located,  presented  the  petition  hereinbefore  referred  to  to  the 
county  connnissioiiers,  who.  after  a  hearing  on  Deeciiiber  14. 
1!)()4,  afiirnKHl  the  location  math'  by  the  town,  and  tlie  appel- 
lant theriMipon  appealed  to  th(>  supreme  .judicial  court,  at  the 
daiuiai-y  term  thereof.  1I)(l.").  'i'tie  appellate  court,  at  the 
April  le;aii.  19i)7),  ai^jioinled  Ai'diui  \V.  ( 'omhs.  P>arrett  Pot- 
ter and  ScdII   AVil^on  ;i  cuiiniiil  tee  to  licar  the  parlies  and  re- 

Aiu.    Si.    \lv\)..    Vul.    I'Jii   -  :i,3 
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port  whether  the  judgment  of  the  county  commissioners  should 
be,  in  whole  or  in  part,  affirmed  or  reversed.  The  committee 
gave  a  hearing  and  made  their  report  to  the  court,  and  ob- 
jections thereto  being  filed  by  the  appellant,  a  hearing  was 
had  thereon  at  the  October  term,  1905.  The  objections  to 
the  report  were  stated  under  seventeen  specifications  all  of 
which  were  disallowed,  and  the  report  of  the  committee  was 
allowed  by  the  presiding  justice.  To  these  rulings  the  ap- 
pellant excepted. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  raises  important  questions  affecting 
the  validity  of  the  laying  out  of  the  town  way,  but  we  find 
it  unnecessary,  and  therefore  deem  it  injudicious,  to  decide 
all  the  points  presented  by  the  exceptions,  and  consider  one 
of  the  exceptions  only  which  is,  we  believe,  decisive  against 
the  validity  of  the  way.  The  appellant  moved  that  the  re- 
port of  the  committee  be  not  accepted,  for  the  reason,  among 
others,  stated  in  his  third  specification  of  objections,  which  is 
as  follows: 

"3.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  F.  H.  Peabbles,  one  of 
the  two  selectmen  who  signed  the  return  upon  the  petition 
for  the  way,  also  signed  the  petition  for  laying  out  the  way." 

The  laying  out  of  a  town  way  involves  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  public  use,  under  statute  authority,  and  all  stat- 
ute reriuirements  must  be  fully  and  strictly  complied  with : 
Leavitt  v.  Eastman,  77  Me.  117. 

'^^^  The  bill  of  exceptions  shows  that  one  of  the  selectmen 
who  signed  the  report  of  the  location  of  the  town  way  Avas 
also  a  petitioner  for  the  way.  The  duties  of  municipal  officers 
in  laying  out  town  ways  arc  not  ministerial  merely,  but  ju- 
dicial. They  are  to  exercise  their  judgment  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  the  way,  and  as  to  its  location  between  the  termini, 
and  especially  in  determining  whether  the  prerequisite  con- 
ditions exist  which  warrant  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use  and  awarding  damages  to  owners  of  land  so 
taken. 

It  is  a  maxim  of  the  law  that  "A  person  ought  not  to  be 
judge  in  his  own  cause,  because  he  cannot  act  both  as  judge 
and  party,"  and  it  applies  in  all  cases  where  judicial  func- 
tions are  to  be  exercised,  whether  in  proceedings  of  inferior 
tribunals  or  in  courts  of  last  resort:  Dimes  v.  Proprietors  of 
Grand  Junction  Canal,  3  H.  L.  Cas.  759,  793;  Queen  v.  Justices 
of  Hertfordshire,  6  Q.  B.  753 ;  State  v.  Castleberry,  23  Ala. 
85;  Clever  v.  City  of  San  Diego,  121  Cal.  102,  66  Am.  St.  Rep. 
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22,  53  Pac,  434,  11  L.  U.  A.  7G2;  Tootle  v.  Berkley,  GO  Kan. 
446,  56  Pac.  755;  Pearce  v.  Atwood,  i:>  Mass.  324;  Cooley's 
Constitutional  Limitations,  592,  595.  This  rule  has  been  es- 
tablished since  the  earliest  periods  of  the  common  law :  Bon- 
ham 's  Case,  8  Coke,  118.  The  reason  for  it  expressed  by 
T*>r()nson,  J.,  in  People  v.  Suifolk  Com.  Pleas,  18  Wend.  550, 
shows  its  universal  application:  ''Next  in  importance  to  the 
duty  _of  rendering  a  righteous  judgment  is  that  of  doing  it 
in  such  a  manner  as  will  beget  no  suspicion  of  the  fairness 
and  integrity  of  the  judge":  Lyon  v.  Hamor,  73  Me.  56. 

Selectman  Peabbles  was  thus  disqualified,  and  this  rendered 
the  judgment  of  the  board  void,  and  would  have  had  this 
effect,  even  if  a  sufficient  number  without  him  concurred  in 
the  result:  State  v.  Delesdernier,  11  Me.  473;  Ex  parte  Hinck- 
ley, 8  Me.  146;  Friend  v.  County  Commi-^sioners,  53  i\Ie.  387; 
Andover  v.  County  Commissioners,  86  Me.  185,  29  Atl.  982 ; 
Case  v.  Hoffman,  \00  Wis.  357. 

The  petitioner  could  undoubtedly  have  attacked  the  pro- 
ceedings collaterally  (Small  v.  Pcnnell,  31  I\Ie.  267)  ;  he 
elected,  however,  to  have  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
laying  out  of  this  town  way  definitely  detcriiiined.  The  clos- 
ing pr;i,ycr  of  his  petition  to  be  technically  exact  should  have 
been  to  reverse  the  action  of  the  municipal  officers  and  not 
to  discontinue  the  way,  but  the  purport  of  the  allegations 
'**'^  and  prayers  of  the  petition  clearly  shows  that  the  appel- 
lant intended  to  seek  redress  of  his  grievances  under  the  pro- 
visions of  Revised  Statutes,  chapter  23,  section  21,  and  they 
are  sufficient. 

The  couiinissioners  did  not  dismiss  the  petition  for  want  of 
jurisdiction,  but  assuming  jurisdiction,  though  erroneously, 
they  sought  to  affirm  the  location  of  the  way ;  and  the  com- 
mittee acted  upon  the  same  theory  as  is  indicated  by  their  re- 
])ort,  ''that  the  judgnicnt  of  the  county  connnissioners  from 
wliieli  ai)peal  was  taken  by  said  appellant  in  this  cause  be 
^\  holly  anirmed  and  in  no  part  reversed." 

T!ie  <|uesti;)u  of  jurisdiction  of  the  county  commissioners, 
and  any  other  (juestions  affecting  the  legality  of  their  pro- 
ce(Mlings,  may  be  raised  when  the  report  of  the  coiunu'ttee  of 
appeal  is  offered  for  acceptance:  Phillips  v.  County  (Commis- 
sioners, 83  .Ale.  541,  22  Atl.  385;  Ilodgdou  v.  County  Com- 
missi()n(^rs,  fiS  ^le.  22G ;  Coodwin  v.  Coinily  Commissioners, 
GO  Me.  328;  AYiuslow  v.  County  Connnissioners,  31  i\ie.  444. 
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The  objection  of  the  petitioner  should  have  been  sustained 
and  the  report  of  the  committee  should  have  been  rejected : 
Belfast  V.  County  Commissioners,  52  Me.  529 ;  Wells  v.  County 
Commissioners,  79  Me.  522,  11  Atl.  417;  Donnell  v.  County 
Commissioners,  87  Me.  223,  32  Atl.  884. 

Exceptions  sustained. 

Appeal  sustained. 

Judgment  of  county  commissioners  reversed. 


A  Judge  is  Disqualified  when  he  has  in  the  litigation  some  cortain 
dofiimble,  pccmnary,  or  proprietary  interest  or  relation  which  will  be 
(liroctjy  affected  by  the  judgment  that  may  be  rendered:  Meyer  v. 
!San  Diego.  121  Caf.  102,  66  Am.  St  Eep.  22;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Giiire,  12  S.  Dak.  226,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  598;  State  v.  Call,  41  Fla.  442, 
79  Am.  St.  Rep.  189. 


CASES 

EST   THE 
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[194  Mass.  20,  79  N.  E.  814.] 

DIVORCE — Connivance  in  Adultery,  Wliat  Amounts  to. — Tf  a 

husband  ariuugcs  that  his  wife  and  another  man  may  be  permitted  to 
occupy  the  liouse  of  a  third  person  for  an  evening,  without  inter- 
ferenc).  or  interruption,  and  that  they  shall  be  secretly  watched,  his 
object  being  to  atl'ord  her  an  opportunity  to  commit  adultery  and 
obtain  divorce  from  her  if  she  does,  and  she,  knowing  nothing  of  the 
arrangement,  goes  to  sucli  house  and  commits  the  act  intended,  the 
husband  is  guilty  of  connivance,  and  cannot  obtain,  a  divorce  on  ac- 
count   thereof,      (pj).    519,    520.) 

Lil)cl  for  divorce  alleofcd  to  have  been  committed  by  the  dc- 
feiidnnt  with  a  man  named  Dodg-e  at  the  house  of  one  Dow. 
The  libel  was  dismissed.  Libelant  excepted,  and  in  his  bill  of 
exceptions  stated: 

"The  libelant  introduced  testimony  tendinp^  to  show  that  on 
said  evenings  of  November  5th,  the  libelee  and  the  co-respond- 
ent went  to  Dow's  house  shortly  after  dark,  unlocked  the  door, 
entered  the  house  downstairs  and  remained  there  until  9 
o'clock  that  evening;  that  shortly  before  they  entered  the 
house  three  men  in  the  employ  of  the  libelant  also  went  to 
this  liouse,  found  the  door  locked  and  no  one  there,  unloclced 
the  door,  went  inside  and  upstairs,  and  remained  there  until 
sliortly  after  9  o'clocic,  when  they  came  do\vnstairs  aiul  found 
the  libelee  and  the  co-respondent  in  a  situation  which,  if  their 
testimony  is  to  be  believed,  would  Avarrant  a  finding  that 
adultery  had  been  committed. 

"There  was  evidcMicc  that  no  person  other  than  the  libelee, 
the  co-respondent  and  these  nuni  was  in  the  house  during  the 
evening." 

(517) 
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E.  B.  Fuller,  for  the  appellant. 

H.  F.  Hurlburt,  Jr.,  for  the  libelee. 

»i  IIAI\LAIOND,  J.  The  trial  judge  found  that  the  libelant 
arranged,  as  stated  in  his  testimony  which  is  recited  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  with  one  Dow  that  an  opportunity  should  be 
afforded  the  libelee  by  permitting  her  and  the  co-respondent 
to  pass  the  evening  of  November  5th  alone  in  Dow's  house, 
without  interference  and  interruption  by  other  persons,  al- 
though such  permission  had  theretofore,  on  the  morning  of 
the  preceding  day,  been  refused  the  libelee  by  Mrs.  Dow,  and 
haviug  so  found,  "ruled  as  matter  of  law  that  the  facts  so 
found  were  connivance  on  the  part  of  the  libelant,"  lie 
thereupon  ordered  that  the  libel  be  dismissed,  "and  to  the 
rulings  aforesaid  and  said  order  the  libelant  duly  excepted." 
In  an  amendment  to  the  bill  it  is  stated  that  the  finding  was 
made  only  upon  the  evidence  recited  in  the  bill. 

It  is  contended  by  the  libelant  that  the  only  question  arising 
on  the  record  is  whether  the  testimony  of  the  libelant,  which  is 
the  only  testimony  reported,  shows,  as  matter  of  law,  con- 
nivance ;  but  we  do  not  so  interpret  the  record.  The  only  rul- 
ing made  ^^  was  that  certain  facts  found  by  the  trial  court 
constituted  in  law  connivance,  and  the  question  whether  IIkj 
evidence  warranted  the  finding  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
raised.  The  evidence  upon  which  the  finding  was  made  was 
circumstantial  to  a  certain  extent;  and  according  to  the  I'cla- 
tive  degree  of  credit  to  be  given  to  the  libelant's  denials  of 
inferences  which  might  be  drawn  against  him  from  the  facts 
stated  by  him,  the  finding  might  be  either  way.  The  judge 
evidentl}'  placed  more  reliance  upon  the  legitimate  inferences 
from  the  facts  stated  by  the  witness  than  he  did  upon  the 
denial  of  the  inferences.  The  witness  was  before  him,  and  as 
he  went  on  the  judge  had  an  opportunity  by  observing  hint 
to  test  his  sincerity  in  his  denials. 

Even  if  the  question  whether  the  finding  is  sustained  by 
the  evidence  is  before  us,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  so  sus- 
tained. The  evidence  warranted  the  finding  that  the  lihe'lant 
desired  that  on  the  night  in  question  his  wife  should  connait 
adultery,  or,  at  least,  that  she  should  be  placed  in  such  a  com- 
promising position  as  to  lead  to  the  inference  of  the  connnittal 
of  that  act;  that  he  desired  to  do  this  so  that  he  might  get  a 
divorce  and  be  freed  from  her  and  his  real  estate  be  free  from 
any  claim  on  her  part^  that  Mrs.  Dow,  who  was  to  be  away, 


Jan.  1907.]  Noyes  v.  Notes.  519 

had  refused  the  libelee  the  use  of  the  house  for  that  evening ; 
that  the  libelant  knew  it  and  feared  that  Dow  might  be  at 
home;  and  that  the  libelant's  purpose  in  seeing  Dow  was  to 
induce  him  to  stay  away,  not  only  that  a  crime,  if  committed, 
miglit  be  detected,  but  that  it  might  be  committed;  and  that 
in  that  way,  by  active  exertion,  he  aided  in  prot-nring  the 
house  for  an  adulterous  use  by  his  wife,  when  otherwise  she 
would  not  have  had  it.  In  other  words,  the  evidence  war- 
ranted the  finding  made  by  the  judge  that  the  libelant  ar- 
ranged with  Dow  that  the  house  should  be  used  by  his  wife 
without  interference  or  interruption  on  the  part  of  other 
persons,  although  such  permission  had  been  refused  by  ]\Irs. 
Dow.  Under  the  cirtnimstances  of  the  ease  this  must  be  held 
to  be  a  finding  that  the  libelant  did  this  to  facilitate  the  com- 
mittal of  adultery  by  his  wife. 

Was  such  an  act,  as  matter  of  law,  connivance  on  the  part 
of  the  lil)elant?  The  law  upon  this  subject  was  quite  fully 
considered  by  this  court  in  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  154  Mass.  194, 
26  Am.  St.  Rep.  237,  28  N.  E.  1G7,  12  L.  R.  A.  524. 
^'^  ^lorton,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  uses  the  following  lan- 
guage: "jMei'c!}^  suffering  in  a  single  case  a  wife  whom  he 
already  sus;)ects  of  having  been  guilty  of  adultery  to  avail 
herself  to  the  full  extent  of  an  opportunity  to  indulge  her 
adulterous  disposition,  which  she  has  arranged  without  his 
knowledge,  does  not  constitute  connivance  on  the  part  of  the 
hus]:>and,  even  though  he  hopes  he  may  obtain  proof  which  will 
entitle  him  to  a  divorce,  and  purposely  refrains  from  warning 
her  for  that  reason,  lie  may  properly  watch  his  wife  whom 
he  sus[)eeis  of  adnltery,  in  order  to  obtain  proof  of  that  fact. 
He  ma\'  do  it  with  the  hope  and  purpose  of  gelling  a  divorce 
if  he  gl)ta.ins  suClieiont  evidence,  lie  nn.ist  not,  however,  mal;e 
opportunities  for  her,  though  he  may  leave  her  free  to  follow 
opportnnities  which  she  has  her&elf  made.  He  is  not  ohli^v'd 
to  throw  obslacK'S  in  her  way,  but  he  nmst  not  snioolh  lirr 
path  to  the  adulterous  bed:  2  Bishop  on  ]\Iarri;i'^e  ai!d  Di- 
vorce, 5th  ed.,  sec.  9;  Timniings  v,  Timmings,  o  Ibig:.  I'k'C. 
76;  Stone  v.  Stone,  1  Rob.  Ecc.  99,  101;  I'hillips  v.  i'liillips, 
10  Jur.  bi^U." 

Applying  the  law  to  the  findin'js  of  the  court  ;is  inter[)n'ted 
by  t  lie  issues  on  trial,  it  is  elrar  that  the  ruling  that,  as  lualtt-r 
of  law,  the  facts  show  connivance  was  correct.  \'>y  his  ar- 
rangement with  Dow  the  lii)clant  a.ssisted  his  wife  on  "her 
paiU  to  tile  adulterous  bed."     It  Ls  immaterial  that  she  WcLS 
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unaware  of  this  assistance.  As  additional  cases  bearing  upon 
the  law  of  connivance,  see  Morrison  v.  jMorrison,  136  Mass. 
310 ;  Robbins  v.  Bobbins,  140  lilass.  528,  54  Am.  Rep.  488,  5 
N.  E.  837. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


WHAT    CONSTITUTES   CONNIVANCE    SUFFICIENT    TO   BAE   A 
SUIT  FOR  DIVORCE. 
I.  Introduction,  520. 

II.  What  Acts  Constitute  Connivance  When  Adultery  is  Ground  Al- 
leged. 
'  a.  By  the  Husband,  521. 
T).  By  the  Wife,  525. 

c.  Abandonment  as  Constituting  Connivance,  525. 
dL  Effect  of  Previous  Connivance,  526. 

in.  Connivance  When  Desertion  is  Ground  of  Divorce,  526. 

IV.  Connivance  When  Cruelty  is  Ground  of  Divorce,  526. 

I.  Introduction. 
As  the  officers  before  whom  a  marriage  must  be  solemnized,  and 
the  formalities  required  to  render  it  valid,  are  prescribed  by  the 
state,  the  state  thereby  becomes  a  party  to  all  marriages.  And  be- 
ing a  party  to  a  contract  which  it  favors  as  promoting  the  best  in- 
terest of  society,  so  it  regulates  divorce  procedure  entirely  in  its  own 
interest.  Hence  divorces  are  not  granted  to  gratify  the  wishes  of 
either  party  to  the  action,  nor  as  a  reward  to  the  innocent  party 
or  a  p'lnishment  to  the  offending  party,  but  only  when  the  prosperity 
of  the  state  will  be  promoted.  Actions  for  divorce  are  in  the  nature 
of  equity  proceedings  and  the  party  seeking  relief  must  himself  be 
free  from  fault.  In  accordance  with  this  well-established  principle 
of  equity,  connivance  on  the  part  of  one  seeking  a  divorce  can  al- 
ways be  successfully  pleaded  as  a  bar  to  the  action.  This  principle 
is  too  well  established  to  be  disputed,  and  it  is  only  necessary  for 
us  in  this  note  to  determine  what,  as  matter  of  law,  constitutes  con- 
nivance, and  give  illustrations  of  how  the  general  doctrine  has  been 
applied.  Connivance  is  generally  limited  in  its  application  to  suits 
on  the  ground  of  adultery,  but  is  equally  available  as  a  bar  to  ac- 
tions for  divorce  brought  on  other  grounds.  Whenever  positive  con- 
nivance is  shown,  there  is  no  diversity  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  perfect 
defense,  but  some  uncertainty  is  found  among  the  decisions  where 
the  connivance  pleaded  could  only  be  inferred  from  conduct  of  the 
complainant,  which,  though  sufficient  to  provoke  the  act  complained 
of,  was  not  planned  with  the  view  of  taking  advantage  of  its  com- 
mission, the  difficulty  in  such  cases  being  to  determine  whether  the 
conduct  amounts  to  connivance  as  matter  of  law,  or  is  simply  an 
cfl'ort  on  the  part  of  one  spouse  to  test  the  faithfulness  of  the  other. 
We  will  endeavor  to  show  by  this  note  the  various  adjudications  on 
this  subject. 
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II.     What  Acts  Constitute  Connivance  When  Adultery  is  Ground  Al- 
leged. 

a.  By  the  Husband. — The  authorities  are  practically  unanimous  in 
holding  that  if  a  husband  procures  his  wife  to  be  lured  into  the  com- 
mission of  adultery,  he  is  deemed  as  consenting  to  it  and  cannot  ob- 
tain a  divorce  therefor:  Dennis  v.  Dennis,  68  Conn.  180,  57  Am.  St. 
Rep.  95,  and  note,  p.  101,  36  Atl.  34,  34  L.  R.  A.  449;  Burgeois  v, 
Chauvin,  39  La.  Ann.  216,  1  South.  679;  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  136 
Mass.  310;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  154  Mass.  194,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  237,  28 
N.  E.  107,  12  L.  R.  A.  524;  Noyes  v.  Noyes,  194  Mass.  20,  ante,  p.  517, 
79  N.  E.  814;  Vicrtel  v.  Viertel,  86  Mo.  App.  494;  Hcdden  v.  Iledden, 
21  N.  J.  Eq.  61;  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  224,  4  Atl.  424. 

It  is  by  no  means  necessary  that  a  husband  should  have  lured  his 
wife  into  the  commission  of  adultery  in  order  to  charge  him  with 
conniviince,  for  under  the  old  English  doctrine  from  which  the  mod- 
ern doctrine  of  many  of  tlie  states  has  not  departed,  the  passive 
permitting  of  his  wife's  adultery  by  a  husband  constitutes  connivance 
on  his  part,  as  much  as  if  he  had  actively  procured  its  commission. 
Thus  in  the  leading  Englisli  case  of  Gipps  v,  Gipps,  11  11.  L.  Gas.  1, 
4  N.  R.  303,  33  L.  J.  Mat.  161,  10  Jur.,  N.  S.,  041,  10  L.  T.  735,  12 
Week.  Rep.  937,  Lord  Westerbury  said:  "The  word  'conniving'  is 
not  to  be  limited  to  the  literal  meaning  of  willfully  refusing  to  see, 
or  afl'ecting  not  to  see  or  become  acquainted  with,  that  which  you 
know  or  believe  is  happening,  or  about  to  happen.  It  must  include 
the  ease  of  a  husband  acquiescing  in,  by  willfully  abstaining  from 
taking  any  steps  to  prevent,  that  adulterous  intercourse  which,  from 
what  passes  before  his  eyes,  he  cannot  but  believe  or  reasonably 
suspect  is  likely  to   occur." 

In  Dennis  v.  Dennis,  68  Conn.  180,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  95,  30  Atl. 
34,  34  L.  R.  A.  449,  the  following  definition  is  given:  "Connivance  is 
the  con-upt  consenting  of  a  married  party  to  that  conduct  of  the 
other  of  wliieli  afterward  complaint  is  made.  It  bars  the  right  of 
divorce  because  no  injury  is  received;  for  what  a  person  has  con- 
sented to,  he  cannot  set  up  as  an  injury.  Connivance  is  a  tiling  of 
the  intent  resting  in  the  mind.  It  is  the  consenting.  But  the  con- 
nivance may  be  the  passive  permitting  of  the  adultery  or  other  mis- 
conduct as  well  as  the  active  p)rocuring  of  its  commission.  If  the 
niiini  consents,  that  is  connivance."  Thus  in  jNlorrison  v.  ^Moirisou, 
130  ^lass.  310,  it  is  held  that,  "Where  a  husband,  from  the  time  he 
first  became  sus[iicious  of  his  wife's  infidelity,  was  willini;  in  his  own 
mind  tliat  slie  should  commit  adultery,  provided  that  he  could  thereby 
obtain  a  divorce,  and  tliat  he  expected  tliat  she  would  commit 
adultery,  and  tliat  he  should  obtain  proof  of  it,  and  thus  be  en- 
abled to  si'cure  a  divorce,  together  with  evidence  that  after  his 
susi»icioiis  of  her  infidelity  were  aroused,  he  frequently  retired,  leav- 
ing her  alone  with  her  suspected  paramour,  having  previously  ar- 
ranged to  have  them  watched  by  a  detective,  allowed  her  to  go 
alone    with    such    suspected   person    into    the   streets   of    the   city    where 
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they  lived,  and  also  on  pleasure  excursions,  and  permitted  him  to 
use  undue  familiarity  with  her  in  his  presence,  without  disapproval 
by  him,  is  connivance  such  as  to  bar  an  action  by  him  on  ground 
of  wife's  adultery," 

In  Cane  v.  Cane,  39  N.  J.  Eq.  148,  it  is  said:  "If  a  husband  sees 
his  wife  in  danger,  if  he  sees  her  in  a  position  where  she  is  likely 
to  become  subject  to  the  power  of  the  blandishments  of  a  man  whose 
character  he  knows  to  be  bad  and  intentions  evil,  and  he  does 
nothing  to  warn  her  or  to  withhold  her  from  his  hands,  but  allows 
her  to  be  led  to  her  ruin  and  his  dishonor,  his  conduct  in  law 
amounts  to  consent." 

To  the  same  effect  is  Hedden  v.  Hedden,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  61,  and  in  a 
late  case  from  this  state,  Delaney  v.  Delaney,  65  Atl.  217,  it  is  an- 
nounced: "It  is  not  necessary  to  find  words  or  statements  of  the 
petitioner  indicating  connivance  or  consent.  If  his  conduct  indicates 
an  intent,  or  even  a  willingness,  that  the  act  of  adultery  may  take 
place,  or  even  culpable  negligence  in  not  preventing  it,  the  maxim 
'Volenti  not  fit  injuria'  applies  and  the  decree  will  be  denied." 

All  of  these  decisions  are  based  on  the  salutary  principle  that  there 
exists  a  mutual  duty  on  the  part  of  both  husband  and  wife  to  pro- 
tect each  other  from  the  weaknesses  which  more  or  less  exist  in  both 
sexes,  for  in  Moss  v.  Moss,  24  N.  C.  55,  it  is  held  that  a  husband 
cannot  obtain  a  divorce  from  his  wife  on  the  ground  of  adultery 
committed  by  her  after  a  separation  if  the  husband's  acts  caused 
the  separation.  In  speaking  of  the  essential  duties  of  married  life 
the  court  said:  "Among  the  most  essential  of  those  duties  is  conjugal 
society;  both  in  being  stipulated  for  in  contracting  the  relation  of 
man  and  wife,  and  as  a  wholesome  restraint  upon  and  as  an  effective 
protection  against  those  passions  and  weaknesses  to  which  both  sexes 
are  in  some  degree  subject." 

But  in  determining  what  acts  on  the  part  of  a  husband  constitute 
"passive  connivance"  in  contemplation  of  law,  some  very  close  dis- 
tinctions have  been  drawn  which  should  always  be  examined  in  cases 
where  this  question  is  involved.  The  rule  apparently  to  be  deduced 
from  these  decisions  is,  that  if  a  husband,  who  believes  his  wife  to 
be  chaste,  desires  her  to  commit  adultery,  or  throws  no  obstacles  in 
the  way  of  her  committing  the  act  when  he  sees  she  is  in  danger, 
or  raises  no  objection  thereto,  he  is  guilty  of  connivance.  But  that  a 
husband  who  has  reasonable  grounds  of  suspicion  that  his  wife  is 
unchaste,  and  permits  her  to  commit  adultery  which  he  did  not  plan 
or  invite,  in  order  to  obtain  proof  of  her  inlidelity,  he  is  not  guilty 
of  connivance,  even  though  he  hoped  she  would  commit  adultery  in 
order  that  he  might  obtain  a  divorce. 

In  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  154  Mass.  194,  26  Am.  St.  Eep.  237,  28  N.  E. 
1G7,  12  L.  R.  A.  524,  the  question  of  what  constitutes  passive  con- 
nivance was  carefully  considered.  A  husband,  being  suspicious  of 
his  wife's  infidelity,  had  watched  her  without  obtaining  proof. 
Suspecting    that    she    would    go    to    Boston    on    a    certain    day    he   fol- 
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lowed  and  detected  her  going  to  a  hotel  with  a  strange  man.  Going 
to  the  hotel  he  waited  there  for  an  hour,  listened  ten  or  fifteen  min- 
utes at  the  door  of  the  room  in  the  hotel  to  Avhich  his  wife  and  the 
man  had  gone,  and  bursting  down  the  door  found  them  in  bed  to- 
gether. He  hoped  she  would  commit  adultery  so  that  he  could  get  a 
divorce,  and  he  gave  her  plenty  of  time  so  she  might  do  it,  and  did 
not  warn  licr.  Under  this  state  of  facts  the  court  said:  "We  think, 
as  a  in;itter  of  law,  it  cannot  be  said,  on  this  state  of  facts,  that 
the  lil)elant  was  guilty  of  connivance.  It  is  true  that  he  could  liave 
jircveuted  his  wife  from  couiiuitting  adultery,  and  did  not;  on  tlu^ 
contrary,  lie  wished  slie  woulil,  tliat  he  miglit  have  evidence  on  wliicli 
he  could  get  a  divorce.  But  he  did  not  make,  or  aid  in  any  way  in 
making,  the  opportunity.  He  did  no  overt  act,  unless  keeping  still 
was  one,  which  it  clearly  was  not.  It  was  not  a  case  wlure  he  sup- 
posed his  wife  was  to  commit  adultery  for  the  first  time,  and  where 
it  would  have  been  liis  duty  to  give  her  the  assistance  which  husband 
ami  wife  are  mutually  expected  to  give  to  each  other.  It  certainly 
can  not  be  held  that  a  husband  v/ho  suspects  his  wife  of  infidelity 
can  take  no  means  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  his  suspicions  without 
being  dronied  guilty  of  connivance.  'There  is  a  manifest  distinc- 
tion," '^::-il  the  court  in  Robbins  v.  Eobbins,  140  jSlass.  528,  54  Am. 
Rep.  -ISS.  5  N.  E.  837,  'between  the  desire  and  intent  of  a  husband 
that  lii^  wife,  wliom  lie  believes  to  be  chaste,  should  commit  adultery, 
and  his  dcsiic  and  irilcnt  to  obtain  evidence  against  his  wife,  whom 
he  believes  already  to  have  committed  adultery,  and  to  persist  in 
her  adulterous  piacticcs  whenever  she  has  opportunity.' 

'•Merely  suffering  in  a  single  case  a  wife,  whom  he  already  suspects 
of  having  been  guilty  of  adultery,  to  avail  herself  to  the  full  extent 
of  an  o[)])ortunity  to  indulge  her  adulterous  disposition,  which  she 
has  ananged  without  his  knowledge,  does  not  constitute  connivance 
on  the  ]iart  of  the  husband,  even  though  he  hopes  he  may  obtain 
ju'oof  which  will  entitle  him  to  a  divorce,  and  ])nrposely  refrains 
from  warning  lier  for  that  reason.  He  may  properly  watch  his  wife, 
whom  he  suspicts  of  adultery,  in  order  to  obtain  proof  of  that  fact. 
He  may  do  it  with  tlie  hope  and  purpose  of  getting  a  divorce  if  he 
obt.-iins  sunicient  evidence.  He  must  not,  however,  make  oppor- 
tunities for  her,  though  he  may  leave  her  free  to  follow  opportunities 
wiiich  she  has  herself  made.  He  is  not  obliged  to  throw  ob-^t.-ides 
in  her  way,  but  he  must  not  smooth  her  path  to  the  adulterous  1>  d. " ' 
The  distinctions  drawn  in  this  case  were  referred  to  in  the  very 
recent  case  of  Noyes  v.  Noyes,  194  Mass.  20,  ante,  y.  517,  7'.'  X.  K, 
81-1,  and  it  is  here  held  that  where  a  liiisliaml.  in  an  action  tor 
divorce  against  his  wife  on  the  ground  of  ruliiltery.  h;id  an-ane^eJ 
with  a  third  person  that  an  opportunity  should  be  furnisiied  his  wile 
to  eoiiunit  adiilt(M'y,  by  penni '  t  i  njjf  her  and  the  ''■"  i  i  -.j  .' e.lee.  t  to  pass 
an  evening  uloue  in  the  tliird  person's  house  was  guilty  of  con- 
nivance. 
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There  does  not  seem  to  be  perfect  harmony  among  the  English 
cases  on  how  far  a  liusband  may  go  in  passively  permitting  his  wife 
to  commit  adultery  without  being  guilty  of  connivance.  In  Tim- 
inings  V.  Timmings,  3  Hagg.  Ecc.  81,  which  has  often  been  referred 
to  as  a  leading  case  on  this  question,  it  is  said:  "A  husband  is  not 
barred  by  a  mere  permission  of  opportunity  for  adultery;  nor  is  it 
every  degree  of  inattention  on  his  part  which  will  deprive  him  of 
relief;  but  it  is  one  thing  to  permit  and  another  to  invite;  he  is 
perfectly  at  liberty  to  let  the  licentiousness  of  the  wife  take  its 
full  scope;  but  that  he  is  to  contrive  the  meeting,  that  he  is  to  in- 
vite the  adulterer,  then  to  decamp  and  give  him  the  opportunity,  I 
do  think  amounts  to  legal  prostitution."  But  in  commenting  on 
the  above  language  the  lord  chancellor  in  Gipps  v.  Gipps,  11  H.  L. 
Gas.  1,  4  N.  R.  303,  33  L.  J.  Mat.  161,  10  Jur.,  N.  S.,  641,  10  L.  T. 
735,  12  Week.  Eep.  937,  said:  "So  far  as  my  judgment  extends,  that 
is  not  the  law,  and  that  it  would  be  a  disgrace  to  the  law  if  it  were 
so.  If  a  husband  knowing  the  tendency  and  the  evil  habit  of  the 
wife,  misled  by  this  expression,  let  'the  licentiousness  of  the  wife 
take  its  full  scope,'  without  reproof  or  interference,  I  hold  that  he 
would  never  obtain  any  renicdy  in  a  court  of  justice." 

The  doctrine  of  implied  connivance  seems  to  have  been  carried 
further  in  England  than  in  this  country,  for  in  Gower  v.  Gower,  L. 
R.  2  Pro.  &  Div.  428,  41  L.  J.  Mat.  49,  27  L.  T.  43,  20  Week.  Rep.  899, 
it  is  said:  "If  a  husband  employs  a  man  to  get  evidence  of  adultery 
upon  which  to  obtain  a  divorce,  and  the  man  so  employed  sets  about 
to  procure  the  defilement  of  the  wife,  and  by  the  intervention  of 
that  man  the  wife  is  purposely  induced  to  commit  adultery,  the  peti- 
tioner has  no  right  to  a  remedy  in  this  court  for  such  adultery;  and 
I  further  think  that  the  husband  would  have  no  right  to  a  remedy 
even  if  it  were  proved  that  he  had  not  given  any  distinct  orders 
for  that  purpose":  See  Allen  v.  Allen,  30  L.  .7.  Mat.  2;  Glennie  v. 
Gleunie,  32  L.  J.  Mat.  17,  8  Jur.,  N.  S.,  1108,  11  Week.  Hep.  28; 
Boulbing  v.  Boulbing,  3  Swab.  &  T.  329,  33  L.  J.  Mat.  33,  10  Jur.,  N. 
S.  182,  9  L.  T.  779,  12  Week.  Eep.  389;  Pechin  v.  Pecliin,  34  L.  J. 
Mat.  22;  Sugg  v.  Sugg,  31  L.  J.  Mat.  41.  In  a  recent  case  in  the 
appellate  division  of  the  supmiie  court  of  New  York  (decided  Feb- 
ruary 8,  1907)  the  same  point  involved  in  the  Gower  case  (L.  R.  2 
Pro.  &  Div.  428,  41  L.  J.  Mat.  49,  27  L.  T.  43,  20  Week.  Rep.  899), 
just  cited,  seems  to  have  arisen,  but  in  this  case  it  was  shown  that 
the  agent  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to  get  evidence  was  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  commission  of  adultery  by  the  defendant,  though 
he  visited  the  house  of  prostitution  with  the  defendant  when  the  act 
was  committed.  And  it  will  be  seen  from  the  language  of  the  court 
that  it  did  not  go  as  far  as  the  English  doctrine.  In  this  case  the 
court  ruled  that  where  the  defendant,  of  his  own  volition,  deliber- 
ately and  intentionally  committed  adultery,  the  fact  that  he  went 
to  the  house  of  }irostitution  with  a  detective  employed  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  obtain  proof  of  his  infidelity  would  not  constitute  connivance^ 
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where  there  was  no  proof  that  plaintiff  employed  the  detective  to 
aid  or  connive  at  the  commission  of  the  offense,  or  that  she  ever  had 
any  knowledge  that  he  did  so,  or  that  either  she  or  her  attorney 
was  responsible  for  his  acts:  Tuck  v.  Tuck,  117  A])p.  Div.  421,  in2 
N.  Y.  Sujtp.  GS8.  It  must  be  observed  that  in  tliis  case,  however, 
connivunce  was  charged  against  the  wife  and  the  rules  aixne  given 
do  not  seem  to  have  been  so  strict  in  their  application  in  regard  to 
acts  of  a  wife  as  to  those  of  a  husband,  as  we  shall  now  see. 

b.  By  the  Wife. — The  dependent  condition  of  a  wife  and  her  lack 
of  op[ioriunity  to  observe  her  husband's  conduct,  is  ]>robably  re- 
sponsible for  the  fact  that  in  determining  what  acts  on  her  part 
constitute  connivance,  she  seems  to  ha\'e  been  favored  by  the  coiirts 
more  than  her  husband.  "We  have  already  seen  that  if  a  luisbr.nd 
consents  to  his  \vite's  adultery  he  is  guilty  of  connivunce,  and  fur- 
ther that  it  has  been  held  in  many  cases  that  mere  knowledge  on 
his  part  of  his  wife's  adulterous  tendencies  wliieh  he  took  no  steps 
to  prevent  or  warn  her  against  would  constitute  connivance  so  as 
to  present  him  from  obtaining  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  her  adul- 
tery. But  in  Cochran  v.  Cochran,  33  lovva,  477,  a  wife  sought  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  her  husband's  adultery,  of  whicli  she  knew  and  gave 
opportunity  for  its  commission.  Yet  the  court  said:  "Tliat  plaintiff 
did  know  of  defendant's  criminal  acts  is  well  cstablishcti,  and  that 
she,  with  une\'am])led  ])atienee  and  forbearance,  lived  with  him  while 
she  knew  he  was  committing  them  also  appears,  and  that  she  by  her 
own  acts  gave  op])ortunity  for  intercourse  between  her  husband  and 
his  p:ir;Mnour  is  shown  by  the  evidence.  But  tlicse  things  rather 
establish  her  want  of  true  womanly  spirit  and  proper  delicacy  and 
prudence,  than  her  assent  to  defendant's  crimes,  and  a  conspiracy 
to  drive  him  to  their  commission."  Tiie  grounds  alleged  in  this  ease 
were  both  adultery  and  tlesertion,  and  both  were  established,  but  the 
language  at;)0\'e  (piotcd  clearly  shows  that  the  rule  as  to  consent  in 
establishing  connivance  is  greatly  relaxed  in  favor  of  the  wife. 
But  ill  au  action  jjy  a  wife  against  her  husl)and  on  the  groiiinl  of 
adultery  to  A\lii'ii  she  had  assented  proof  by  the  husband  that  his 
wife  had  previously  and  subsequently  committed  adultery,  to  which 
he  had  iioi  coiisent((l,  was  held  such  connivance  by  her  of  his  adullciy 
as  to  pievent  liei  from  using  it  as  a  defense  to  his  crcjss-coini.laiiit 
and   th;i!    he   was  entitled   to  a  divorce:   Bleck  v.  Bleck,  27   llun,   :^i»ii. 

c.  Abandonment  as  Constituting  Connivance. — Where  eitlier  hus- 
Ijand  or  wife  have  abandont'd  the  other,  the  one  at  fault  or  at  who^e 
inst  iL;;it  ion  such  ;il)andonnuMit  was  caused  cannot  (il)i;iin  a  i!i\'orre  in 
^Nortii  (  aroiina  on  the  ground  of  the  otiier's  adullciy  com  mi  i  I  cil  at;(>r 
ward.  This  (ioclrine  was  api)lic'd  (o  the  iiusbanil  in  Moss  \'.  JNloss, 
'J4  ^'.  (_'.  1^1^  li'id.;  o-j,  when  a  divorci'  was  dinied  a  hushand  on  the 
gfoiuni  of  adiilloi'v  by  his  wife  cuinmitltd  alter  a  i^eparatiou  caused 
b\-  iiis  lauil.  .\ih1  in  I'^'V  \.  f'oy,  ;'i3  ^'.  C  (13  ired.;  IJiJ,  it  is  held 
Ui.-;t  it'  a  wii'c  oaxc  her  huNbaiol  and  n-i'iise  to  live  with  him  ''with- 
(Ul   sul'l'.icnt    cai;-e.''   and    he   .a  ft  ei'w  a  iil   lix'es   in   adultery,  a   decree   of 
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divorce  on  the  ground  of  such  adultery  will  be  denied  her,  because 
the  consequence  may  be  ascribed  to  her  former  violation  of  duty. 

d.  Eflect  of  Previous  Connivance. — Where  a  husband  has  connived 
at  his  wife's  adultery  with  one  man,  he  will  be  deemed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  as  assenting  to  it  with  others,  and 
consequently  will  not  be  entitled  to  a  divorce  for  a  subsequent  act 
of  adultery  by  his  wife  with  a  different  person:  Hedden  v.  Hodden, 
21  N.  J.  Eq.  61;  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  224,  4  Atl.  424; 
Timmings  v.  Timniings,  3  Hagg.  Ecc.  76;  Lovering  v.  Levering,  3 
riagg.  Ecc.  85;  Stone  v.  Stone,  1  Rob.  99.  In  the  English  cases 
above  cited,  it  is  held  that  previous  connivance  will  not  operate  as  a 
bar,  unless  the  adultery  had  actually  been  committed.  But  in  Hed- 
den V.  Hedden,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  61,  which  is  a  most  interesting  case, 
and  fully  reviews  the  English  doctrine,  it  is  contended  that  the 
doctrine  stated  in  the  English  cases  applies  only  when  the  connivance 
was  merely  passive,  and  that  whenever  positive  connivance  by  the 
husband  is  shown,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  consented  to  all  future 
acts  of  adultery  by  his  wife  with  other  men,  even  though  the  adultery 
to  which  he  had  consented  was  not  committed.  To  the  same  effect 
is  the  later  case  of  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  224,  4  Atl. 
424. 

III.     Connivance  When  Desertion  is  Ground  of  Divorce. 

When  desertion  is  the  ground  alleged  in  an  action  for  divorce,  con- 
nivance can  be  successfully  pleaded  as  a  bar,  if  the  plaintiff  caused 
the  defendant's  desertion  with  the  object  of  making  it  the  ground 
of  divorce.  Thus  in  Gillenwaters  v.  Gillcnwaters,  28  Mo.  60,  a  hus- 
band sued  his  wife  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  desertion.  The  wife 
had  left  him  because  he  had  sold  all  of  his  property  and  failed  to 
provide  her  with  a  home.  The  decree  was  denied  because,  as  was  said 
by  the  court,  his  conduct  was  such  as  "seemed  to  have  been  made 
with  a  view  to  effect  the  very  object  he  attained,  and  of  -which  he 
now  complains."  And  in  Eomich  v.  Eomich,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  195, 
3  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  607,  it  is  licld  that  where  a  husband  designedly  in- 
stigated his  wife  to  separate  from  him,  intending  to  make  the  separa- 
tion the  ground  for  divorce,  he  will  be  treated  as  consenting  to  the 
separation.  Some  cases  have  gone  even  further,  and  hold  that  even 
though  a  wife  leave  her  husband  without  cause,  that  no  divorce  will 
be  granted  the  husband  on  the  ground  of  her  desertion,  if  his  con- 
duct has  been  such  as  shows  he  did  not  desire  her  to  return,  and  had 
made  no  efforts  to  effect  a  reconciliation:  Cornish  v.  Cornish,  23  N. 
J.  Eq.  208;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  207;  Thorpe  v.  Thorpe,  9 
R.  I.  57. 

IV.     Connivance  When  Cruelty  is  Ground  of  Divorce. 

Where  cruelty  is  the  ground  upon  which  a  divorce  is  sought,  the 
rule  as  to  Avhat  will  justify  the  defense  of  connivance  seems  to  be 
an;ilo;;,,us  to  the  (me  just  stated  in  cases  where  desertion  is  alleged; 
Hull   no  iclicf  will  be  giai;ted  if  tlie  cruelty  charged  v.'as  indiu-cd  Ly 
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the  party  seeking  to  take  advantage  of  it.  Thus  in  Jonnson  v.  John- 
eon,  14  Cal.  459,  a  divorce  was  denied  because  "the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  was  well  calculated  to  provoke  the  cruelty  of  which  she  com- 
plains."  And  a  similar  doctrine  is  announced  in  Van  Glahn  v.  Van 
Glahn,  46  111,  134;  Kecd  v.  Heed,  4  IN'ev.  395;  Skinner  v.  Skinner,  5 
Wis.  449. 


ATTORNEY  GENERAL  v.  STRATTON. 

[194  Mass.  51,  79  N.  E.  1073.] 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS,  Authority  of,  to  Remove  Offi- 
cers.-— In  the  cities  and  towns  of  Massaclmsetts  there  is  no  power  to 
remove  public  oflicers,  such,  for  instance,  as  members  of  the  board  of 
health,  except  what  is  given  by  statute.  Therefore,  the  power  to 
remove  is  not  vested  in  the  voters  in  a  town  meeting  assembled,  (pp. 
529,  532.) 

F.  L.  Simpson  and  W.  PI.  Niles,  for  the  relators. 
J.  II.  Sisk  and  R.  L.  Sisk,  for  the  respondents. 

^1  KNOAYI/rON,  C.  J.  This  is  an  information  in  the 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto  to  require  the  respondents  to  sho\v 
by  what  Avarrnnt  and  authority  they  exercise  the  office  of 
meinljcrs  of  the  board  of  health  of  the  town  of  Swampscott. 

It  appears  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  town,  at  the  annual 
town  mee1ir\'':  in  !?.I;!rch,  1906,  which  was  called  for  many  pur- 
poses, and  aiiion.o'  others  to  hear  and  act  upon  the  reports  of 
nuiiicrous  tov.n  officers,  including  the  report  of  the  board  of 
lu^allh,  aj^pointcd  a  committee  of  five  voters  to  investigate  the 
doinus  (i!'  llie  board  of  health  for  the  three  municipal  yeai's 
then  oiii'.iim-,  with  authority  to  call  for  persons,  books  and 
jtapors,  v'.id  to  employ  counsel  and  a  stenographer.  At  an 
ad,iouri)(>d  meeting  this  committee  made  a  report,  with  charges 
ag;iiiist  the  ])o;ii'd  of  health,  which  was  accepted  and  adopted. 
At  tliis  meeting  anotlier  committee  was  appointed  to  hear 
evidence  upon  the  cluiri^^es  against  the  board,  and  to  report 
tlieir  findings  of  fact  and  recommendations  at  an  adjourned 
t()\\n  mei'ting.  This  conmiittee  were  authorized  to  employ 
cduiisel  and  engage  a  steisographer,  and  were  empowered  to 
suiiinion  witnesses,  and  call  for  an  inspection  of  pulilic  records 
and  private  documents  and  papers.  The  conmiittee  made  a 
report  at  an  adjourned  ]ne{>iing,  iiiulinLi'  \\ic  elinrges  prove  1, 
and  reconnnending  the  adopt iun  of  resolutions  removing  the 
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respondents  from  their  respective  offices  as  members  of  the 
board  of  health,  for  maladministration  and  misfeasance  in 
office.  The  report  was  accepted  and  adopted,  and  resolutions 
were  adopted  in  accordance  °^  with  its  recommendations. 
The  respondents  did  not  recognize  the  authority  of  either  of 
these  conmiittees,  and  did  not  appear  before  them,  although 
each  of  the  committees  met  the  respondents  at  their  office, 
and  interrogated  them  in  regard  to  their  boolis,  records  and 
memoranda,  which  were  there  inspected. 

The  respondents  also  offered  to  show,  at  the  hearing  upon 
the  information,  that  the  committees  were  affected  by  bias 
and  prejudice  against  them,  such  that  their  proceedings  were 
not  fairly  conducted,  and  that  the  attempted  removal  of  the 
respondents  from  their  office  was  illegal  by  reason  of  other 
specified  irregularities  in  connection  with  the  meeting  at  which 
the  vote  of  removal  was  passed.  This  offer  of  proof  was  re- 
jected by  the  justice  who  heard  the  case.  He  ordered  that 
the  petition  be  dismissed,  and  reported  the  case  to  the  full 
court.  The  justice  made  a  memorandum  of  his  findings  and 
rulings  as  follows:  "The  members  of  the  board  of  health  are 
public  agents  invested  with  great  public  powers.  Their  term 
of  office  is  prescribed  by  the  legislature.  Each  member  holds 
his  office  for  three  years  from  the  day  following  the  meeting 
at  whicli  he  is  elected  and  until  another  is  chosen  and  qualified 
in  his  stead:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  11,  sec.  338.  I  rule  as  matter  of 
law  that  the  power  to  shorten  this  term  even  for  misconduct, 
official  or  otherwise,  is  not  vested  in  the  voters  of  the  town  in 
town  meeting  assembled,  and,  having  so  ruled,  order  that  this 
petition  be  disnnssed." 

The  question  whether  this  ruling  was  correct  is  the  only 
question  presented  in  terms  by  the  report.  Although  the  gen- 
eral language  of  the  reservation  may  be  broad  enough  to 
authorize  a  dismissal  of  the  petition  on  the  ground  that  th;; 
vote  of  removal  was  void,  because  there  was  no  article  in  the 
warrant  which  gave  notice  to  the  voters  that  such  a  subject 
was  to  be  acted  upon  at  the  meeting  (see  Wood  v.  Quincy, 
11  Cush.  487;  Matthews  v.  Westborough,  131  Mass.  ii'Il),  we 
til  ink  it  better  not  to  dispose  of  the  case  on  this  ground,  in- 
asnuieh  as  the  term  of  office  of  neither  of  the  respondents  has 
yet  expired.  The  three  terms  for  which  they  were  respectivel\' 
elected  will  end  in  March,  1907,  IMarch,  1908,  and  :\larch, 
1909.  The  question  expressly  reserved  has  been  fully  argued, 
and,  if  not  decided  in  this  case,  it  may  arise  in  subsequent 
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proceedings  against  these  respondents  for  the  causes  now  ex- 
isting. 

^^  It  is  contended  by  the  informant  that,  at  the  common 
law,  municipal  corporations  have  an  inherent  power  of 
amotion  of  their  officers  for  misconduct.  This  rule  has  ])een 
laid  down  in  cases  relating  to  certain  municipal  corporations 
in  England:  Rex  v.  Richardson,  1  Burr.  517;  Lord  Bruce 's 
Case,  Strange,  819 ;  Regina  v.  Ipswich  Corp.,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
1232;  Imperial  Hydropathic  Hotel  Co.  v.  Ilampson,  23  Ch. 
D.  1,  7.  In  this  country  the  subject  is  generally  regulated 
by  legislation,  although  there  are  cases  in  which  the  above 
rule  has  been  stated  as  applying  to  officers  of  municipal  cor- 
porations, in  the  al)sence  of  statutory  provision  touching  the 
subject :  State  v.  Jersey  City,  1  Dutch.  536,  639 ;  Richards  v. 
Clarksburg,  30  W.  Va.  491,  4  S.  E.  774;  Ellison  v.  Raleigh, 
89  N.  C.  125 ;  Mayor  of  Savannah  v.  Grayson,  104  Ga.  105, 
30  S.  E.  693 ;  State  v.  New  Orleans,  107  La.  632,  32  South.  22. 
In  other  cases  relating  to  corporations  aggregate,  not  munic- 
ipal, but  having  authority  for  their  own  government,  the 
rule  has  been  stated  in  general  terms,  although  the  decisions 
well  might  have  been  put  on  the  ground  of  an  original 
implied  authority,  given  by  the  statute  creating  the  corpora- 
tions :  See  Fawcett  v.  Charles,  13  Wend.  473 ;  People  v.  Chi- 
cago Board  of  Trade,  45  111.  112.  Whatever  the  rule  may  be 
in  reference  to  municipal  corporations  in  other  parts  of  the 
country,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  in  the  cities  and  towns  of 
Massachusetts,  there  is  no  power  to  remove  public  officers 
except  that  which  is  given  by  the  statutes.  The  difference 
between  municipal  corporations  in  England  and  towns  in 
New  England  has  been  recognized  in  many  cases.  The 
former  often  have  many  prescriptive  rights,  as  well  as  special 
powers  expressly  or  impliedly  given  in  their  charters,  wliiie 
the  latter  have  only  the  powers  conferred  by  statute,.  In 
Stetson  V.  Kempton,  13  Mass.  272,  7  Am.  Dec.  145.  Cliicf 
Justice  Parker,  referring  to  towns,  said:  "Their  cor[)orate 
powers  depend  upon  legislative  charter  or  grant;  or  u[)Ou 
prescription,  where  they  may  have  exercised  the  powers 
anciently  without  any  particular  act  of  incorporation.  Put, 
in  all  cases,  the  powers  of  towns  are  delincd  by  the  statute 
of  1785,  chapter  75."  In  Hooper  v.  Emery,  14  Me.  375.  tiie 
court  said:  "  'The  iiihabilants  of  every  town  in  this  stale  are 
declared  to  be  a  body  politic  and  cor[)(trate'  by  t!u'  statute; 
but  thc^o  corj)orai  ions  clcrivi'  none  of  tlieir  powers  from,  nor 
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are  any  duties  imposed  upon  them  by,  the  common  law."  In 
the  opinion  ^^  by  j\Ir.  Justice  Gray  in  Bloomfield  v.  Charter 
Oak  Bank,  121  U.  S.  121,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865,  30  L.  ed.  923, 
we  find  these  words:  "Towns  in  Connecticut,  and  in  the  other 
New  England  states,  differ  from  trading  companies,  and  even 
fi-oni  municipal  corporations  elsewhere.  They  are  territorial 
corporations,  into  which  the  state  is  divided  by  the  legislature, 
from  time  to  time,  at  its  discretion,  for  political  purposes 
and  the  convenient  administration  of  government ;  they  have 
those  powers  only  which  have  been  expressly  conferred  upon 
them  by  the  statute,  or  which  are  necessary  for  conducting 
municipal  affairs;  and  all  the  inhabitants  of  a  town  are  mem- 
bers of  the  quasi  corporation."  Similar  language  was  used 
by  the  same  judge  in  Hill  v.  Boston,  122  Mass.  344,  23  Am. 
Rep.  322,  and  in  Agawam  v.  Hampden,  130  Mass.  528,  when 
chief  justice  of  this  court.  See  statements  to  the  same  effect 
in  Eastman  v.  Meredith,  36  N.  H.  284,  72  Am.  Dec.  302,  and 
in  Ottawa  v.  Carey,  108  U.  S.  110,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  361,  27 
L.  ed.  669.  Chief  Justice  Bigelow  in  Walcott  v.  Swampscott, 
1  Allen,  101,  referring  to  public  officers  chosen  by  towns 
under  the  requirements  of  a  statute,  said:  "Towns  cannot 
direct  or  control  them  in  the  performance  of  these  duties ; 
they  cannot  remove  them  from  office  during  the  term  for 
which  they  are  chosen;  they  are  not  amenable  to  towns  for 
the  manner  in  which  they  discharge  the  trust  reposed  in  them 
by  law."  In  the  opinion  in  AValdron  v.  Haverhill,  143  ]\Iass. 
582,  Mr.  Justice  Charles  Allen  says  of  surveyors  of  highways 
chosen  by  the  town,  "they  are  independent  of  the  town,  and 
cannot  be  directed,  or  controlled,  or  removed  from  office  by 
the  town." 

Oui  statutes  contain  provisions  for  the  removal  of  certarin 
public  officers.  In  cities  memljcrs  of  the  board  of  health  may 
1)6  removed  by  the  mayor  for  cause:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  75,  sec.  9. 
A.s,sessors  of  a  town,  if  they  fail  to  perform  their  duties,  may 
])e  removed,  virtually,  by  an  appointment  by  the  county  com- 
missioners of  three  persons  to  act  as  assessors,  who  supersede 
those  regularly  elected:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  11,  sec.  358.  This  is 
so,  even  where  the  selectmen  are  acting  as  assessors  under  the 
statute  which  requires  them  so  to  act  if  no  other  assessors 
are  elected.  Registrars  of  voters  may  be  removed  under  the 
Revised  Laws,  chapter  11,  sections  28,  29.  The  appointment 
of  pf)lice  officers  may  l)e  revolted  by  the  selectmen  of  the  town 
in  wliich  they  are  appointed:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  25,  sec.  94;  c.  108, 
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sec.  15.  Election  officers  may  be  removed  by  the  selectmen 
^^  of  tlie  town:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  11,  sec.  173.  So  may  engineers 
of  the  tire  department:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  32,  sec.  38.  Licensing 
boards  may  be  removed,  although  there  is  a  right  of  review 
of  the  original  proceedings  by  the  superior  court:  Rev.  Laws, 
c.  100,  sec.  4.  Provison  is  made  for  occasions  when  a  treasurer 
or  a  collector  of  taxes  is  unable  to  perform  his  duties:  Rev. 
Laws,  c.  11,  sec.  359.  Against  their  misfeasance  the  town  is 
jirotected  by  their  bonds.  Slieritl's,  registers  of  proliate,  dis- 
trict attoriieys  and  clerks  of  the  several  courts  may  be  re- 
moved by  the  snpr(Mne  judicial  court:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  15G,  sec. 
4.  i\Iembers  of  eitber  branch  of  the  legislature  may  be  ex- 
pelled for  cause  by  a  vote  of  such  branch. 

It  is  significant  that  none  of  the  provisions  for  removal  of 
an  officer  of  a  town  gives  authority  to  the  town,  or  to  tbe 
voters  in  their  corporate  capacity,  to  deprive  him  of  his  office. 
There  are  good  reasons  why  such  authority  should  not  be 
vested  in  the  inhabitants  as  a  body.  It  is  plain  that  public 
officers  generally  should  not  be  subject  to  removal  except  for 
a  good  cause.  If  misconduct  is  alleged  as  a  cause,  there  should 
be  a  trial  to  deternnne  whether  the  accused  is  guilty.  The  in- 
habitants of  a  town  assembled  in  a  town  meeting  cannot  prop- 
erly conduct  such  a  trial.  If  they  attempt  to  do  it  by  a  com- 
mittee, tbere  is  great  risk  that  the  members  of  the  committee 
will  not  be  well  fitted  for  the  performance  of  judicial  duties. 
jNIoreover,  there  is  no  provision  of  law  whereby  such  a  com- 
mittee can  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  giving 
of  testimony.  The  conunittees  appointed  in  this  case  were 
able  to  obtain  only  such  testimony  as  wiis  voluntarily  given. 
It  is  not  strange  that,  in  providing  for  the  removal  of  certain 
town  officers,  the  legislature  has  always  prescribed  methods 
other  tluin  by  a  vote  of  the  inbabitants  of  tbe  town. 

It  has  been  held  in  a  great  many  cases  that  public  officers, 
even  when  elected  by  the  voters  of  a  town  to  perform  statutory 
duties  wliich  involve  the  expenditure  of  money  properl\'  raised 
by  local  taxation,  are  not  tbe  agents  of  the  town.  They  repre- 
sent tbe  public,  and  are  subject  to  control  by  the  legislature, 
or  by  such  agencies  as  the  legislature  provides  for  the  purpose. 
Their  term  of  office  is  prescril)ed  by  the  legislature,  and  they 
can  be  removed  only  in  accord.uice  with  tbe  legislative  will. 

Ample  provision  is  made  for  the  tilling  of  vacancies  in 
town  ^"  ollices:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  11,  see;s.  355-3G1.     If  a  person 
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removes  from  a  town,  he  thereby  vacates  any  town  office  held 
by  him :  Rev.  Laws,  c.  11,  sec.  362. 

Thus  it  is  seen  that  the  election  of  public  officers,  their 
removal  from  office,  and  the  filling  of  vacancies  have  been 
the  subjects  of  elaborate  legislation.  There  is  no  provision  for 
the  removal  of  members  of  the  board  of  health  in  towns.  In 
the  absence  of  any  such  provision  we  are  of  opinion  that  they 
cannot  be  removed  by  a  vote  of  the  town,  either  with  or  with- 
out a  hearing  before  the  town  or  a  committee  thereof. 

Information  dismissed. 


Whe7i  No  Tenure  of  Office  is  fixed  by  law,  and  no  provision  is  mnde 
for  the  removal  of  the  incumbent,  the  power  of  removal  is  n  ne''t's- 
sary  incident  to  the  power  of  appointinent:  Pariah  v.  St.  Paul,  S4: 
Minn.  42l^  S7  Am.  St.  Re;..  374.  See,  too,  Patton  v.  Board  of  Health, 
127  Cal.  388,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  66. 


OLD  CORNER  BOOK  STORE  v.  UPHAM. 

[194  Mass.  101,  80  N.  E.  228.] 

BUSINESS,  Effect  of  the  Sale  of  the  Goodwill  of.— When  a 
man  voluntarily  sells  the  goodwill  of  a  business,  he  thereby  precliHli'S 
himself  from  setting^  ut)  a  comjieting  business  which  will  derogate 
from  the  goodwill  so  sold.      (p.  535.) 

BUSINESS,  Goodwill  of,  Effect  of  Competing  Business  upcn- 
Question  of  Fact. — In  each  case  where  the  goodwill  of  a  busino-^s  is 
sold  and  tlie  vendor  set?  up  a  competing  business,  it  is  a  question  of 
fact  whether,  having  icgnrd  to  the  character  of  the  business  suM 
and  that  set  up,  the  new  business  does  not  derogate  from  the  grant 
made  by  the  sale.     (p.  537.) 

BUSINE.SS,  Goodwill  of,  When  Derogated  from  by  a  New  B.isi- 
ness  Established  by  the  Vendor. — If  one  connected  with  a  bu:>i!ics:4 
for  many  years,  first  as  clerk  and  then  as  partner,  has  special  chargi 
of  a  department  connected  with  the  sale  of  books  of  a  particular 
religious  denomination,  sells  his  interest  in  the  business  and  in  the 
goodwill  thereof,  and  subsequently  starts  a  new  business  primarily  tr. 
sell  tlie  books  of  the  same  denomination,  and  solicits  aid  and  pat:  on 
age  of  ;^ersons  prominent  in  that  denomination,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  tliat  the  effect  of  the  new  business  will  be  to  derogate  from  t!i<.> 
goodwill  so  sold.     (p.  536.) 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR — Conclusiveness  of  the  Decree  of  a  Siiiglb 
Justice. — The  decree  of  a  single  justice  who  has  heard  the  witne.^.sos 
is  not  to  be  set  aside  unless  plainly  wrong,  but  this  rule  is  limited 
to  those  cases  in  which  the  decision  is  dependent  on  the  credibility  of 
witnesses,  and  does  not  apply  when  the  uncontradicted  evidence  shows 
that  the  decree  is  wrong,      (p.  537.) 

BUSINESS,  Goodwill  of,  Persons  Selling  will  not  be  Permitted 
to  Derogate  from,  Through  a  Corporation. — If  a  person  selling  his  in- 
terest iri  rise  goodwill  of  a  business  forms  a  coriioration  for  the  pur- 
pose of  Setting  up  and  conducting  a  rival  business  in  derogation  of 
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such  goodwill,  he  will  be  enjoined  from  working  for  or  holding  stock 
in  such  corporation  or  in  otherwise  being  connected  with  it,  and  it 
will  be  enjoined  from  employing  him  directly  or  indirectly  in  its 
business,  or  in  recognizing  him  as  a  stockliolder  or  otherwise  con- 
nected tlierewith,  except  to  let  him  sell  his  sliare  of  the  stock  or  re- 
ceive what  is  due  him  in  respect  thereof  when  the  corporate  business 
■wound  up.      (pp.  537,  538.) 

A.  IT.  Russcl],  for  the  plaintiff. 
G.  R.  Nutter,  for  the  defendants. 

^**^  LORING,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  final  decree  of 
the  superior  court  dismissing  the  plaintiff's  bill.  It  comes  be- 
fore us  on  all  the  evidence,  without  special  findings  of  fact. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  Upham 
was  employed  as  a  clerk  in  the  Old  Corner  Book  Store  from 
18GG  to  1872.  In  1872  he  became  a  partner  and  thereafter 
carried  on  the  book  trade  at  that  store  (as  a  partner  or  alone) 
until  October  30,  1902,  when  he  sold  his  interest  therein  to 
his  then  partner,  George  A.  Moore.  Moore  paid  Upham  for 
his  interest  (it  was  a  two-tliirds  interest)  in  the  partnership 
tliirty-five  thousand  dollars,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  assign- 
metit  Upham  sold  and  assigned  to  IMoore  (among  other  things) 
all  his  injerest  in  the  stock  in  trade  of  the  partnership,  "and 
all  other  assets  of  said  firm  and  of  the  busijiess  heretofore  con- 
du>/ted  ])y  said  Moore  and  mysc^lf  under  the  name  of  Damrell 
and  Upham,  and  including  all  my  interest  in  the  goodwill  of 
said  business."  In  the  follo'.ving  month,  tliat  is  to  say,  in 
November,  1902,  IMoore  organized  the  plaintiff  corporation 
and  sold  and  assigned  to  it  all  his  stock  in  tra.de  "and  all 
other  assets,  pertaining  to  thabusiness  now  carried  on  by  me, 
and  recHMitly  carried  on  b}^  one  Upli;;m  and  my  ,elf ,  ui;der  the 
n;;ine  and  style  of  Damrell  and  Upliam,  including  the  good- 
will of  said  business." 

The  defendant  Upham  then  went  abroad.  On  his  return  he 
was  for  a  thwc  engaged  as  the  assistant  tr(>;isurer  of  a  milk 
(•()nii):uiy,  and  latt'r  in  real  estate  and  insiiranee  business.  Iji 
1lie  sumiiier  of  19U5  he  conceived  the  idea  of  estaiilishii]!):  a 
book  store  in  Boston,  primarily  for  the  sale  of  books  used  in 
the  Episcopal  church,  and  secoudaril}-  for  t!ie  general  trade 
of  a  li(jok  store. 

It  appears  in  the  evidence  that  from  the  time  that  l^pham 
became  an  employe  of  the  Old  Corner  liook  Slore  until  he 
sold  his  intoi'cst  to  Mooi-c  in  Octoher,  U'O'J.  a  pei'iod  of  some 
thirty-six  years,  a  [li.rl  oi'  t'.ie  business  carried  on  there  was 
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the  selling  of  books  used  in  or  in  connection  with  the  Episcopal 
church.  It  further  appears  that  Upham  was  employed  in  that 
department  when  he  first  came  to  the  store;  that  from  the 
^^^  time  when  he  became  a  partner  until  he  sold  his  interest 
to  Moore  in  1902  that  department  of  the  business  was  under 
his  special  direction  and  control,  with  this  qualification :  Dur- 
ing the  last  three  years  he  had  to  devote  himself  to  the  finan- 
cial affairs  of  the  partnership,  and  therefore  left  the  church 
department  more  to  one  Wentworth,  who,  at  the  time  the  de- 
fendant corporation  was  organized,  had  been  employed  in  that 
department  of  the  Old  Corner  Book  Store  and  its  successor, 
the  plaintiff  corporation,  for  ten  years,  with  a  short  inter- 
ruption. 

The  defendant  Upham  testified  that  while  he  was  connect^^d 
with  the  Old  Corner  Book  Store  that  store  was  "the  most 
prominent  church  depository"  in  Boston.  And  by  this  wo 
understand  him  to  mean  that  it  was  the  most  prominent  store 
in  Boston  for  the  sale  of  church  books,  or  at  any  rate  foi' 
the  sale  of  Episcopal  church  books.  He  further  testified  that 
the  business  of  the  new  corporation  was  intended  to  be  and 
was  a  business  which  was  to  compete  with  that  of  the  plaintilT 
corporation. 

The  plaintiff  corporation  has  continued  the  business  sold  to 
its  assignor  by  the  defendant  Upham,  including  the  church 
department  just  described,  and,  as  we  have  said,  Wentwortli, 
who,  in  December,  1905,  entered  the  defendants'  employ, 
then  was  conducting  that  department  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  Upham,  on  his  own  testimony,  was  and  is 
very  active  in  the  Episcopal  church.  He  has  been  the  treasurer 
.of  the  Episcopalian  Club  since  its  organization  about  ISSS. 
This  club  consists  of  some  two  hundred  or  more  Episcopalians. 
It  also  appeared  in  evidence  that  he  was  treasurer  of  the 
]\Iargarot  Coffin  Prayer  Book  Society,  which  seems  to  be  a 
society  for  the  sale  or  distribution  of  Episcopal  prayer  ItoDk-^. 

After  conceiving  the  idea  of  setting  up  a  rival  book  stoi'.'. 
the  defendant  Upham 's  next  move  was  to  solicit,  personally 
and  through  some  one  employed  l)y  him  for  the  purpose,  men 
prominent  in  the  Episcopal  church  to  subscribe  to  shares  in 
a  coriioration  to  be  organized  to  carry  on  the  business  wliicli 
he  proposed  to  set  up.  Some  of  these  men  were  admitted  by 
him  to  have  been  customers  of  the  Old  Corner  liook  Store, 
and  all  of  them  were  men  in  the  Episcopal  chui-cli.  He  suc- 
ceeded in  getting  thirty  persons  to  subscribe  to  slock. 
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^^^  The  result  of  this  solicitation  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant Upham  was  the  organization  of  the  defendant  cor- 
poration on  November  29,  1905.  The  name  of  the  corporation 
was  that  of  the  defendant  Upham,  to  wit,  "H.  M.  Upham 
Company."  The  business  of  the  corporation  is  stated  in  the 
agreement  of  association  to  be  "To  conduct  a  depository  for 
the  Episcopal  church  and  to  carry  on  a  general  book  business 
and  any  other  matters  connected  therewith."  The  corporation 
opened  a  store  at  No.  15  A,  Beacon  street,  on  December  7, 
1905.  On  December  23,  1905,  this  bill  was  filed.  The  suit 
went  to  a  hearing  on  January  10  and  11,  1906,  and  the  final 
decree  dismissing  the  bill  was  entered  on  January  15,  1906. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  corporation  had  moved  its 
store  from  the  corner  of  Washington  and  School  streets  to 
Bronificld  street,  and  tlnit  it  was  situated  there  in  Novem1)er 
and  Dei^eniber,  1905.  It  further  appeared  that  this  was  five 
minutes'  walk  from  the  defendant  corporation's  store  at  15 
A,  Beacon  street. 

On  tlie  day  before  the  opeuing  of  the  store  of  the  defendant 
corporation  the  defendant  Uptiam  sent  some  twelve  hundred 
e.'irds  to  persons  in  the  residential  i)art  of  Boston;  he  also  sent 
cai'ds  to  all  the  clergy  of  the  diocese  of  Massachusetts. 

So  fiir  as  apjX'ared,  the  only  persons  employed  in  the  store 
of  the  det'endant  corporation  were  the  defendant  Upham  and 
AVcnt worth,  who  already  has  been  spoken  of  as  having  been 
eniployc-d  under  Upham  in  the  cliurdi  department  of  the  Old 
Corner  Book  Store.  In  November,  1905,  Wentworth  was  an 
employe  of  the  plaintiff,  in  charge  of  its  church  department, 
and  he  left  that  employment  to  enter  into  that  of  the  de- 
t'enilant  corporation. 

We  have  not  found  it  necessary  to  go  into  some  further 
details  attcMiding  the  organization  and  m.dce-up  of  the  def(>nd- 
ant  coi'poi'ation,  nor  into  the  circumstances  luicU'r  which 
Wcnt\\nrl/i  left  the  ser\-ice  of  the  plaintilf  to  take  servi(,'e 
with  tlie  derendiint.  Th(>  facts  which  hav(>  been  staled  were 
not  in  dis]nite.  and  those  facts,  in  our  opinion,  are  decisive 
of  the  merits  of  the  suit  now  bel'i)r(i  us. 

It  is  scllled  in  this  coiniiionweall  h  that  when  a  man  volun- 
tarilx'  sells  the  goodwill  of  his  business,  he  thereby  precludes 
hiniseir  from  SiMting  up  a.  compel  ini;'  bnsiness  which  will  dero- 
gate fi'ian  the  ij-oodwill  which  he  has  sold:  Angler  v.  \Ve!.)ber. 
'•>"'  M  Allen.  1^11.  !)2  Am.  Dec.  7  bs  ;  Dwigiit  v.  iramilton,  113 
:\l;i^s.    iTo;    .Aiunsey  v.    i'.MlteiMiebl,    i:i;j    Ala.ss.   492;    Webster 
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V.  Webster,  180  Mass.  310,  62  N.  E.  383;  Hutchinson  v.  Nay, 
187  IMass.  262,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  390,  72  N.  E.  974,  68  L.  R. 
A.  186. 

In  each  case  where  the  goodwill  of  a  business  is  sold  and 
the  vendor  sets  up  a  competing  business  it  is  a  question  of 
fact  whetlier,  having  regard  to  the  character  of  the  business 
sold  and  that  set  up,  the  new  business  does  or  does  not  dero- 
gate from  the  grant  made  by  that  sale.  In  Bassett  v.  Percival, 
5  Allen,  345,  and  in  Hoxie  v,  Chaney,  143  Mass.  592,  58  Am. 
Rep.  149,  10  N.  E.  713,  it  was  held  that  the  new  business  did 
not  derogate  from  the  grant,  while  the  contrary  conclusion 
was  come  to  in  the  cases  before  the  court  in  Angier  v.  "Webber, 
14  Allen,  211,  92  Am.  Dec.  748;  Dwight  v.  Hamilton,  113 
Mass.  175 ;  Munsey  v.  Butterfield,  133  Mass.  492. 

In  the  case  at  bar  but  one  conclusion  can,  in  our  opinion, 
be  reached  on  that  question  of  fact. 

The  goodwill  sold  included  the  goodwill  of  a  department 
carried  on  for  at  least  thirty-six  years,  and  for  the  last  thirty 
years  under  the  inunediate  personal  direction  and  control  of 
the  defendant  Upham ;  and  that  department  was  a  department 
for  the  sale  of  books  used  in  and  in  connection  with  the  Episco- 
pal church,  and  was  the  most  prominent  department  or  store 
for  the  sale  of  such  books  in  Boston  during  that  period.  This 
business,  it  should  be  remarked,  had  a  limited  class  of  cus- 
tomers, for  the  customers  are  of  necessity  limited  to  those  be- 
longing to  or  interested  in  the  Episcopal  church.  The  de- 
fendant under  whose  direction  this  department  in  the  old 
IjiLsiness  was  conducted  was  and  is  prominent  in  and  among 
Episcopalians.  It  was  under  these  circumstances  that  this 
defendant  sold  the  goodwill  of  the  business  which  included 
that  department. 

There  could  be  no  question  as  to  the  effect  which  the  new 
business  started  by  the  defendant  Upham  was  going  to  have 
upon  the  goodwill  of  the  Inisiness  which  the  defendant  Up- 
ham sold,  and  which  had  come  to  the  plaintiff.  We  si)eak  of 
the  eirect  which  the  new  business  was  going  to  have  because 
the  hearing  took  place  only  a  month  and  three  days  after  the 
new  store  was  opened. 

The  new  business  is  primarily  to  sell  church  books  to  Epis- 
copal church  people.  It  was  started  at  the  solicitation  of  the 
defendant  Upham,  who  is  prominent  in  Episcopal  church  cir- 
cles.    ^^^  Its  stockholders  are  all  of  them  men  of  the  Episco- 
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pal  church,  and  its  store  is  within  five  minutes'  walk  of  the 
plaintiff's  store. 

The  defendants  have  invoked  the  rule  that  the  decree  of  a 
single  justice  who  heard  the  witnesses  is  not  to  be  set  aside 
unless  plainly  wrong,  citing  James  v.  Lewis,  189  Mass.  134, 
75  N.  E.  217;  Dickinson  v.  Todd,  172  Mass.  183,  51  N.  E.  976; 
Evans  v.  Straehan-Hanscom,  171  Mass.  64,  50  N.  E.  512. 
That  is  true.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that  the  single  jnslice 
who  sees  the  witnesses  has  a  better  opportunity  to  decide  on 
tlieir  credibility,  and  the  rule  is  limited  accordingly.  For  that 
reason  the  rule  does  not  apply  when  all  the  evidence  before 
the  single  justice  is  documentary:  Harve3-A\''atts  Co.  v.  Wor- 
cester Umbrella  Co.,  193  Mass.  138,  78  N.  E.  886.  This  rule 
docs  not  confine  the  parties  in  this  court  to  a  consideration 
of  points  raised  in  the  court  below.  The  whole  case  is  before 
this  court,  in  case  of  an  appeal  on  all  the  evidence,  to  be  dis- 
posed of  on  that  evidence  as  it  should  have  been  disposed  of 
by  the  judge  v.'ho  heard  it  in  the  first  instance,  except  so  far 
as  the  fact  that  he  has  made  a  finding  after  seeing  the  wit- 
ne-scs  affects  the  situation.  It  is  competent  for  the  parties 
to  put  forward  in  this  court  contentions  justified  by  the  evi- 
dence which  were  not  raised  below.  And  it  is  competent  for 
this  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  to  order  all  the 
necessary  amendments  to  be  made  in  the  pleadings  to  meet 
the  case  made  out  on  the  evidence. 

There  is  nolliing,  therefore,  in  the  defendants'  contention 
that  the  que^^tion  which  we  have  discussed  here  is  not  open 
in  this  case. 

AVe  are  of  opinion  that,  on  the  uncontradicted  facts  in  the 
case  at  l;;ir,  if  tlie  business  set  up  by  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion liad  neon  ;;et  up  by  Upham  personally,  it  would  have  been 
in  derogation  of  his  grant,  and  that  the  plaintilf  is  enlitled 
1o  an  injunction  perpetually  restraining  the  defendant  Up- 
b.am  from  \vorl\ing  for  or  holding  stock  in  or  otherwise  being 
cniiueeted,  directly  or  indirectly,  with  the  defendr.nt  cor[)ora- 
tion;  and  to  have  an  accounting  as  against  the  defendant 
U;)iKnn  for  the  damages  which  it  has  sutTered  from  his  breach 
of  contract.  The  plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  have  the  defend- 
ant corporation  perpetually  enjoined  from  employing,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  the  defendant  Upluiiu  in  its  business, 
or  recognizing  Idm  as  a  stocldiolder  thcn'ein  or  otherwise  con- 
nected therewith  except  to  allow  him  to  sell  his  share  ^*-*'  of 
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stock  or  to  receive  what  is  due  in  respect  thereof  on  the  cor- 
poration being  wound  up. 

The  furtlier  ri;.chts  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant 
corporation  remain  for  consideration.  Its  counsel  has  taken 
this  position  in  his  brief:  "The  corporation,  H.  M.  Uphara 
Company,  was  a  bona  fide  corporation,  and  not  merely  H.  ]\I. 
Upham  in  another  form.  It  was  composed  of  many  stock- 
holders besides  Upham.  It  had  a  right  to  its  name — at  least 
so  far  as  the  present  plaintiff  is  concerned.  It  had  no  con- 
tractual relationship  of  any  kind  wdth  the  plaintiff,  and  had 
not  in  fact  received  any  transfer  of  any  goodwill  of  Damrell 
and  Upham.  It  is  difficult  to  see  on  what  theory  it  did  not 
have  tlie  right  to  engage  in  the  retail  book  business  and  to 
solicit  the  customers  of  the  old  firm." 

We  agree  that  as  matter  of  fact  the  defendant  corporation 
is  not  Upham  in  another  form. 

We  also  agree  that  the  day  after  Upham  sold  his  goodwill 
to  ]\Ioore,  the  persons  (other  than  Upham)  who  now  constitute 
the  defendant  corporation  could  have  organized  that  corpora- 
tion and  opened  a  store  for  the  sale  of  Episcopal  church 
books,  and,  if  they  had  pleased,  could  have  opened  that  store 
in  the  buildiiig  next  to  the  Old  Corner  Book  Store. 

But  the  diiTiculty  here  is  that  the  defendant  corporation  is 
not  an  independent  body,  and  that  it  is  the  creation  of  the  de- 
fendant Upham,  brought  into  being  by  him  in  violation  of  the 
implied  contract  entered  into  by  him  with  Moore  in  selling 
his  goodwill  to  him.  The  very  name  which  it  bears  to-day 
and  which  it  will  bear  hereafter  is  and  must  remain  a  mark 
in  the  trade  of  that  fact. 

AVhat  remedy  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  against  the  defend- 
ant corporation  under  the  findings  of  fact  which  we  have 
made  has  not  been  argued  by  counsel.  It  is  possible  that  it 
never  will  arise.  As  the  case  must  go  back  for  an  accounting 
in  any  event,  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  come  to  a  de- 
cision on  that  point  now. 

Decree  accordingly. 


The  Sale  of  a  Bushie.'ts  and  the  Good'fiU  thereof  does  not  of  itself,  in 
some  juri.-il'cli(!]is,  jirechnle  the  seller  from  setting  up  a  rival  estiib- 
lislinii  lit  in  tiu'  s;ime  vicinity:  Berganiini  v.  Bastia,  35  La.  Ann.  (JU. 
4s  Am.  Pup.  216,  and  note.  But  see  Hutchinson  v.  Xay,  187  Mass. 
L'lL',  lUd  Am.  yt.  iiep.  390;  note  to  Slater  v.  Slater,  9G  Xm.  St.  Kep. 
610. 
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[19-i  Muss.  193,  80  N.  E.  527.] 

CONTRACTS  IN  WEITING— Presumption.— Unless  fraud  or 
mistake  is  sliown,  a  contract  in  writing  is  conclusively  presumed  to 
contain  the  entire  agreement  in  which  all  previous  negotiations  re- 
specting tlie  subject  matter  have  been  merged,     (p.  540.) 

CONTRACTS,  Written,  Oral  Evidence  to  Ascertain  the  Mean- 
ing of. — If  any  special  term  of  a  written  contract  when  applied  to  the 
transaction  concerning  which  the  parties  dealt  is  ambiguous,  oral  evi- 
dence is  relevant  and  admissible,  not  to  construe  a  new  agreement, 
but  to  ascertain  what  the  parties  understood  by  the  one  they  have 
made.     (p.  540.) 

CONTRACT  to  Procure  Water — Extrinsic  Evidence  to  Show 
that  Fresh  Water  was  Meant. — Under  a  contract  to  procure  water  by 
the  drilling  of  a  well,  extrinsic  evidence  of  all  prior  negotiations  of 
the  parties  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  supply  for  drinking  water 
and  other  uses  in  a. manufactory  was  what  was  desired,  and  that  salt 
water  was  not  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  contract, 
and  that  it  is  not  complied  with  by  procuring  such  water,     (p.  542.) 

Action  upon  contract  for  drilling  an  artesian  well.  Plain- 
tiff snl'Hiitted  to  defendant  a  proposal  to  drill  for  its  factory 
in  Boston,  at  a  place  to  be  designated  by  its  superintciulent, 
a  well  which  shonld  fnrnis'i  twenty-live  gallons  of  water  per 
minnte,  and  the  defendant  accepted  the  proposal.  The  drill- 
ing was  cr.rried  on  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  contract 
nntil  Iho  specitied  amount  of  water  was  obtained,  but  it  proved 
to  be  extremely  salty  and  wholly  unsuitable  for  defendant's 
use.  It  od'ered  to  prove  other  conversations  between  its  agents 
and  the  plaintiff  bef(n'e  the  execution  of  the  contract,  in  which 
the  agent  was  to'd  that  salt  water  was  not  available,  and  th.it 
the  Vwiter  ]n-ociir(Ml  must  be  lit  for  drinking  by  the  defend- 
ant's A\(i;''-:u;en,  and  also  fit  for  other  specified  purposes,  asid 
that  the  aucnt  undertdok  to  furnish  water  satisfactory  for 
such  ])ur!U)S('s.  This  evich^nce  Vv'as  rejected,  and  the  defendant 
cxccpM'd.  \'ai'ious  other  offers  were  made  and  rejeded,  a.ll 
of  the  same  pui'port.  All  vrere  excluded  on  the  ground  tha.t 
the  word  '■^vater"  must  stand  as  it  was  in  the  contract,  un- 
less subse<|uently  altered  by  som(>  agriMMuent.  A"(M'(!ict  and 
judgment  for  the  plaintiif,  and  tlie  defendant  alleged  ex- 
ceptions. 

A.  L.  Stinson,  for  the  ])laintiffs. 

T.  l?arl<er,  for  the  defendant. 
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^^^  BRALEY,  J.  Upon  omitting  other  provisions  relating 
to  the  price  and  depth  that  might  be  necessary  to  obtain  the 
stated  amount  of  supply,  but  not  material  to  the  principal 
question  involved,  the  plaintiffs  undertook  by  their  contract 
"to  procure  water  in  the  earth  above  the  bedrock"  on  the 
defendant's  premises  by  driving  in  the  boiler-room  of  the 
factory  a  pipe  two  and  one-half  inches  in  diameter,  but  if  a 
sufficient  amount  was  not  obtained,  then  to  "drill  a  well  not 
less  than  six  inches  in  diameter  in  the  bedrock  ....  until 
twenty-five  gallons  of  water  per  minute  is  obtained."  They 
finally  procured  this  volume,  but  the  water  was  very  salt,  and 
generally  unsuitable  for  use  in  the  defendant's  business,  and, 
it  being  common  knowledge  that  water  in  its  natural  state 
either  may  be  fresh  or  salt  in  quality,  the  defendant  contends 
that  as  the  contract  failed  to  designate  the  ordinary  sense  in 
which  the  parties  must  have  used  the  term,  oral  evidence  was 
admissible  to  explain  and  remove  the  uncert;iinty.  Unless 
fraud  or  mistake  are  shown,  where  the  parties  have  put  their 
contract  in  writing,  there  is  a  conclusive  legal  presumption 
that  it  contains  the  entire  agreement  in  which  all  previous 
verbal  negotiations  concerning  tlie  subject  matter  have  been 
merged:  Violette  v.  Rice,  173  Mass.  82,  53  N.  E.  U4;  DeFriest 
V.  Bradley,  192  Mass.  346,  78  N.  E.  467.  But  if  any  of  the 
essential  terins  of  the  contract  when  applied  to  the  transaction 
concerning  which  the  parties  dealt  becomes  ambiguous,  oral 
evidence  is  relevant  and  admissible,  not  to  construct  a  new 
agreement,  but  to  ascertain  what  they  understood  by  the  one 
already  made:  Stoops  v.  Smith,  100  Mass.  63,  97  Am.  Dec.  96, 
1  Am.  Rep.  92 ;  Ilebb  v.  AVelsh,  185  Mass.  335,  70  N.  E.  440 ; 
Buffiugton  v.  McNally,  192  Mass.  198,  78  K.  E.  309.  These 
familiar  principles  are  undisputed,  but  the  difficulty  arises 
in  their  application,  especially  where  the  agreements  are 
drawn  by  the  parties  or  their  business  agents,  who  fail  to  use 
clear  and  exact  language  to  express  their  mutual  understand- 
ing. It  wiis  the  plaintiffs'  interpretation  that  they  had  fully 
performed  their  undertaking  if  the  amount  of  water  was  pro- 
cured, even  if  it  was  wholly  unsuitable  either  because  of  salt- 
ness  or  impurity.  The  '^^  defendant  then  offered  evidence, 
that  during  the  preliminary  negotiations  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiffs  was  informed  and  knew  that  its  object  in  driving 
the  well  was  to  procure  a  supply  of  water  for  drinlcing  and 
other  uses  in  its  manufactory,  for  either  of  which  salt  water 
cuuld  iii.l   be   used,   and   wuiiid   be   un-^ervieeaMe.      This  oli'er 
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also  included  conversations  between  tlioir  respective  agents 
in  wliii'li  the  location  of  the  factory,  and  the  accessil)ility  to 
salt  water,  v.liich,  if  desired,  could  be  obtained  at  a  small  ex- 
ix.'n.sc,  Avas  spoken  of,  as  well  as  a  statement  by  the  plaintiffs' 
ai^cnt  tliat  they  would  furnish  water  of  a  quality  equally  good, 
when  compared  with  water  obtained  for  another  customer,  the 
(juality  of  which  was  known  to  the  defendant's  agent,  who 
thereupon  said  that  if  this  were  done  the  defendant  would  be 
satis;i;'(l.  The  testimony  was  excluded,  upon  the  ground  that 
con  versa  lions  previous  to  the  making  of  the  contract  must  be 
held  to  have  been  merged,  and  oral  evidence  in  explanation 
of  the  use  and  meaning  of  the  word  "water,"  therefore,  was 
ina(lniissil)le.  But,  v/hile  this  rule  is  undoubtedly  correct, 
and  sliuuld  be  inflexibly  applied  where  no  ambiguity  or  uncer- 
tainty a])pears,  when  the  parties,  by  the  language  they  have 
em[)!(jy('d,  leave  their  meaning  obscure  and  uncertain  wlien 
applied  to  the  subject  matter,  then  the  expressions  and  general 
tenor  of  speech  used  in  the  previous  negotiations,  even  if  com- 
ing a-;  i!icy  usually  must  from  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties 
iliei-s:  !\e:s,  are  admissible  to  show  the  conditions  existing  at 
the  time  tlie  transaction  was  under  consideration  :  See  for  illus- 
trations, Bradford  v.  :\ranley,  13  Mass.  139,  7  Am.  Dec.  122; 
lie- ins  V.  Plympton,  11  Pick.  97;  Sloops  v.  Smith,  100  I\rass. 
03,  97  Am.  Dec.  90,  1  Am.  Kep.  85;  Llillor  v.  Stevens,  100  Mass. 
r.lS,  97  Am.  Dec.  123,  1  Am.  Kep.  139;  Pike  v.  Fay,  101  :Mass. 
13  [ :  Sweet  v.  Shumway,  102  Mass.  365,  3  Am.  Rep.  471 ;  Keller 
V.  Vv'Loi.,  125  :\rass.  88,  28  Am.  Rep.  209  ;  New  England  Dressed 
.Meat  &  Wool  Co.  v.  Standard  Worstixl  Co.,  165  ]\Iass.  328,  52 
Am.  St.  Rep.  51!'..  43  N.  E.  112;  Boak  Fish  Co.  v.  Manchester 
A.ssur.  Co.,  84  .Alinn.  419,  87  N.  AV.  932.  Their  deiinition 
when  thus  ascertained  furnishes  the  best  interpretation  of 
tiii'ir  contract,  the  construction  of  which  still  remains,  as  a 
iiuesiiun  of  law,  for  the  court:  Atwood  v.  Cobb,  16  Pick.  227, 
26  Am.  Dec.  657;  Stoops  v.  Smith,  100  .Abrss.  G3.  97  Am. 
Die.  96,  1  Am.  Rep.  So;  B;!ssett  v.  Rogei-s,  l')2  Mass. 
47.  37  N.  E.  772;  Lynn  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
-Andrews.  ISO  Mass.  527.  62  N.  E.  1061;  Callender.  AleAnslan 
&  Troup  Co.  V.  Flint,  187  Alass.  104.  72  N.  E.  315;  r-nfiington 
V.  MeNally,  192  Alass.  198,  78  N.  E.  309;  American  Alaltinu' 
-"1  Co.  V.  Souther  Brewi-;-  Co..  194  Alass.  :>9.  SO  N.  E.  526; 
United  States  v.  Peek,  102  U.  S.  64,  26  L.  ed.  46;  Smith  v. 
Faulkner,  12  Cray,  251. 
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The  evideuce,  therefore,  was  excluded  wrongly,  and  as  there 
must  be  a  new  trial  at  which  the  other  questions  raised  by  the 
exceptions  may  become  immaterial,  or  be  presented  in  another 
form,  we  do  not  consider  them. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


When  a  Contract  is  Beduced  to  Writing,  prior  negotintiong  are  merged 
therein  and  parol  evidence  is  ordinarily  not  admissible  to  nrndify  or 
vary  its  terms:  Vogt  v.  Schionebcck,  122  Wis.  491,  106  Am.  St.  liep. 
989;  Armington  v.  Stelle,  27  Mont.  13,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  811;  Wallace 
V.  Kelly,  148  Mich.  3.36,  118  Am.  St.  Eep.  580;  Allen  v.  Euland,  79 
Conn.  405,  118  Am.  St.  Eep.  146.  But  when  a  written  contract  is 
obscure  or  ambiguous,  so  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  cannot  be 
understood,  extrinsic  evidence  may  be  received  to  enable  the  court  to 
make  a  proper  interpretation  of  the  agreement:  L'Engle  v.  Scottish 
Union  etc.  Co.,  48  Fla.  82,  111  Am.  St.  Eep.  70;  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Edwnrds  Post  G.  A.  E.,  86  Miss.  135,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  699;  note  to 
Harris  v.   Murphy,   56  Am.   St.   Eep.   659. 


ABERTIIAW  CONSTRUCTION  COMPANY  v.  CA:\rERON. 

[194  Mass.  208,  80  N.  E.  478.] 

CORPORATIONS,  Liability  of,  for  Conspiracy. — A  corporate 
body  is  liable  for  conspiracy  under  the  same  circumstanrcs  as  a 
natural  person,      (p.  546.) 

CONSPIRACY. — To  a  conspiracy  it  is  necessary  that  there  be 
a  mutual  intent  whereby  all  the  conspirators  work  together  for  a 
common  end.      (pp.  546,  517.) 

CONSPIRATORS,  \Vlio  are  not.— The  fact  that  a  corporation, 
being  informed  that  a  person  working  upon  a  building  being  con- 
structed for  it  is  obnoxious  to  certain  trades  unions,  and  that,  if 
not  discharged  by  his  employer,  there  will  be  a  general  strike,  at- 
tempts to  porsunde  such  employer  to  avoid  further  difficulty  by  dis- 
charging such  emiilove,  does  not  make  the  corporation  a  co-conspirator 
with  the  trades  unions  in  seeking  the  discharge  of  such  employe, 
(p.  547.) 

CONSPIRACY  to  Obtain  the  Discharge  of  Workman — Finding 
of,  "When  Sustained. — A  finding  that  the  defendants  conspired  to- 
jMther  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  employ  only  union  carpenters,  and 
timt,  in  pursuance  of  such  conspiracy,  they  caused  a  breach  of  an 
(-xisting  contract  of  employment  l)ctween  the  plaintiff  and  one  of  the 
defendants  without  any  just  cause  or  legal  provocation,  is  warranted 
by  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  emj-lny  of 
a  person  who  had  a  contract  with  one  of  the  defendants  to  do  cer- 
tain concrete  work  in  a  building  under  process  of  erection  for  it,  and 
that  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  employment  only 
of  persons  belonging  to  such  trades  unions,  united  in  securing  tlie 
abandonment  of  such  defendant,     (p.  547.) 

INJUNCTION  Extending  Beyond  the  Case  Made  by  the  Com- 
plaint.— In  a  Suit  to  Restrain  Defendants  from  Carrying  Out  a  Con- 
spiracy to  Compel  the  Discharge  of  nonunion  workmen  through  the 
violation  of  a  contiact,  the  court  cannot  grant  an  injunction  to  pre- 
vent interference  in  the  future,  if  the  plaintiff,  in  the  performance  of 
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other  coiitrncts,  cliosrs  to  employ  nonunion  workmen.  There  is  no 
])resumi>tion  that  the  defendants  will  eiii^'nj^e  in  similar  wrongful  acts 
ill  tlie  future,  and  if  tlicy  do  so,  this  nnist  be  pleailed  and  proved  be- 
fore it  can  be  the  ground  for  relief,      (p.  548.) 

Suit  in  equity,  the  bill  in  which  was  filed  February  23,  and 
amended  on  February  28  and  March  3,  1900.  The  plaintiff  was 
a  lAlaine  corporation,  having  a  place  of  business  in  Boston. 
The  defendants  were  the  business  agent,  the  president,  the 
vice-president,  the  secretary,  and  the  treasurer  of  the  Car- 
pentei*s'  District  Council  of  Boston  and  vicinity.  The  per- 
sons thus  named  as  officials  were  also  made  defendants  per- 
sonally, and  other  persons  were  made  defendants  as  officers  of 
the  Building  Trades  Council.  A  corporation  known  as  the 
Christian  Science  Board  of  Directors  and  two  other  members 
were  also  defendants.  The  object  of  the  suit  w'as  to  enjoin 
the  defendants,  other  than  the  Christian  Science  Board  of 
J)irectors,  from  inducing  that  defendant  to  break  its  contract 
with  the  plaintiff,  under  which  it  had  been  employed  to  con- 
struct and  complete,  by  ^March  12,  1906,  a  concrete  floor  in  the 
First  Church  of  Christ,  Scientist,  on  Falmouth  street,  Boston, 
and  also  to  enjoin  the  defendant  corporation  from  breaking 
its  contract,  and  all  the  defendants  from  interfering  by 
threats,  intimidation,  or  coercion  with  any  of  the  persons  em- 
ployed by  the  plaintiff,  and  from  combining  and  conspii-ijig 
to  compel  plaintiff  to  employ  only  meml)ers  of  any  labor 
union. 

The  master  to  whom  the  case  was  referred  reported  in  favor 
of  the  plaint  iff.  Af{cr\v;ird  the  case  was  heard  on  the 
master's  report,  and  tlie  defendant's  exceptions,  and  all  such 
(\\'cep1:nns  Avero  ovci-rulod.  except  one,  and  the  case  was  re- 
])orted  for  full  determination  by  the  suprenie  court,  as  fol- 
lows : 

"  Tliis  case  came  on  for  hearing  upon  the  filing  of  the 
iiias(ci'"s  rei)or't  and  the  exceptions  of  the  defeiuhir.ts  ther(>to. 
I  overrul(Hl  all  the  exe(M)1ions  except  the  second  exception  of 
the  defendant  Christian  S!'i(Mice  Board  of  Diri^clors. 

"The  plaintiff  conlended  that  the  defendant  Ciirisfian 
Science  lioard  of  Directors  became  a  co-conspiivilor  with  the 
oilier  defendants  from  tlie  time  when  they  lirst  soneht  to  in- 
duce the  plaintiff  to  discharge  the  workman  Staric.  Against 
the  plaintiff's  ob.jei'tion,  1  laileil  that  the  Chrislinn  Science 
r>oar(l  of  I)ir(>ctoi's  bi'c;;;;te  eo-c: 'n-^pii"atoi"s  oidy  o!i  its  ov(M't  act 
in    breaking   its   cuutraet   with   the   plaintiff   on   AVednesday, 
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February  21,  1906,  and  therefore  sustained  the  second  excep- 
tion so  far  as  the  same  applies  to  the  item  of  fifteen  dollars 
and  twelve  cents,  cost  of  reinstating  work  destroyed,  and  three 
dollars  and  tliirteen  cents,  cost  of  advertising  in  the  public 
press,  said  items  of  damage  having  accrued  before  said  breach 
of  contract.  Thus  modified  I  ordered  the  master's  report  to 
be  confirmed. 

"The  plaintiff  asked  for  a  permanent  injunction  in  the 
folloA\ing  form: 

' '  *  That  the  following  respondents  named  in  said  bill,  to  wit, 
the  Carpenters'  District  Council  of  Boston  and  vicinity,  and 
each  and  every  member  thereof,  C.  W.  Cameron,  W.  D.  IMcIn- 
tosh,  S.  F.  McArthur,  H.  M.  Taylor,  J.  E.  Potts,  J.  F.  IMed- 
land,  John  McLeod,  and  Patrick  Slow,  individually  and  as 
officers  and  agents  of  said  Carpenters'  District  Council,  and  the 
Christian  Science  Board  of  Directors,  and  the  servants,  agents, 
confederates  and  attorneys  of  each  of  the  foregoing  persons, 
associations  and  corporations,  and  all  others  who  may  act  in 
concert  with  them  or  by  their  direction,  be,  and  they  hereby 
are,  perpetually  restrained  and  enjoined  from  combining  and 
conspiring  to  compel  said  complainant  in  the  prosecution  of 
its  business  to  employ  members  of  said  Carpenters'  District 
Council  or  of  any  other  labor  organization  so  called,  and  to 
refrain  from  employing  any  person  or  persons  who  may  be 
nonunion  men  so  called ;  and  said  respondents,  their  servants, 
agents,  confederates,  and  attorneys  are  further  enjoined  and 
restrained,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  complainant  to 
employ  exclusively  in  the  transaction  of  its  work  and  business 
members  of  said  Carpenters'  District  Council  or  of  any  other 
labor  union,  from  breaking  or  combining  or  conspiring  to 
break,  or  causing  to  be  broken,  any  contract  or  contracts  which 
the  complainant  may  now  or  hereafter  have,  either  with  any 
of  the  defendants  herein  or  with  any  other  person  or  corpora- 
tion whatsoever;  and  for  said  purpose  from  directly  or  in- 
directly calling  or  combining  or  conspiring  to  call  or  cause  a 
strike  of  workmen  or  a  cessation  of  work  l)y  worlcinen  now  em- 
ployed or  hereafter  to  be  employed  by  the  complainant  in  the 
transaction  of  its  business,  and  for  such  pui-pose  from  inter- 
fering by  threats,  intimidation,  or  coercion,  or  any  other  ob- 
structive action,  with  any  of  the  persons  now  employed  or 
whom  said  complainant  may  hereafter  seek  to  employ  in  the 
transaction  of  its  business,  and  for  said  purpose  from  com- 
bining and  conspiring  to  interfere  with  the  said  complainant 
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in  the  practice  and  prosecution  of  its  occupation  and  business, 
and  to  prevent  and  obstruct  it  from  obtaining  further  con- 
tracts therefor  and  employment  therein,  or  from  securing  the 
services  of  workmen  to  carry  out  such  contracts.' 

"The  defeiulaiits  other  than  the  Christian  Science  Board  of 
Direetors  objected  to  any  injunction  which  should  apply  to 
any  part  of  the  plaintiff's  business  except  the  particular  work 
being  done  by  the  plaintiff  under  contract  with  the  defendant 
Christian  Science  Board  of  Directors,  which  work  was  com- 
pleted on  lilarch  12,  1906.  Against  the  plaintiff's  objection,  I 
ruled  that  the  injunction  should  apply  only  to  said  work,  and 
not  to  other  work. 

"No  question  is  made  that  the  bill  as  to  the  defendants 
AVillioni  B.  Johnson,  Charles  Brigluun,  Charles  C.  Coveney, 
John  Doe  and  Kieharcl  Koe,  and  the  Building  Trades  Council 
should  be  dismissed  without  costs. 

"All  questions  of  pleading  are  waived. 

"xVt  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  I  report  the  case  to  the  full 
court,  such  decrees  to  be  entered  as,  on  the  master's  report, 
law  and  justice  require." 

G.  AV.  Anderson  and  E.  II.  Ruby,  for  the  plaintiff. 

F.  AV.  iMansfield,  for  the  defendants,  other  than  the  Chris- 
tian Science  Board  of  Directors. 

-'=^  BRALEY,  J.  The  plaintiff's  bill  prays  for  injunctive 
relief,  and  the  assessment  of  damages  against  the  defendants, 
who  are  alleged  to  have  formed  a  conspiracy  to  compel  it 
under  peiuilty  of  a  general  strike  of  its  employes  to  hire  onl}' 
uni')n  \vorkmen  in  the  erection  of  a  large  building  then  in 
process  of  construction  under  its  contract  with  the  Christian 
Seie)!ce  Board  of  Directors,  one  of  the  defendants.  Upon  the 
principal  ([uestion,  the  master  to  whom  the  case  was  referred 
found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  report  was  conlirme<l, 
exci'[)t  ;is  to  the  time  when  this  "'"^  defendant  ])ecame  a  jiarty 
to  the  eniisjiiracy.  By  the  modification  of  tlu^  single  justice  it 
was  held  that  it  did  not  unlawfully  i)artieipate  until  Februjii'y 
21,  llHiij,  \\-|ieu  the  Ijoard  v()te(l  to  rcipiest  the  plaintiff  to  cease 
work  as  tliey  luid  (h^cided  to  iinish  the  building  in  another  way. 
The  master  not  only  finds  that  this  action  was  taken  and  com- 
municated to  the  plaintiff,  who  refusinl  compliance,  but  that 
on  Felirunry  15,  1906,  after  havim^  Immmi  informed  by  the  de- 
fendant  Cameron  that  a  general  strike  was  proposed  if  the 
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plaintiff  continued  to  employ  one  Stark,  who  did  not  belong  ta 
either  of  the  unions,  the  members  of  the  board  had  an  inter- 
view with  the  plaintiff.  In  this  interview  they  requested  the 
plaintiff  either  to  discharge  Stark,  or  procure  employment 
for  him  elsewhere,  or  permit  them  to  do  so,  and  this  action  is 
found  to  have  been  taken  to  avoid  a  general  strike  which  they 
l^elieved  probable  if  he  was  permitted  to  remain.  By  the 
pleadings  and  in  the  report  this  defendant  is  described  as  a 
corporation  known  as  the  Christian  Science  Board  of  Di- 
rectors, and  there  is  no  statement  or  finding  that  this  body  was 
representative  rather  than  original,  or  that  the  authority  of 
the  board  if  treated  as  the  corporation  itself  was  limited  by 
any  by-law  or  vote.  The  conspiracy  charged  and  proved  was 
a  combination  to  coerce  the  plaintiff  to  accede  to  the  demands 
of  Cameron  and  the  organizations  named  as  defendants,  in 
which  this  defendant  joined.  Being  a  body  corporate  gave  it 
no  immunity  from  the  conseciuences,  for  which  it  could  be  held 
liable  as  if  it  had  been  a  natural  person :  AVhite  v.  Apsley 
Rubber  Co.,  194  Mass.  97,  80  N.  E.  500,  8  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  484, 
and  cases  cited;  Buffalo  Lubricating  Oil  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil 
Co.,  106  N.  Y.  6G9,  12  N.  E.  825.  But  while  in  a  conspiracy 
at  common  law  an  overt  act  need  neither  be  alleged  nor 
proved,  as  the  offense  consists  in  the  unlawful  combination, 
there  must  be  a  mutual  understanding  whereby  all  the  con- 
spirators work  together  for  a  common  end:  Commonwealth  v. 
Hunt,  4  I\ret.  Ill,  38  Am.  Dec.  346;  Commonwealth  v.  East- 
man, 1  Cush.  189,  48  Am.  Dec.  196 ;  Revere  Water  Co.  v. 
Winthrop,  192  T^lass.  455,  78  N.  E.  497.  The  plans  of  the 
other  defendants  were  well  on  foot  when  this  defendant,  who 
had  been  informed  of  their  object,  intervened,  and  sought  l)y 
its  representations  to  persuade  the  plaintiff  to  avoid  all  future 
difficulty,  by  discharging  an  employe  who  had  not  become 
obnoxious  to  the  corporation,  except  by  reason  of  its  pecuniary 
interest  that  there  should  be  no  ^^'*  unreasonable  delay  in  the 
completion  of  its  churcli.  The  master  did  not  rcpoi-t  tbe  evi- 
dence, and  the  usual  rule  applies.  But  beyond  this  special 
finding,  he  made  no  further  finding  as  to  the  conduct  of  the 
memljers  of  the  board  before  the  vote  was  taken.  It  is  plain 
that  the  interview  with  the  accompanying  proposals  was  ad- 
visory only,  and  not  intended  to  re-enforce  or  aid  in  the  coer- 
cive measures  adopted  by  the  unions  and  their  rejii-csentatives, 
or  1o  form  a  part  of  the  measures  of  active  interference  which 
the  other  defendants  were  taking  to   eniurce  their  deiuand. 
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Tlie  ruling  that  the  proposals  made  at  this  confcronoe  did  not 
make  them  co-conspirators  by  participation,  therefore,  nmst 
be  sustained. 

In  the  general  scheme  of  the  conspiracy  the  breaking  of  the 
contract*  which  snl)s«'([ucntly  followed  was  an  important  ele- 
nu'ut,  and,  when  tak'cn  in  cojineclion  with  the  action  of  the 
oilier  bodies  of  which  the  board  had  knowledge,  the  concluding 
finding  that  the  defendants  against  whom  this  bill  is  pros- 
ecuted "conspired  together  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  oiiii)loy 
onl}^  union  carpenters,"  and  "that  in  pursuance  of  such  con- 
spiracy they  caused  a  breach  of  the  existing  contract  of  em- 
ployment between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  board,  with- 
out any  just  cause  or  lawl'ul  provocation,"  was  avcU  war- 
ranted: AValk'cr  v.  Cronin,  1(J7  INFass.  555;  South  AVab's  ^^in- 
ers'  Federation  v.  Glamorgan  Coal  Co.,  [1005]  App.  Cas.  239, 
250,  253. 

The  remp.ining  question  relates  to  the  form  and  scope  of  the 
decree.  An  interlocutory  injunction  having  issmxl  under  the 
iirst  prayer  of  the  bill,  the  i>laintifl;  fully  performed  its  con- 
tract, ~^~*  completing  the  work  more  than  two  months  before 
1'i<'  case  appears  to  have  been  ripe  for  the  entry  of  a  final 
(!  roe.  The  ])lain1irf  is  not  content  with  a  decree  in  which 
relief  is  confined  to  the  unlawful  acts  of  the  defendants  in 
conr.eetion  v;ith  the  contract  described  in  its  i)ill.  but  aslcs 
for  a  ])ermanent  injunction  restraining  the  unions  and  their 
ol'licers  from  any  interference  in  the  future  if  the  plai:iti(f 
in  tiie  performa.uce  of  other  contracts  chooses  to  em})loy  non- 
leiiion  worknien.  To  this  proiiosilion,  the  answer  is  [>laln. 
\^y  the  terms  of  tlie  report  undi^r  wliicli  the  ease  is  before  us, 
while  it  is  s1a!i'(l  tliat  all  questions  of  pleailing  are  waived, 
it  is  also  stated  that  such  decrees  are  to  be  entered  on  the 

"Till'  \nfn  of  tlio  dofendnnt  rorpor.ntion  was  conwmiiiicnt'^rl  to  tlio  iilnin^ 
ti.'V  ill  a  Inicr  frum  the  Jircliii  ci-t  nf  tlie  cci-iidratiiiri,  foiei-i  lie  llin  i:  ::-;rr 
ti>  li:i\c  ;  I'lii  ii;,  uui'iit  fur  tlic  ]iuriKise.  This  Icitor  (_'onta  i  nt'l  \\\"  fuliow- 
ii:;^  >■(_':' I  :;i' :  ''  1  aih  iic-i  nictotl  l^y  the  l)ii'eelors  of  the  Pii-^t  (  inireh  of 
(  hri^l,  >.h  iilisi,  Lo  iuruiui  you  that  it  is  Ihrir  \\\-\\  \'.::'t  viui  rciire  iiii- 
ii.iiliai 'ly  I'e./in  tlie  work  at  the  First  Church  of  (  iiii-it.  .'-'■rhtr  i<t.  It  has 
lie:  u  .iri-i.il'!  iy  il;iin  to  do  the  rciiiaimler  of  tl:e  weiv  iii.i'i>  i  'il  in  }'our 
coaii-ai-t  in  a   > '  ■  r.i'i'iit  iiianniM',  C''Miii;riiri  ii-^f  at  1    o'l-l  '   '•<   ■■'  ''i-v.'' 

Al.nat  1L'  o'rl.irk  on  tlie  s-aaie  day  l!ie  a-cnt  o  i'  i  he  .!■■  i'ra.  iant  ce-t.o- 
ratimi  ovirred  tia>  olainlitr  to  leave  tla:'  jol'.  and,  u:  on  its  ivtii-al  to  do 
so.  tid-;  a^-.riu  railed  the  wairhii  an  ei;,;'hi>i'd  1  y  li:e  d:i'i'ri>,rs  io  jM.lii'e  the 
liuild'c';:.  V'ho  f.irrilly.  I'Ut  withmit  arlual  j.liy^hal  \i  haa-e.  e/.Ttrd  tiie 
foiTiaan  (d'  ;  he  idaiiiliCf  t'l'iun  tl'C  job  and  .''-■•'•rual  biiu  to  tiiC  btrcot, 
and    the    men    eieplnj.  ed    by    liie    |d;iliil  i  11    iolI.i\\ed. 
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master's  report  as  law  and  justice  require.  The  master's  re- 
port rests  upon  the  frame  of  the  bill  with  which  it  must  be 
considered,  not  only  for  tlio  purpose  of  the  modification,  but 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled. 
This  issue  was  not  presented  by  the  pleadings,  and  conse- 
quently it  neither  has  been  heard  and  determined  by  the 
master  nor  by  the  single  justice.  If  the  pleadings  are  disre- 
garded, it  would  be  equally  extraordinary  to  enter  such  a  de- 
cree upon  the  report  of  a  master  to  whom  this  question  was 
not  referred,  and  upon  which  he  has  not  passed.  The  con- 
spiracy in  which  the  defendants  are  found  to  have  partici- 
pated was  an  unjustifiable  wrong  causing  temporary  damage: 
IMartell  v.  White,  185  Mass.  255,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  311,  69  N. 
E.  10S5,  64  L.  R.  A.  260.  But  while  the  unlawful  conduct 
has  been  proved  in  the  present  case,  this  fact  raises  no  pre- 
sumption that  in  the  future  defendants  will  engage  in  similar 
wrongful  acts:  Hatch  v.  Bayley,  12  Cush.  27;  Phelps  v.  Cut- 
ler, 4  Gray,  137;  Stewart  v.  Thomas,  15  Gray,  171;  Baldwin 
v.  Parker,  99  IMass.  79,  96  Am.  Dec.  697;  Kline  v.  Baker.  106 
Mass.  61.  And  if  such  a  combination  exists,  it  must  be  pleadod 
and  proved  before  appropriate  relief  can  be  granted:  See 
Plant  V.  Woods,  176  Mass.  492,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  330,  57  N.  E. 
1011,  51  L.  R.  A.  339 ;  Reynolds  v.  Everett,  144  N.  Y.  189,  3!) 
N.  E.  72.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  with  costs  con- 
firming the  master's  report  as  modified,  awarding  execution 
for  the  damages  assessed,  less  the  diminution  thus  caused,  and 
the  injunction  heretofore  issued  may  be  made  perpetual  if  it 
desires. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


Private  Corporations  are  Liable  for  Their  Torts  conmiittecl  under  sneh 
cireuniPtanoes  as  would  attach  liability  to  private  persons.  Th;it  tlio 
conduct  complained  of  necessarily  involved  malice,  or  was  beyond  the 
sco[ie  of  corporate  authority,  constitutes  no  defense:  Sawvcr  v.  Xnr- 
folk.  142  X.  C.  1,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  716;  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  St;it.>. 
12.J  Ga.  2S7.  114  Am.  St.  Eep.  203.  For  cases  where  corporations  have 
been  held  liable  for  conspiracy,  see  West  Virginia  Transnnrtation  Co. 
V.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  50  W.  Va.  611,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  895;  7inc  Carbon- 
ate Co.  V.  First  Kat.  Bank,  103  Wis.  125,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  845;  Dorsoy 
Machine  Co.  v.  McCalfrey,  139  lud.  545,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  290. 

Iiijuiictions  Against  the  Conspiracies  and  other  unlawful  practices 
of  trades  unions  have  been  frequently  issued  in  recent  years:  See 
GoJdlierg,  Bowen  &  Co.  v.  Stablemen's  Union,  149  Cal.  429,  117  Am. 
St.  Eep.  145;  Purvis  v.  United  Brotherhood,  214  Pa.  34S,  112  Am.  St. 
Eei..  757;  Franklin  Union  v.  People,  220  111.  355,  110  Am.  St.  Eep. 
248;  note  to  Gray  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  103  Am.  St.  Eep.  488. 
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HAYES  V.  WILKINS. 

[194   Mass.   223,   80   N.   E.   449.] 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT,  Act  of  the  Latter,  When  Imputed 
to  the  Former. — Tf  the  driver  of  a  team,  while  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  tlio  master,  leaves  the  team  unhitched  and  unattended  in  a 
jmblic  street,  to  go  into  a  poolroom  on  an  errand  of  his  own,  to  obtain 
some  tobacco  for  himself,  and  the  team  runs  away  and  injures  a  per- 
son in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  the  negligence  of  the  driver  in  leav- 
ing the  team  is  the  omission  to  continue  in  its  proper  custody  when 
he  had  such  custody  for  the  master,  and  the  latter  is  liable,     (p.  550.) 

Tort  for  personal  injuries  in  beinf^  knocked  down  by  a  run- 
away horse,  the  property  of  the  defendant.  Tlie  defendant 
was  a  truckman,  having  four  or  five  teams,  One  of  these  was 
in  the  custody  of  and  driven  by  a  man  named  Current,  who, 
after  finishing  his  work  for  the  day,  started  for  the  stable,  but 
stopped  at  a  poolroom  to  obtain  tobacco  for  his'  own  use,  and 
the  horse  ran  away,  inflicting  the  injury  complained  of.  The 
trial  judge  ruled  that  the  cause  of  the  injury  was  the  driver's 
leaving  the  team  unattended  and  going  into  the  poolroom  on 
an  errand  of  his  own;  that  in  so  doing,  he  was  not  acting  in 
the  course  of  his  emplo.yment,  and  hence  that  his  master,  the 
defendant,  was  not  liable.  A  verdict  was  therefore  ordered 
for  the  defendant,  and  the  case  reported  for  the  determina- 
tion of  the  supreme  court. 

W.  A.  Buie  and  J.  R.  IMurphy,  for  the  plaintiff. 

"W.  H.  Hitchcock  and  W.  I.  Badger,  for  the  defendant. 

226  KNOWLTON,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  was  struck  and  in- 
jured by  a  horse  and  wagon  belonging  to  the  defendant.  The 
horse  was  running  away,  and  there  was  evidence  from  which 
the  jury  might  have  found  that  the  defendant's  driver  was 
negligent  in  leaving  the  horse  unhitched  and  unattended, 
knowing  that  it  was  unsafe  so  to  leave  him.  It  was  undis- 
puted that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  and 
the  principal  question  is  whether  there  was  evidence  that  the 
driver  wiis  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment  when  he 
left  the  horse. 

lie  was  on  the  way  to  the  defendant's  stable,  after  having 
completed  the  regular  work  for  the  day  by  delivering  some 
merchandise  at  a  freight-house.  While  the  route  that  he  took 
was  not  the  shortest,  it  was  little  longer  than  the  otlier,  and 
the  jury  might  Lave  found  that  he  chose  it  because  the  other 
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was  blocked  by  tennis,  and  that,  therefore,  he  was  within  the 
scope  of  his  cniployiiiciit  up  to  the  time  when  he  left  the  horse. 
Tie  went  into  a  poolroom  to  get  some  tobacco,  and  this  move- 
ment, treated  as  an  independent  act,  was  not  for  the  nuister's 
benefit,  nor  within  the  S('Oi)e  of  his  employment  as  a  servant. 
But  liis  custody  of  the  horse  up  to  the  time  that  he  left  him 
was  in  the  performance  of  defendant's  business,  and  any 
negligence  in  maintaining  that  custody  was  negligence  for  the 
consequences  ''^  of  which  the  defendant  is  liable.  "While  he 
liad  the  horse  in  custody  for  his  master,  and  was  charged  with 
the  duty  of  continuing  this  custody  as  a  servant,  he  negli- 
gently omitted  to  continue  it,  and,  as  a  consequence,  the  horse 
ran  away.  His  purpose  in  going  into  the  poolroom  is  im- 
material. His  negligence  occurred  while  he  was  directly  en- 
gaged in  his  master's  business,  by  the  mere  omission  of  that 
which  he  should  have  done  in  the  business.  If  the  attempt 
were  to  charge  the  master  for  negligence  in  the  performance 
of  the  act  of  going  to  buy  tobacco,  the  case  would  be  different. 
If  the  driver  had  carelessly  injured  property  in  the  poolroom, 
the  defendant  would  not  be  liable,  because  his  going  into  the 
poolroom,  considered  as  a  positive  act,  was  not  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment.  But  the  omission  and  failure  to 
continue  the  proper  custody  of  his  horse  when  he  had  him  in 
custody  for  the  master  was  an  omission  to  perform  his  duty  as 
a  servant  while  he  was  acting  for  his  master.  This  onils  i;i;i, 
quite  apart  from  the  purpose  which  accojnpanied  it,  was  a 
direct  and  proximate  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  injury. 

The  case  is  different  from  ^McCarthy  v.  Tinnnins,  178  ]\las. 
378,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  490,  59  N.  E.  1038,  in  which  the  driver, 
for  his  own  purposes,  had  driven  the  team  away  from  the 
streets  on  which  he  should  have  driven  it,  for  his  master,  and 
had  ceased  to  act  within  the  scope  of  his  employment  beiore 
the  negligent  omission  that  caused  the  accident. 

On  this  part  of  the  case  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  was 
evidence  for  the  jury.  We  discover  no  error  in  the  other 
rulings  at  the  trial. 

Verdict  set  aside. 


For  Authorities  upon  the  Question  involved  in  the  principal  case,  see 
McCarthy  v.  Tininiins,  178  Mass.  378,  86  Am.  St.  Kep.  490;  note  to 
GiKKJioe  V.  Memphis  etc.  E.  R.  Co.,  54  Am.  St.  Hep.  81;  McGinnis  v. 
Chieat^o  etc.  Kv.  Co.,  2U0  Mo.  347,  118  Am.  St.  Eep,  661;  Star  Brewery 
Co.  v.'^  Jlaiic-k.  222  111.  348,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  42U;  Foster-Herbert  Cut 
Stone  Co.  V.  I'ugh,  115  Teun.  688,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  381. 
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IIAYNES  V.  BLANCH  A  HD. 

[194  Mass.  244,  SO  N.  E.  504.] 

LIMITATIONS  OF  ACTIONS  upon  Judgments.— There  is  no 
statute  of  limitations  in  ATassacliusetts  fixing  the  time  after  which  an 
action  cannot  be  sustaintil  u[)on  a  judgnieut.  The  statute  providing 
that  a  jucigiiient  or  decree  sliall  be  presunuHl  to  be  satisfied  and  jiaid 
twenty  years  after  its  rendition  creates  a  jiresumjition,  and  not  a 
limitation,  and  a  judgment  may,  therefore,  be  recovered  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  more  tlian  twenty  years  prior  to  the  commeucenicnt  of 
the  action  u|ion  it,  if  the  evidence  rebuts  the  presumption  of  its  pay- 
ment,     (p.    5;12.) 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS  upon  Judgments.— A  statute  im- 
posing a  limitation  of  twenty  years  uiion  actions  upon  contracts  does 
not  apply  to  an  action  on  a  judgment,      (p.  552.) 

Action  of  contract  comnKMiced  November  21,  1905,  by  the 
executor  of  the  will  of  Ijaura  A.  IJayiies,  on  a  judirinent  in 
her  favor  and  acrainst  tlie  defendant,  rendered  July  9,  18S5. 
The  defendant  pleaded  payment,  a  general  denial,  and  also 
the  statute  of  limitations.  The  evidence  at  the  trial  showed 
the  existence  of  the  judtrmeut;  that  it  had  never  been  paid  in 
whole  or  in  part;  that  the  defendant  had  resided  within  the 
state  ever  since  its  entry,  and  that  this  action  was  brought 
niofo  than  twenty  years  thereafter.  The  defendant  asl^ed  the 
judge  to  ru.lo  that  the  twenty  years'  statute  of  limitations  ap- 
plied, and  that  tlie  ai'tion,  thercFore,  could  not  be  maintained, 
but  the  jiui're  I'cfu^i'd  to  so  rule,  allowed  the  request  by  the 
phiinlill',  and  judgment  was  given  in  his  favor  for  the  amount 
sued  for.     The  defendant  alleged  exceptions. 

C.  F.  Jenney,  for  the  defen.dant. 

II.  II.  Bosworth,  for  the  plaintiff. 

"^^^  KNOWLTON,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  upon  a  judg- 
ment, recovered  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  date  of 
the  writ,  and  the  only  (juestion  is  whether  the  action  is  l);irrod 
by  the  .statute  of  limitations. 

The  pro^■ision  of  the  statute  touching  this  (jiiestion  is  found 
in  Uevised  Laws,  cha[)ler  2012,  section  19,  ami  is  as  follows:  '*A 
jud-n,;M:t  or  decree  of  a  court  of  record  of  the  United  Slates 
or  oi'  this  or  any  other  slate  oL'  the  United  tSlales  shall  be 
prcsuiii;'(l  to  be  paid  aiul  salislied  at  the  expiration  of  twenty 
yea  IS  a  tier  it  Avas  reiidercd."  This  is  ap[)licalil(»  only  to  those 
jii(l«_;iiii'ii1s  which  have  b(HMi  rendei'ed  uutre  Ihan  twenty  years. 
It  IS  found  iu  the  chapter  which  cuutaiiis  the  gcucrai  statute 
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of  limitations,  and  it  is  a  special  limitation  of  judgments  in 
regard  to  which  there  is  no  proof  that  they  remain  unpaid. 
It  implies  that,  when  there  is  such  proof,  the  judgment  may  be 
enforced. 

This  statute  was  before  the  court  in  Denny  v.  Eddy,  22  Pick. 
633.  The  court  said  in  the  opinion :  "The  onl}'  statute  bar  to 
an  action  on  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record  is  that  contained 
in  the  Revised  Statutes,  chapter  120,  section  24,  providing  that 
every  judgment  'shall  be  presumed  to  be  satisfied  and  paid  at 
the  expiration  of  twenty  years  after  the  judgment  was 
rendered.'  "  The  case  was  considered  in  reference  to  a  gen- 
eral plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  this  section  is  dis- 
tinctly held  "to  be  the  only  statute  bar"  to  such  an  action. 
The  general  provisions  of  the  statute  were  substantially  the 
same  then  as  now :  Rev.  Stats.,  c.  120,  sees.  1,  7 ;  Rev.  Laws, 
c.  202,  sees.  1,  2.  In  Walker  v.  Robinson,  136  Mass.  280,  this 
statute  was  again  before  us,  and  it  was  assumed  both  by  coun- 
sel and  the  court  that,  on  proof  of  nonpayment,  lapse  of  time 
was  no  bar  to  an  action  on  such  a  judgment.  In  Day  v.  Cros- 
by, 173  Mass.  433,  53  N.  E.  880,  there  was  the  same  assump- 
tion. We  have  been  referred  to  no  decision  that  modifies  the 
doctrine  of  Denny  v.  Eddy,  22  Pick.  533,  although  there  are 
two  or  three  dicta,  relied  on  by  the  defendant,  which  appear 
to  have  been  uttered  without  a  particular  consideration  of  the 
question,  and  without  thought  of  their  application  to  this 
special  provision  of  the  statute :  Von  Hemert  v.  Porter,  11 
]\Iet.  210 ;  Bannegan  v.  Murphy,  13  Met.  251. 

2^''  The  defendant  relies  upon  the  fourth  clause  of  the  Re- 
vised Laws,  chapter  202,  section  1,  which  includes  within  the 
limitation  of  twenty  years  "actions  upon  contracts  which  are 
not  limited  by  the  provisions  of  the  following  section  or  by 
any  other  provision  of  law,"  This  provision  was  before  the 
court  when  Denny  v,  Eddy,  22  Pick.  533,  was  decided.  The 
answer  to  the  contention  is  that  this  judgment  is  limited  by 
another  "provision  of  law,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
Section  19  is  a  special  limitation  of  all  such  judgments,  unless 
there  is  affirmative  proof  that  they  have  not  been  paid.  Sec- 
tion 18  also  declares  that,  "If  a  special  provision  is  otherwise 
made  relative  to  the  limitation  of  any  action,  the  provisions 
of  this  chapter  which  are  inconsistent  therewith  shall  not 
apply."  Giving  section  19  its  true  meaning,  section  1,  if  con- 
strued as  the  defendant  construes  it,  would  be  inconsistent 
with  it. 
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Moreover,  the  -whole  force  of  the  defendant's  argument  rests 
upon  his  contention  tliat  an  action  npon  a  judgment  is  an  ac- 
tion upon  contract,  within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  clause. 
This  clause  relates  only  to  actions  of  contract  founded  "upon 
contracts,"  while  section  2  includes  "actions  of  contract 
founded  upon  contracts  or  liabilities,  express  or  implied," 
except,  etc. 

There  are  many  cases  that  treat  a  liability  upon  a  judgment 
as  contractual  in  its  nature,  and  some  that  call  a  judgment  a 
contract;  but  there  are  others  in  which  the  word  "contract" 
has  been  held  not  to  include  a  judgment.  The  meaning  of  the 
word  often  depends  upon  the  connection  in  which  it  is  used: 
See  Bidleson  v.  Whytel,  3  Burr.  1545 ;  Louisiana  v.  Mayor  of 
New  Orleans,  109  U.  S.  285,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  211,  27  L.  ed.  936; 
Chase  v.  Curtis,  113  U.  S.  452,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  554,  28  L.  ed. 
1038;  Morley  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Ry.,  146  U. 
S.  162,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  54,  36  L.  ed.  925 ;  Jordan  v.  Robinson, 
15  Me.  167;  Woltfe  v.  Eberlein,  74  Ala.  99,  49  Am.  Rep.  809; 
Smith  V.  Harrison,  33  Ala.  706;  Rae  v.  Ilulbert,  17  111.  572. 

Actions  upon  the  judgments  referred  to  in  section  19  are 
specially  exeejited  from  the  provisions  of  Revised  Laws, 
chapter  202,  section  2,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  such  judg- 
ments are  not  included  in  the  fourth  clause  of  section  1. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


A  Judgment  is,  by  some  authorities,  regarded  as  a  contract  within  the 
meaning  of  tlie  statute  of  limitations:  Spilde  v.  Johnson,  182  Iowa, 
484.  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  578.  But  by  other  authorities  it  is  not:  llson 
V.  Uahl.  99  Miun.  4:?3,  116  Am.  tSt.  Rep.  435;  Berlcson  v.  Cox,  73  Mis3. 
339,  5.1  Am.  Wt.  Rep.  539;  McCaskill  v.  McKinnou,  121  N.  C.  192,  62 
Am.   St.   Eep.   (359. 


A.  BLUM  JR.'S  SONS  v.  WTTIPPLE. 

[194  Mass.  253,  80  N.  E.  501.] 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT— Inquiry  as  to  the  Extent  of  the 

Latter's  Authority. — One  seeking  to  acMiuire  title  to  checks  by  the 
iii(lois(  iiient  of  an  agent  of  the  payee  is  bound  to  inquire  and  ascer- 
tain the  extent  of  his  authority,      (p.  554.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT— Laches— Delay  in  Giving  Notice 
of  an  Unauthorized  Indorsement  of  Checks. — Where  an  agent  liaving 
chiM-ks  of  liis  prinripal  in  his  possession,  without  autliority  to  indorse, 
tr;iii«ror  or  colh'Ct  them,  proceeds  to  negotiate  and  indorse  them,  and 
to  cdllect  the  ])roceeds,  whicli  lie  embezzles,  there  is  no  dntv  on  the 
part  ui'  the  principal  to  give  prompt  notice  of  the  want  of  the  agent '» 


654  American  State  Reports,  Vol,  120.  [Mass. 

authority,  nor  does  the  failure  to  do  so  for  two  years  constitute  a 
ratification  of  the  agent's  acts,  or  prevent  the  recovery  by  the  prin- 
cipal of  a  person  to  whom  the  checks  were  indorsed  and  who  has 
received  the  proceeds  thereof,     (p.  555.) 

Action  to  recover  moneys  received  by  the  defendants 
throneh  the  conversion  of  two  cheeks  made  payable  to  plain- 
tiffs and  indorsed  in  their  name  by  M.  K.  Newman,  who  M'as 
their  traveling  salesman,  and  which  the  defendant,  nnder  such 
indorsement,  collected.  The  plaintiffs  became  aware  of  the 
indorsement  and  collection  in  May,  1901,  and  the  embezzle- 
ment by  their  salesman  of  the  money  collected,  and  caused 
criminal  proceedings  to  be  instituted  against  him,  but  did  not 
notify  the  defendants  of  his  want  of  authority  until  October, 
1903. 

The  defendants  asked  the  trial  court  to  rule  that,  as  the 
salesman  was  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  extent  of  being 
rightfully  in  possession  of  the  checks,  the  plaintiffs,  by  their 
failure  to  notify  the  defendants  until  1903,  of  the  agent's 
want  of  authority,  ratified  his  acts  and  could  not  recover,  but 
the  court  refused  to  so  rule,  and  entered  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  sued  for,  and  the  defendants 
alleged  exceptions. 

J.  Gordon,  for  the  defendants. 

A.  K.  Cohen,  for  the  plaintiff. 

256  SHELDON,  J.  As  Newman  was  employed  by  the 
plaintiff  corporation  merely  as  a  traveling  salesman,  with  no 
authority  to  indorse  the  plaintiff's  name  upon  any  checks  or 
other  instruments,  and  as  he  never  was  held  out  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  having  any  such  authority,  there  is  no  doubt  of  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  "•'^'^  recovery  in  this  action  unless  it  has 
lost  this  right  by  its  long  silence  after  the  discovery  of  New- 
man's wrongful  acts:  Rol)inson  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank.  80 
N.  Y.  404:  Buckley  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  6  Vroom.  400.  10 
Am.  Eep.  249;  Graham  v.  United  States  Savings  Tnst.,  16  "Slo. 
186.  lie  was  only  a  special  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  with  lim- 
ited authority;  and  the  defendants,  before  taking  the  cheeks 
upon  his  indorsement,  were  bound  to  inquire  and  ascertain 
the  nature  and  extent  of  his  authority:  Lovett,  Hart  &  Phipfis 
Co.  V.  Sullivan,  189  J\lass.  535,  75  N.  E.  738,  and  cases  there 
cited. 

But  the  defendants  contend  that  th*^  plaintiff,  havintr  al- 
lowed more  than  two  years  to  elapse  after  learning  of  New- 
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mairs  wrongful  acts,  and  before  it  gave  any  notice  to  the 
defoudant.s  or  made  any  claim  upon  thorn,  was  guilty  of 
laches,  and  now  must  be  taken  to  have  ratified  the  acts  of  its 
agent  Newman.  They  quole  the  language  of  Colt,  J.,  in 
Tlarrod  v.  :\rcDaniels,  12C  Mass.  413:  "Tt  is  a  rule  in  the  law 
of  ageiK-y,  that  when  the  unauthorized  act  of  Ihe  agent  is 
done  ill  llie  exe;'ution  of  a  power  conferred,  in  a  mode  not  sanc- 
tioned ijy  its  terms,  and  in  excess  or  misuse  of  the  authority 
given,  ratilication  by  tlie  principal  is  more  readily  implied 
from  slight  acts  of  coidirmation.  The  duty  to  disaffirm  at 
once,  on  knowledge  of  the  act,  is  said  to  be  more  imperative 
in  such  cases,  because  the  confidence  of  the  prineipal  in  thc^ 
fitness  and  li(h'lity  of  the  person  he  has  selected  as  an  agent 
is  slunvn  by  liie  relations  already  established  between  them." 
]5ni  in  that  case  there  was  evidence  of  ratification  by  the 
ainrniative  acts  of  the  defendant.  Nor  were  Newman's  acts, 
as  in  s()];i(>  (.'tlier  cases  cited  l)y  the  defendants,  done  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  a  power  conferred  by  the  plainliif,  though  in  a 
mode  iiot  sanelioned  by  its  terms,  or  merely  in  excess  of  the 
strict  limitations  put  upon  his  authority:  Foster  v.  Rockwell, 
101  .Al;  s-^.  107  ;  Brown  v.  Henry,  172  Mass.  559.  52  N.  E.  1073. 
Nor  (lid  tlie  plaintiff  receive  any  benefit  from  Newman's  acts, 
as  in  J)]-ii;h;!m  v.  Peters,  1  Gray,  139,  nor  was  there  any  legal 
duty  inL-umbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  give  prom})t  notice  of 
the  f.icts  and  of  its  claims  to  the  (hd'endants;  its  delay  could 
be  nolliing  more  than  one  of  the  cireumstances  to  l)e  weighed 
against  it:  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Crafts,  2  Allen,  2G9 ;  Canal 
Bank  v.  Bank  of  Albany,  1  Hill,  287.  It  could  not  have 
^^^  been  ruled  as  matter  of  law  that  the  plaintiff  had  ratified 
Newman's  acts  in  indorsing  the  check's  to  the  defendants. 

Nor  was  the  plaintiff  guilty  of  such  negligence  or  laches  as 
to  take  away  its  right  of  recovery.  This  question  was  con- 
sidered luider  somewhat  similar  eircmnstances  in  the  recent 
casL'  of  ^lurphy  v.  Meti'opolitan  Nat.  Bank,  191  ^lass.  15!),  Ill 
Am.  SI.  Jiep.  595,  77  N.  E.  G93.  itere,  as  in  that,  ease,  it  did 
not  ai'pt-.-ir  that  any  loss  was  caused  to  the  del'iiulants  cv  thai 
their  pdsilion  was  in  an}^  way  changed  by  the  failure  of  tiie 
plaintiil'  to  notify  them  earlier  than  it  did:  .Alanilin  v.  S^'ars, 
82  .\.  Y.  327.  Indeed,  it  aftli'niatiN-ely  a[)peai's  that  the  jdain- 
tifi",  as  soon  as  it  learned  of  thc-e  ti'ansai-lions,  instituted 
n-iniiiial  ])rt)recding.->  against  Xe\\ni;,n,  Iml  that  hi'  has  nin'er 
since  iift'ii  loeat(Hl,  except  that,  it  was  rumored  that  he  was  in 
the  Bliiripi)iiie  Islands;  and  these  facts  are  competent  to  show 
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that  the  defeiiclants  have  not  been  injured  by  the  plaintiff's 
failure  to  give  them  any  earlier  notice.  And  see  the  cases 
cited  in  Murphy  v.  IMetropolitan  Nat.  Bank,  191  Mass.  159, 
114  Am.  St.  Rep.  595,  77  N.  E.  693. 

The  rule  adopted  in  that  case  as  between  a  bank  and  one 
of  its  depositors  applies  a  fortiori  in  the  case  at  bar. 

It  follows  that  the  instructions  requested  by  the  defendants 
were  rightly  refused. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


All  Persons  Dealing  with  an  Agent  are  bound  to  ascertain  the  scope 
of  his  authority;  if  they  do  not,  they  ordinarily  deal  with  him  at 
their  peril:  More  v.  Skyles,  33  Mont.  135,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  801; 
Seattle  Shoe  Co.  v.  Packard,  43  Wash.  527,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  1064. 
As  to  the  application  of  this  rule  to  an  agent's  indorsement  of  negoti- 
able paper,  see  Jackson  Paper  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  199 
III.  151,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  113;  Deering  v.  Kelso,  74  Minn.  41,  73  Am. 
St.  Eep.  324;  Jackson  v.  Bank,  92  Tenn.  154,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  81. 


WALSH  V.  BROWN. 

[194  Mass.  317,  80  N.  E.  465.] 

ATTACHMENT,  Officer  Acting  Under  Writ  of,  What  may  not 

do. — If  an  ollicer  having  a  writ  of  attachment  agninst  a  woman  who 
owns  a  lunchroom  manngcd  by  her  husl)and  goes  to  such  room,  and, 
in  addition  to  attaching  the  chattels  therein,  orders  the  husband  and 
the  employes  out  of  the  room  in  the  evening,  it  being  run  night  and 
day,  puts  a  lock  and  staple  on  the  door,  and  leaves  a  keeper  therein 
duiing  the  night,  and  by  thus  closing  prevents  the  customers  from 
coming  in  until  10  or  11  o'clock  of  the  next  forenoon,  these  acts  of 
expulsion  and  of  locking  up  are  beyond  his  authority  under  his  writ, 
(pp.  557,  55S.) 

A  PUBLIC  OFFICER  Exceeding  His  Authority  becomes  a  tres- 
passer ab  initio,     (p.  558.) 

TRESPASS,  When  not  Waived. — The  giving  of  a  bond  to  dis- 
solve an  attachment  does  not  estop  the  person  giving  it  from  main- 
taining an  action  against  the  attacliing  officer  for  acts  done  by  him, 
and  not  justified  by  his  writ,  and  on  account  of  which  he  became  a 
trespasser  ab  initio,     (p.  558.) 

Tort  for  unlawfully  entering  the  plaintiff's  lunchroom, 
seizing  and  taking  possession  of  her  place  of  business,  and 
preventing  her  from  conducting  it  for  eighteen  hours.  The 
defendant  was  a  constable,  and  having  received  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment against  the  plaintiff,  he  took  possession  of  her  place 
of  business,  placed  a  keeper  in  charge,  and  maintained  him 
in  charge  for  more  than  eighteen  hours,  when  the  plaintiff 
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herein  gave  a  bond  to  dissolve  the  attachment,  and  the  keeper 
was  thereupon  withdrawn.  The  defendant  ordered  the  plain- 
tiff's liusl)and  and  her  employes  out  of  the  store  in  the  evcn- 
Iiil:',  put  a  lock  and  staple  on  the  door,  and  left  a  keeper  in 
<-liiiri:('  durincf  the  night.  The  judge  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  and  ordered  tliat  the  questions  of  law  might 
be  piwscnted  to  the  supreme  court.  The  plaintiff  alleged  ex- 
ceptions. 

E.  V.  Callender    and  E.  M.  Shanley,  for  the  plaintiif. 

J.  L.  Sheehan    and  J.  S.  Cannon,  for  the  defendant. 

•*'**  II A :\ i:\rOND,  J.  The  defendant,  a  constable  in  the  city 
of  Boston,  received  a  writ  sued  out  by  one  iNIahoney  against 
Susan  E.  AValsh,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.  The  writ  in- 
structed him  to  attach  the  goods  and  estate  of  the  said  Walsh, 
to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  and  ten  dollars.  Armed  with 
this  document  he  proceeded  to  a  lunchroom  owned  and  kept 
by  her,  Imt  under  the  immediate  management  of  her  husljand, 
and.  as  stated  in  his  return,  attached  "certain  goods  and 
chattels,  ....  placed  a  keeper  over  said  property,  and  took 
from  cash  register,  twelve  dollars  and  ninety-three  cents." 
Neither  in  his  ^^^  return  nor  in  the  evidence  at  this  trial  is 
there  any  more  specific  description  of  the  goods  and  chnltels 
which  were  attached.  If  the  officer  had  stopped  there,  per- 
liaps  he  would  have  been  justified  by  his  want  taken  in  connec- 
tion \\  ith  the  provisions  of  Eevised  Laws,  chapter  167,  section 
43.  But  he  did  not  stop  there.  There  was  evidence  that  the 
store  was  "run  night  and  day."  It  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant "ordered  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  and  her  employe 
out  of  the  store  in  the  evening,  and  put  a  lock  and  staple  on 
the  doo!-.  Icavini:'  the  ke(>per  thcrrin  during  the  night."  h'l'oni 
some  time  in  the  early  evening  of  the  day  of  the  attachment 
until  in  or  11  o'chn-k-  the  next  forenoon,  he  kept  the  store 
loclvoi!  n[i  iiv.il  provcntcd  all  access  to  it.  There  wns  evidence 
also  that  hefoiH'  \\\o  ehi^in.g  of  the  store  he  forcibly  prevented 
cnst^iiii  'IS  ['vniw  eoinini;'  in.  Against  the  exclusion  of  the  eus- 
toni:  IX,  lhe  closing  oi'  llie  stoi'(>  and  the  (welusion  of  th(>  hiis- 
lia'id  and  sci'vanls  of  flu>  i)hnntilT,  the  plainlilf,  througli  her 
tni>!;i  ",•'.  pi'olested.  but  fina!l\'  yielded. 

It  is  jdaiii  that  in  llnse  various  acts  of  exclusion  and  in  the 
I"  •';-!:  r  np  of  lhe  sture  lhe  defendant  went  beyond  the  au- 
tlnM':i>-  (if  l;is  writ,  and  of  the  statute  above  named;  and  no 
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citation  of  authorities  is  needed  in  support  of  the  proposition 
that  such  a  public  officer  exceeding  his  authority  becomes  a  tres- 
passer ab  initio.  The  third  and  fourth  requests  should  have  been 
given.  The  trespass  was  not  waived  by  the  subsequent  giving 
of  a  bond  to  dissolve  the  attachment.  The  bond  is  not  before 
us,  but  we  assume  it  to  be  the  statute  bond  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment, and  that  it  is  good  whether  or  not  there  has  been  any 
substantial  attachment.  The  defendant  in  the  Avrit  may  have 
preferred  in  that  way  to  avoid  all  furllier  troul)]e  al)out  the 
possession  of  her  store,  but  it  cannot  be  held  to  estop  her  from 
a  claim  for  damages  as  to  the  past  trespasses.  There  being 
evidence  of  a  trespass,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  go  to  a 
jury. 

Since  the  exceptions  must  be  sustained  upon  this  ground,  it 
is  unnecessary  now  to  consider  the  exception  concerning  the 
filing  of  the  writ. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


The  Liahility  of  Ministerial  Officers  to  private  incTiviflimls  for  the 
nonperformanec  and  mispprformance  of  oHicial  duties'  is  the  subject 
of  a  note  to  Worden  v.  Witt,  95  Am.  St.  Kep.  72.  The  acts  for  which 
siir(>tics  on  official  bonds  are  liable  are  discussed  in  the  note  to  Feller 
V.  Gates,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  497.  And  damages  for  wrongful  or 
malicious  attacliments  are  discussed  in  the  note  to  Tisdale  v.  Mayor, 
GS  Am.  St.  Eep.  2G6. 


MILLMORE  V.  BOSTON  ETiEVATED  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 

[194  Mass.  323,  80  K  E.  445.] 

COMMON  CAREIEES  are  not  Insurers  of  the  Safety  of  Their 
Passengers. — They  are  held  to  reasonable  care  only,  and  th.nt  care 
nutans  the  highest  care  consistent  with  the  proper  transaction  of  their 
business,     (p.  560.) 

STREET  E,AILWAYS,  Duty  of,  to  Alighting  Passengers.— A 
condnclor  does  not  perform  his  duty  by  simjily  waiting  a  reasonable 
time  for  a  passenger  to  alight.  He  must  exercise  reasonable  care  to 
Bee  that  the  passenger  is  ol'f  the  car.  He  is  not,  however,  absolutely 
bound  to  see  that  the  passenger  is  off.  The  care  resting  on  him  is 
tiie  liighest  care  consistent  with  the  proper  transaction  of  the  business, 
and  if  lie  has  exercised  that  degree  of  care,  he  has  not  been  negligent, 
(p.  561.) 

STREET  RAILWAYS,  Duty  of,  to  See  Alighting  Passenger. — 
A  conductor  of  a  stieet' railway  is  not  bound  absolutely  to  see  that 
an  aliLdiling  iiass'^iiger  has  safely  alighted  before  starting  the  car, 
but  sura  ('"iKluctor  is  re([uired  to  kiuiw,  if  in  tlie  exercise  of  due  care, 
cautidii  and  diiigence  lie  could  know,  tluit  any  person  is  attiunpting 
to  ali'jlit  liiiiic  i;(iinifting  tlie  i-:\v  ti)  start  in  such  a  manner  as 
might  Le  liable  to  injuie  l.ini.      (p['.  501,  5i'2.) 
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Tort  against  a  street  railway  company  by  a  passenger  suffer- 
ing injury  while  attempting  to  alight.  Verdict  and  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  alleged  exceptions. 

E.  P.  Saltonstall  and  S.  H.  E.  Freund,  for  the  defendant. 

T.  F.  Vahey,  for  the  plaintiff. 

^'-*  ITAMI^IOND,  J.  The  plaintiff,  a  woman  fifty-six  years 
old,  testified  that  she  took  in  l^oston  an  open  car  of  the  de- 
fiMidnnt  which  was  bound  for  AVatertown ;  that  she  sat  in  the 
sixth  seat  from  the  rear  of  the  car,  on  the  extreme  left  hand, 
and  had  a  bundle  and  handl)ag  with  her;  that  a  nnm])cr  of 
men  afterward  boarded  the  car  "at  a  point  before  the  one 
■where  she  intended  to  alight,"  and  that  some  of  the  men  re- 
mained standing;  that  she  desired  to  get  off  at  Royal  street,  in 
Watertown,  and  ujx)!!  her  signal  to  the  condu^;tor  he  stopped 
the  car  there;  that  she  got  down  on  the  left-han.d  running- 
board,  and  then,  for  the  first  time,  attempted  to  piclc  up  tlie 
bundle  Mhich  she  had  placed  upon  the  floor  of  the  car;  and 
that  wliile  she  was  in  that  position  the  conductor  started  the 
car,  by  reason  of  which  slie  was  thrown  to  the  ground  and  in- 
jured. She  was  corroborated  by  several  witnesses  as  to  what 
occurred  after  she  boarded  the  car.  One  Blak'eney  testified 
that  at  the  time  of  the  accident  he  was  engaged  in  a  dispute 
with  the  conductor  as  to  whether  the  witness  had  paid  his 
fare.  The  evidence  showed  tliat  the  accident  took  place  at  a 
few  minutes  before  11  o'clock,  P.  j\I.,  on  Saturday,  July  18, 
1903,  and  that  the  night  was  very  dark.  At  the  time  of  tlie 
trial,  the  condnctor  was  dead,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  only 
statement  made  by  him  before  his  death  v,as  that  ^'''  con- 
tained in  his  report  made  out  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  to 
the  effect  that  "he  did  not  see  the  lady  fall,  but  was  told  by 
another  passenger  that  she  had  fallen." 

It  was  contended  by  the  defendaTit  that  the  con(ln"tor  had 
wailed  a  i'(»;isoiial)le  loneth  of  time  before  starfin;:  Irs  vnr.  :\i](\ 
that  under  all  the  cii'eiinistances,  considering  the  nuiuber  of 
p:;-,sonL:crs  and  the  len.'_;tli  of  time  that  he  had  waiteil,  it  was  a 
iiiit'-,(ii)n  for  the  jur\'  whether  before  starting  the  car  he  had 
i:i.i  I'iPiio  ail  li'at  was  reouin^d  of  him.  Tpon  this  point  the 
juduf,  after  -latiiig  the  (juesiion  to  be  vrhellu!'  the  coiulurtor 
e>j  rcised  "the  lii'-hest  decree  of  care  that  could  be  exereised 
umier  the  cii'eunistances  1()  v^e  tl;nl  she  [the  plaintilT]  had  an 
op[>orLuni!\-   to  ^et  olf  and  the  ear  was  not  started  until  she 
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had  had  that  reasonable  opportunity  to  get  off  and  to  take 
her  bundles  off, ' '  proceeded  thus :  ' '  But  the  highest  degree  of 
care  would  require  the  conductor  to  move  if  he  was  not  in  a 
position  to  see  whether  the  passenger  was  off;  and  the  highest 
degree  of  care  would  call  upon  him  to  move,  and  even  to  the 
extent  of  getting  off  his  car  if  he  could  not  do  any  other  way, 
to  see  whether  a  passenger  was  off.  The  question  whether  the 
conductor  did  all  he  could  to  see — it  is  for  you  to  consider. 
But  he  ought  not*to  have  started  the  car  until  the  passenger 
had  an  opportunity  to  get  off  and  a  reasonable  opportunity, 
and  he  should  have  looked  out  to  see  whether  she  was  off.  It 
is  not  enough  that  he  waited  a  certain  length  of  time."  At 
the  close  of  the  charge  the  defendant  specifically  objected  to 
that  portion  of  it  wherein  it  was  stated  in  substance  that  the 
highest  degree  of  care  required  the  conductor  to  move  even  to 
the  extent  of  getting  off  his  car  to  see  whether  a  passenger  was 
off.  We  have  no  doubt  that  in  man.v  cases  a  jury  might  find 
that  a  conductor  should  move  from  his  car  to  ascertain 
whether  a  passenger  was  fairly  off  or  fairly  on  the  car.  But 
we  understand  that  by  the  language  of  which  the  defendant 
complains  the  judge  meant  that  as  matter  of  law  a  conductor 
of  a  street-car  does  not  come  up  to  the  requisite  degree  of  care 
unless  he  actually  sees  whether  the  passenger  is  fairly  off  or 
fairly  on  the  car,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Common  carriers  are  not  the  insurers  of  the  life  or  the  safety 
of  their  passengers.  They  are  held  to  reasonable  care  only ; 
and,  briefly  stated,  that  care  when  applied  to  them  means  the 
highest  "'**  care  consistent  with  the  proper  transaction  of 
their  business.  As  to  the  nature  of  this  care,  the  following 
language  by  Knowlton,  J.,  in  Dodge  v.  Boston  &  Bangor 
Steamship  Co.,  148  Mass.  207,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  19  N.  E. 
373,  2  L.  R.  A.  83,  is  instructive:  "Difficulty  in  the  applica- 
tion of  this  rule  has  sometimes  come  from  an  improper  inter- 
pretation of  the  expressions  'utnHjst  care  and  diligence.' 
'most  exact  care,'  and  the  like.  These  do  not  mean  the  ut- 
most care  and  diligence  which  men  are  capable  of  exercisinir. 
They  mean  the  utmost  care  consistent  with  the  nature  of  the 
carrier's  undertaking,  and  with  a  due  rcgai-d  for  all  tlie  otlun- 
matters  which  ought  to  be  considered  in  conducting  the  busi- 
ness. Among  these  are  the  speed  which  is  desirable,  the 
prices  which  passengers  can  afford  to  pay,  the  necess.iry  cost 
of  (lilTeront  devices  and  provisions  for  safety,  and  the  rebstive 
risk  of  injury  from  different  possible  causes  of  it.     With  this 
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iiiter[)ret(ition  of  the  rule,  the  application  of  it  is  easy.  As 
applied  to  every  detail,  the  rule  is  the  same.  The  dcyree  of 
care  to  be  used  is  the  highest ;  that  is,  in  reference  to  each 
particular  it  is  the  highest  which  can  be  exercised  in  that 
particular  with  a  reasonable  regard  to  tlie  nature  of  the  under- 
taking and  the  requirements  of  the  business  in  all  other 
particulars." 

Applying  this  to  the  action  of  the  conductor,  it  will  be  seen 
that  on  the  one  hand  the  rule  is  not  that  the  conductor  of  a 
street-car,  after  waiting  a  reasonable  time  for  a  passenger  to 
get  on  or  off,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  start  without  taking  any 
pains  to  see  whether  the  passenger  is  either  on  or  off.  The 
conductor  has  not  performed  his  duty  when  he  has  simply 
waited  a  reasonable  time.  lie  must  exercise  reasonable  care, 
as  above  defined,  to  see  that  the  passenger  is  on  or  off  the  car. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  rule  is  not  that  he  must  absolutel^^  see 
whether  the  passenger  is  on  or  off.  In  this,  as  in  every  other 
detail,  there  is  resting  upon  him  the  same  degree  of  care, 
namely,  the  highest  care  consistent  with  the  proper  transac- 
tion of  the  business;  and,  if  he  has  exercised  that  degree  of 
care,  he  has  not  been  negligent.  In  the  case  before  us  that 
was  the  degree  of  care  imposed  upon  this  conductor.  The 
plaintiff  has  cited  to  as  several  text-books  and  cases  in  support 
of  the  i)roposition  laid  down  by  the  trial  judge  in  this  case, 
but  in  man}'  of  them  it  is  plain  from  the  context  that  when  the 
court  says  that  the  conductor  must  see  that  the  passenger  is  on 
or  off",  the  meaning  is  that  he  must  use  the  "-"  highest  degree 
of  care  to  see  it.  See,  for  instance,  the  language  of  Fuller,  C. 
J.,  in  Washington  &  Georgetown  R.  R.  v.  Harmon's  Admr., 
U7  U.  S.  571,  l;J  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  557,  37  L.  ed.  2Si.  The  rule 
is  proi)eriy  slated  in  North  Chicago  Street  R.  R.  v.  Cook,  145 
111.  551,  So  N.  E.  doS,  a  case  cited  by  the  i)lainlill':  "Carriers 
of  i)assengei's  are  held  to  the  exercise  of  the  wtuiost  or  higiiest 
degree  of  care,  skill,  and  diligence  for  the  safely  of  tlic  pas- 
senger tha.t  is  consistent  with  the  mode  ol*  eoaveyjitire  em- 
ployed. The  car  or  train  was  in  control  of  the  couduelor,  and 
he  was  required  to  know,  if  by  the  exercise  of  due  care,  cau- 
tion and  diligence  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  he  could  know, 
whelher  any  person  was  allem[)ting  lo  get  on  or  off"  his  train 
or  car,  before  permitting  the  same  to  start  in  such  manner  as 
would  be  liable  or  likely  to  injure  a  person  so  getting  on  or  oif 
the  same."  ^fhis  rule  seems  to  us  to  be  correct  on  principle 
and  supported  by  the  wciuhl  of  authority,  and  so  far  as  there 

Am.    Si.    Ui-ii.,    \  'li.    1-0    -Jlj 


562  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.  [i\Iass. 

are  decisions  elsewhere  to  the  contrary,  we  cannot  follow  them. 
We  therefore  think  that  the  language  excepted  to  was  an 
erroneous  statement  of  the  law. 

There  is  some  ground  for  saying  that  this  error  was  corrected 
by  the  court  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  charge,  and  so  no 
harm  was  done  to  the  defendant.  A  careful  view  of  the 
whole  charge,  however,  satisfies  us  that  the  error  was  not  cor- 
rected, and  the  fact  that  the  presiding  judge  did  not  strike 
out  or  modify  the  erroneous  part  even  after  his  attention  was 
specially  called  to  it  by  the  defendant's  exception  at  the  close 
of  the  charge,  indicates  that  the  judge  still  adhered  to  it  as  a 
view  of  the  law  by  which  the  jury  should  be  guided,  and  that 
the  jury  may  properly  have  so  understood.  There  was  a  mis- 
trial. 

The  conclusion  to  which  we  have  come  on  this  part  of  the 
case  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  exceptions. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


The  Duty  of  Street  Railway  Companies  to  alighting  passengers  is  dis- 
cussed in  the  recent  note  to  Thompson  v.  Gardner  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  118 
Am.  St.  Eep.  47L 


McCAFFERTY  v.  LEWANDO'S  FRENCH  DYEING  AND 
CLEANING  COMPANY. 

[194  Mass.  412,  80  N.  E.  460.] 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Assumption  of  Risks. — A  workman 
employed  in  a  factory  assumes  all  the  obvious  risks,  whether  as  a 
matter  of  fact  he  knows  of  them  or  not,  and  it  is  for  him  to  deter- 
mine whether  he  will  make  an  examination  before  going  to  work, 
or  will  work  without  such  examination  and  take  his  chances,  (p. 
564.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT.— A  workman  falling  into  a  hole  in 
a  floor,  which  is  clearly  visible  and  must  be  seen  by  anyone  looking 
on  the  floor,  cannot  recover  of  his  master,     (p.  564.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Change  in  the  Condition  of  tho 
Place  of  Employment,  When  Immaterial. — If  the  plaintiff  is  suing  for 
injuries  suffered  from  falling  into  a  hole  in  the  floor  of  the  factory 
where  she  works,  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  such  hole  had  been 
kept  covered  at  a  prior  date  is  immaterial  and  inadmissible,  if  it  was 
not  covered  at  the  time  plaintiff  was  injured  and  its  condition  was 
obvious,      (p.  565.) 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR — Nonprejudicial  Exclusion  of  Evi- 
dence.— If  the  court  refuses  to  permit  the  asking  of  a  question,  but 
aftirward  the  fact  sought  to  be  proved  is  proved  and  must  be  and  it 
is  assumed  to  be  the  fact  in  dealing  with  the  cause,  the  error  becomef 
harmless,     (p.  565.) 
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APPEAL  AND  ERROR — Laches.^So  fnr  ns  tlcfrets  in  ways, 
works,  and  iiinchiTios  are  poncernofl,  thpre  is  no  dirtV'rence  between  the 
liability  at  tlie  conniiou  law  and  the  liability  umler  the  eiii[)ioycrs' 
liability  act,  exco[it  in  the  amount  recoverable.  Ileiice,  the  exclusion 
from  evidence  of  the  notice  given  by  the  plaintiif  to  comply  with 
such  act  is  harmless,     (p.  565.) 

x\ction  to  recover  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  plaintiff 
while  an  employe  of  the  defendant  from  falling  into  a  hole 
in  the  floor  of  a  room.  At  the  trial  a  witness  was  called  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  asked  whether  before  IMay,  1903, 
the  opening  was  covered  in  any  way,  but  the  court  sustained 
an  objection  to  it. 

J.  H.  Vahey   and  P.  IMansfield,  for  the  plaintiff. 

W.  II.  Hitchcock,  for  the  defendant. 

-^is  LOSING,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant at  1  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  on  the  eigliteeiith  day 
of  May,  1903,  and  between  5  and  6  o'clock  the  same  day  she 
met  with  the  accident  here  complained  of. 

She  was  set  to  work  with  other  girls  mending  curtains,  in  a 
room  some  forty  feet  by  thirty  or  thirty-five  feet.  Toward  5 
o 'chick  she  felt  thirsty,  and  having  seen  two  other  girls  get  a 
drink  of  water  from  a  tank,  or  a  pipe  running  into  a  tank, 
she  went  with  two  fellow-employes  to  get  a  drink  herself  and 
fell  into  a  hole  between  the  tank  and  the  floor.  The  tank  was 
nine  feet  in  height,  and  five  feet  in  diameter.  It  was  (as  we 
understand  the  bill  of  exceptions)  the  section  of  a  cylinder  set 
on  end.  The  bottom  of  the  tank  was  "set  into  a  space  three 
and  one-half  to  four  feet"  below  the  floor  in  question.  The 
top  was,  therefore,  some  five  feet  above  the  level  of  the  floor. 
The  hole  in  which  this  round  tank  was  set  was  a  square  one, 
and  there  was  a  space  of  about  eighteen  inches  between  the 
corner  of  the  square  hole  and  the  round  side  of  the  tank.  The 
eniph)yes  were  in  the  liabit  of  getting  water  to  drink  as  it  ran 
from  the  pipe  into  the  tank,  the  water  in  the  tank  not  being  fit 
to  drink.  IMrs.  Daley,  who  with  IMiss  Conley  was  with  the 
plaintiff  (according  to  her  testimony),  first  took  a  drinlc. 
]\Iiss  Conley  asked  the  plaintiff  if  she  wanted  a  drink ;  she  said 
she  did,  and  stepping  to  one  side,  to  make  it  convenient  for 
Miss  Conley,  she  fell  into  the  hole. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  she  did  not  see  the  hole,  but  was 
looking  up  and  not  on  the  floor.  Although  the  evidence  was 
overwhelming  that  the  place  in  question  waa  well  lighted. 
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there  was  some  evidence  that  it  M^as  not.  All  the  witnesses, 
however,  testified  that  the  hole  would  be  seen  by  anyone  look- 
ing on  the  floor.  On  this  evidence  the  presiding  judge 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  There  were  some  ques- 
tions of   evidence  which   we  shall  state  later  on. 

AVe  are  of  opinion  that  the  judge  was  right. 

When  the  owner  of  real  or  personal  proi)crty  wishes  to  soil 
it,  '**'*  he  does  not  have  to  make  it  a  good  thing  of  its  kind, 
but  can  sell  it  as  it  is  for  what  it  is  worth. 

Again,  when  an  owner  lets  his  property  to  another  in  place 
of  selling  it,  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  put  it  in  repair  or 
make  it  better,  but  can  let  it  as  it  is. 

The  same  principle  applies  when  an  employer  hires  a  person 
to  work  in  his  factory.  lie  is  under  no  obligation  to  make  the 
factory  a  better  one  or  change  it  in  any  other  way.  The  em- 
ploye takes  it  as  it  is.  Or,  as  it  usually  is  said,  he  assumes 
all  obvious  risks.  Whether  the  employe  in  fact  does  or  does 
not  know  of  the  risk  is  not  the  ciuestion,  and  is  not  material. 
He  assumes  all  obvious  risks,  even  though  they  be  unusual  ones 
(McLeod  V.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.,  191  Mass. '389,  114  Am.  St. 
Rep.  628,  77  N.  E.  715),  and  it  is  for  him  to  determine 
whether  he  will  make  an  examination  before  going  to  work  ur 
will  go  to  work  without  maidiig  an  examination  and  take  his 
chances:  Rooney  v.  Sewall  &  Day  Cordage  Co.,  161  Mass.  153. 
36  N.  E.  789. 

It  is  only  in  case  the  risk  is  not  an  obvious  one  that  an.\' 
duty  is  thrown  on  the  employer,  and  the  duty  thrown  on  him 
in  such  a  case  is  to  give  a  warning. 

On  the  uncontradicted  testimony,  the  hole  in  question  in 
the  case  at  bar  would  have  been  seen  by  anyone  who  was 
looking  on  the  floor.  The  case  is  very  like  Hoard  v.  Black- 
stone  Mfg.  Co.,  177  Mass.  69,  58  N.  E.  180;  Nealand  v.  Lynn 
&  Boston  R.  R.,  173  Mass.  42,  53  N.  E.  137;  Kleinest  v.  Kiin- 
hardt,  160  Mass.  230,  35  N.  E.  458. 

The  diiference  between  the  ease  at  bar  and  the  cases  of 
Falardeau  v.  Hoar,  192  Mass.  263,  78  N.  E.  456,  and  Hogarth 
V.  Pocasset  Mfg.  Co.,  167  Mass.  225,  45  N.  E.  629,  relied  on 
l)y  the  plaintiff,  is  plain.  It  is  one  thing  to  open  a  trapdoor 
and  leave  it  unguarded,  and  another  to  nu^intain  a  hole  all  the 
time  which  is  obvious  to  anyone  who  looks  on  the  floor  in  wijich 
the  hole  is.  In  Gustafsen  v.  Washburn  &  oMoen  Alfg.  Co., 
153  Mass.  468,  27  N.  E.  179,  a  ditch  was  dug  subsequently  so 
as  to  make  it  dangerous  to  use  the  track  in  question  as  it  was 
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used  when  the  phiiutiff  entered  the  employment  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  (piestions  of  evidence  remain. 

It  was  innnaterial  whether  the  hole  had  been  covered  over 
previously  or  not.  The  question  to  be  tried  was  whether  it 
was  in  the  same  eondilion  at  the  time  of  the  accident  that  it 
was  in  ^^*"*  when  the  plaintiff  was  employed  at  1  o'clock  on 
the  same  day,  and  whether  the  condition  was  an  obvious  one. 
The  question  asked  Bailey  was  rightly  excluded. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  injured  by  the  refusal  of  the  judge 
to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  aslc  the  superintendent  whether  the 
employes  were  in  the  habit  of  drinking  at  the  tank  in  ques- 
tion. That  was  proved  afterward,  and  we  have  assumed  it  to 
be  the  fact  in  dealing  with  the  plainlitf 's  case. 

So  far  as  defects  in  the  ways,  works  and  machinery  are 
concerned,  there  is  no  difference  between  the  liability  under 
the  employers'  liability  act  (Rev,  Laws,  c.  lOG,  sec.  71,  cl.  1) 
and  at  common  law,  except  in  the  amount  which  can  be  re- 
covered: Lynch  v.  Stevens  &  Sons  Co.,  187  Mass.  397,  73  N.  E. 
478.  For  this  reason  the  plaintiff  was  not  harmed  by  the  ex- 
clusion of  her  notice,  if  it  was  a  good  one. 

ExiM'ptions  overruled. 


The  Doctrine  of  Assumption  of  Eisl's  in  the  law  of  master  and  ser- 
vant is  discussed  in  the  notes  to  Houston  etc.  Ky.  Co.  v.  Do  Walt,  97 
Am.  St.  Kep.  884;  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Gibson,  98  Am.  St.  Kep.  "^89. 


GORDON  v.  LFVIXE. 

[194  Mass.  418,  80  N.  E.  50.1.] 

BANKS — Checks,  Improper  Delay  in  Presenting  for  Indorse- 
ment,   What    is. —  if    tiic    drawer,    drawee,    and    iiayt-e    nf    a    cIk  ck    all 

reside  la  the  saiiii^  city,  or  to-AP.,  the  chcclv  is  not  iiresivitcd  iu  roasuu- 
jiMc  (iate  uiilf^s  la-i  --entrMl  b'fore  clo-iinj^  nf  l.esiia^ss  lieiirs  un  tlio 
.ay  alter  its  issuiiij;;.  If  not  presented  witliin  the  time  thus  fixed, 
jiimI  tlicM-e  is  :i  liihs  due  to  delay,  such  loss  falls  on  the  liulder  of  the 
cheek,      (p.  5(-,S.) 

BANKING  — Check,  Time  for  Presenting,  When  It  Passes  from 
One  Owner  to  Another. — The  tact  that  after  a  elieek  issues  it  passes 
f!iii!i  haiiij  to  hand,  and  several  [UMsons  tiu'iibN  l)eei.],,e  (jwncrs  of  it 
;it  diilV'n  lit  times,  doi  s  imt  <'.\leii(l  the  tiaie  i'or  ils  lusentinent  for 
li.aynieiit,  when  the  drawer,  drawee,  and  hojiier  all  ri^^ide  in  the  same 
city  or  town.  The  doctrim^  ol'  Ta\hir  v.  Wilson,  11  Met.  44,  45  Am. 
I)eC.    IS'J,  dis;;p[.revi  d.      dip.    .IDS,   ,",11>.) 
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J.  Bennett  and  H.  Bergson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

E.  P.  Saltonstall  and  S.  H.  E.  Freund,  for  the  defendant. 

4i«  MORTON,  J.  This  is  an  action  upon  a  cheek  by  the 
plaintiff  as  payee  against  the  defendant  as  drawer.  The 
clieek  Avas  dated  '*^®  December  30,  1905,  which  was  Satur- 
dny,  though  there  was  some  question  whether  it  was  actually 
drawn  and  delivered  on  that  day  or  the  31st.  The  plaintiff 
is  described  in  the  writ  as  of  Chelsea  and  the  defendant  as 
of  Boston.  The  bank  on  which  the  check  was  drawn  was  in 
Boston  and  the  check  was  drawn  and  delivered  there.  The 
plaintiff  testified  that  the  defendant  asked  him  not  to  present 
the  check  for  a  couple  of  days,  as  he  did  not  have  sufficient 
funds  to  meet  it,  but  that  he  presented  it  Monday  morning, 
January  1st,  and  was  told  there  were  no  funds,  and  that  he 
went  to  see  the  defendant  at  his  place  of  business  but  did  not 
see  him.  The  plaintiff  also  testified  that  in  the  afternoon  of 
the  same  day  he  passed  the  check  to  one  Saievitz  in  payment 
of  a  bill  which  he  owed  him,  receiving  the  balance  in  cash. 
And  there  was  testimony  tending  to  show  that  on  the  next 
day  Saievitz  indorsed  it  to  one  Roostein,  who  deposited  it  on 
January  4tb  in  the  Faneuil  Hall  National  Bank  in  Boston 
for  collection,  and  that  that  bank's  messenger  went  with  it 
on  the  afternoon  of  the  folloAving  day,  Friday,  January  5th, 
to  the  bank  on  Avhich  it  was  drawn,  the  Provident  Securities 
and  Banking  Company,  and  found  its  doors  closed.  The 
plaintiff  also  testified  that  he  told  the  defendant  that  the  bank 
had  failed,  and  that  the  defendant  promised  to  make  the  cheek 
good.  The  defendant  denied  this,  and  also  the  plaintiff's 
statement  that  he  had  asked  the  plaintiff  not  to  present  the 
check  for  a  couple  of  days,  and  introduced  testimony  tend- 
ing to  show  that  at  the  time  when  the  check  was  drawn  he 
had  sufficient  funds  on  deposit  at  the  bank  to  meet  it,  and 
continued  to  have  it  down  to  the  failure  of  the  bank.  It  was 
admitted  that  the  bank  failed  on  Friday,  January  5th,  and 
the  defendant  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he 
had  received  no  payment  or  dividend  on  account  of  his  de- 
posit. There  was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  is 
here  on  exceptions  by  the  defendant  to  the  refusal  of  the  judge 
to  give  certain  instructions  that  were  requested,  and  tx)  the 
admission  of  certain  testimony. 

The  defendant,  in  substance,  asked  the  judge  to  instruct  the 
;jury  that  a  check  must  be  presented  for  payment  in  a  reason- 
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able  time,  and  tliiit,  in  order  to  have  Ihem  presented  within  a 
r('asonalil(!  time,  tlie  checks  in  snit  should  have  been  presented 
before  the  clo.se  ol"  bnnkiiij;'  hours  on  ^Moiuhtj';  that  its  transftT 
to  sucee.ssive  ^'^  hohlcrs  Vvould  not  extend  the  time  for  pre- 
sentment, and  a  pin^sentment  on  January  Bth  would  not  be 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and  if  the  bank  failed  in  the  mean- 
time and  the  defendant  sustained  a  loss  in  consequence  of 
delay  in  presentinp^  the  check,  he  would  be  discharged  frnni 
liability  to  that  extent.  The  jndge  gave  in  part  the  instruc- 
tion thus  requested,  and  refused  it  in  part.  He  instructed 
the  jury  that  the  check  must  liave  been  presented  for  pay- 
ment within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  if  it  was  presented  on 
^Monday,  that  would  be  within  a  reasonable  time.  But  he 
refused  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  transfer  to  successive 
holders  woidd  not  extend  the  time,  or  that  a  presentment  on 
Fridciy  was  not  within  a  reasonable  time.  On  the  contrary, 
he  instructed  them  that  "the  court  had  occasion  to  consider 
that  in  one  case  in  this  commonwealth  (referring,  we  assume, 
to  Taylor  v.  Wilson,  11  Met.  44,  45  Am.  Dee.  180),  and  it  is 
there  staled  that  a  check  may  also  be  passed  from  hand  to 
hand,  and  a  reasonable  time  is  allowed  to  each  party  receiv- 
ing the  same  to  present  it  for  payment."  And  after  calling 
their  attention  to  the  provision  of  the  statute  (Rev.  Laws,  c. 
7;},  sec.  209)  that  in  considering  what  a  reasonable  time  is, 
"regard  is  to  be  had  to  the  nature  of  the  instrument,  the  usage 
of  trade  or  business,  if  any,  with  respect  to  such  instruments, 
and  the  facts  of  the  particular  case,"  left  it  to  them  to  de- 
termine wlicther  the  cheek  was  presented  on  ^londay  or,  if 
they  VvCre  not  satisfied  that  it  was,  then  to  determine  whether, 
if  it  passed  from  hand  to  hand  and  each  one  had  a  reasonable 
time  to  ])rescnt  it,  the  presejilment  on  Friday  was  within  a. 
reasoiialile  time.  For  aught  that  appears,  the  jury  may  not 
have  been  satisfied  that  the  check  was  presented  on  ^Monday, 
and  may  have  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  the 
prcsentiiu'iit  on  h'riday  was  within  a  reasonable  time.  Tlie 
question  is,  tlicrefore,  distinctly  raised  whether  a  present- 
ment on  Friday  could  have  been  I'ound  to  be  within  a  reason- 
able time. 

Tin;  general  ride  is  as  was  stated  by  the  judge  and  as  is 
prcvidi'd  in  the  negotia1)le  inslrnments  act  (Rev.  Laws,  c. 
73.  sec.  203),  that  a  cli(^ek  must  be  j)resented  for  payment 
witliin  a  I'easoiia'ih^  time  after  it  is  issued.  If  it  is  not  so  pre- 
sented, and  the  drawer  su.-,lains  a  Liss  by  reason  of  the  failure 
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of  the  drawee,  he  will  be  discharged  from  liability  to  the  ex- 
tent of  such  loss,  continuing  liable  otherwise.  This  results 
from  the  nature  of  the  instrument  **^*  which,  though  defined 
in  the  negotiable  instruments  act  (Rev.  Laws,  c.  73,  sec.  202) 
as  "a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  on  a  bank  payable  on  demand," 
is  intended  for  immediate  use  (INIussey  v.  Eagle  Bank,  9  "Met. 
:>0G),  and  not  to  circulate  as  a  promissory  note,  and  it  conse- 
([uently  would  be  unjust  to  subject  the  drawer  to  the  loss,  if 
any,  resulting  from  failure  to  present  it  for  payment  within 
a  reasonable  time.  What  is  a  reasonable  time,  however,  still 
remains  for  consideration.  The.  negotiable  instruments  act 
provides  generally  (Rev.  Laws,  c.  73,  sec.  209),  as  the  judge 
said,  that  "In  determining  what  is  a  'reasonable  time'  or  an 
'unreasonable  time'  regard  is  to  be  had  to  the  nature  of  the 
instrument,  the  usage  of  trade  or  business,  if  any,  with  re- 
spect to  such  instruments,  and  the  facts  of  the  particular 
case."  This,  however,  would  not  seem  to  lay  down  or  to  es- 
tablish any  new  rule.  The  nature  of  the  instrument  and  the 
facts  of  the  particular  case  have  always  been  considered  in 
pas>ing  upon  the  question  of  reasonable  or  unreasonable 
time.  In  deciding,  therefore,  whether  this  check  was  pre- 
sented within  a  reasonable  time,  if  presented  on  Friday,  re- 
sort must  be  had  to  the  rules  which  have  been  hitherto  estab- 
lished in  similar  eases.  And  one  of  the  rules  which  has  been 
established  is,  that  where  the  drawer  and  drawee  and  the 
payee  are  all  in  the  same  city  or  town,  a  check,  to  be  presented 
within  a  reasonable  time,  should  be  presented  at  some  time 
before  the  close  of  banking  hours  on  the  day  after  it  is  issued, 
and  that  its  circulation  from  hand  to  hand  wdll  not  extend 
the  time  of  presontment  to  the  detriment  of  the  drawer.  If  it 
is  presented  and  paid  afterward  the  drawer  suffers  no  harm. 
But  if  not  presented  within  the  time  thus  fixed,  and  there  is 
a  loss,  it  falls  not  on  him  but  on  the  holder:  Watt  v.  Gans,  114 
Ala.  264,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  99.  21  South.  1011;  Simpson  y. 
Pacific;  Ins.  Co.,  44  Cal.  139;  Bickford  v.  First  Xat.  Bank  of 
Chicago,  42  111.  238,  89  Am.  Dec.  436;  Northwestern  Coal  Co. 
v.  Bowman,  69  Iowa,  1.10,  23  N.  W.  496;  Cawein  v.  Browinski, 
6  Bush,  457,  99  Am.  Dec.  684;  St.  John  v.  Ilomans.  8  Mo. 
382;  Grange  v.  Reigh,  93  W^is.  552.  67  N.  W.  1130;  Grogg  v. 
Beane.  69  Vt.  22,  37  Atl.  248;  Woodruff  v.  Plant,  41  Conn. 
344;  Kirlcpatrick  v.  Puryear,  93  Tenn.  409,  24  S.  W.  1130, 
22  L.  ]^  A.  7S5;  Parker  v.  Keddick,  65  ^liss.  242,  7  Am.  St. 
Rep.  6iG,  3  South.   575;  IMoliawk  Bank  v.  Broderick,  10  Wend- 
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304, 13  Wnul.  133,  27  Am.  Dec.  192;  Carroll  v.  Rweet,  128  N. 
Y.  19,  37  N.  E.  7G3,  13  L.  K.  A.  43 ;  Kickfurd  v.  Kid-e,  2  Camp. 
537;  Williams  v.  Smith,  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  49G ;  2  Daniel  on  Xe-o- 
1ia])le  Instruments,  5th  ed.,  see.  1595;  Byles  on  Dills,  Shars- 
M-ood's  ed.,  422  80-  Chitty  on  Dills,  12th ^\m.  ed..  387;  Story 
on  Promissory  Notes,  sec.  494;  Bi,E:elow  on  D)ills  and  Notes,  78; 
Daloii  &  Gilbert  on  Commercial  Daper,  G32. 

The  ease  of  Taylor  v.  Wilson,  11  Met.  44.  45  Am.  Dec.  ISO. 
relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  Avas  a  case  where  a  check  Avas  drawn 
by  one  doing  business  in  Charlestown  and  living  in  Roxbury 
on  a  bank  in  Charlestown  in  favor  of  a  resident  of  Newport. 
The  check  was  dated  September  30,  1842,  which  was  Friday, 
and  Avas  received  b}^  the  payee  Saturday  eA^ening.  October 
l>t.  On  Tuesday,  October  4lh,  having  been  previously  cashed 
for  the  payee  by  a  local  bank,  it  Avas  given  by  the  cashier 
of  tliat  banlc  to  a  messenger  to  be  carried  to  the  IMer- 
cbauts'  Dank  at  Drovidence  in  the  usual  course  of  re- 
mitting its  funds  and  securities,  and  Avas  receiv(Hl  by  that 
hank  on  AA'ednesday  and  sent  by  its  cashier  to  the  Suffollc 
Dank  at  Doston.  That  bank  received  it  on  the  next  day,  Oc- 
tober 6ih,  and  presented  it  on  the  same  day  to  the  bank  on 
A\hich  it  was  dr;!wn  and  payment  refused — the  bank  having 
cl)  :'d  its  dooi's  on  ^Monday  morning,  October  3d,  and  being 
insolvent.  The  case  Avas  submitted  to  the  court  on  agreed 
fa(  ts,  Avith  power  to  draw  inferences,  and  the  court  found  in 
favor  of  the  payee  and  against  the  drawer.  The  court  lield 
in  ed'cct  tliJit  under  the  circumstances  there  h;id  been  no 
laehcs.  and  that  the  check  had  been  presented  within  a  reiisi^n- 
;ib]e  time.  Tliere  is  a  sentence  in  the  opinion  to  the  effect 
that  a  checlv  may  pa^s  from  hand  to  hand  and  that  a  roasi-n- 
lilile  tiiiie  1)0  a.llo-wed  to  each  party  receiving  it  to  present  it 
for  payment,  and  the  case  h.a.d  been  cited  to  that  point  Avith 
ai)!irovnl  in  A'ea/.ie  IJank  \'.  Winn,  40  oMe.  GO.  Dut  Ave  do  r;ot 
I'linlc  tliat  the  c()ui't  meant  to  la}'  down  tlie  rule  tliat.  under 
any  and  all  eit''um-1anees.  ea(di  ])arty  reeeiving  a  (dieek  from 
a  i.i'e\ii:!is  linli'er  Ava>  etititU^d  to  a  rea,sen;dde  time  to  pi-oent 
it  for  payaiciit,  or  that  the  case  i-crjinred  tliat  it  shor.ld  lay 
-'oAu  siu-li  a  laile.  On  the  contrary,  the  court  expressly  said 
t!i;i1  a  p.-ii'ty  I'eceiA'ing  a  cheek  was  not  uaiilly  of  laches  it'  hi^ 
did  not  pi  I  -ei.l  it  on  the  same  day  on  wliich  it  was  dra'-.vn,  but 
Avas  allowed  ;i  reasonahle  time  foi-  tliat  purpose,  and  that  the 
next  day  w,-;s  he],]  to  h<.  vu  -li  rea-onnMe  time.  Tiie  deci^ion 
sliuiild  be  limited  tu  the  case  before  the  court,  which  was  that 
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of  a  check  draAvn  on  a  bank  in  one  place  and  sent  to  a  payee 
in  another  place  at  considerable  distance  and  forwarded  for 
presentment  in  '^^^  usual  course  of  business,  and,  so  under- 
stood and  applied,  was  correct.  It  follows  from  what  has 
been  said  tliat  the  exceptions  must  be  sustained.  The  conclu- 
sion to  wliich  we  have  come  on  the  principal  question  renders 
it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  questions  of  evidence,  though 
we  may  observe  that  we  see  no  error  in  regard  to  them. 
Exceptions  sustained. 


For  Authorities  in  support  of  the  principal  case,  see  Watt  v.  Gang, 
114  Ala.  264.  62  Am.  St.  Eep.  99;  Morris  v.  Eufaiila  Nat.  Bank,  122 
Ala.  580.  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  95;  First  Xat.  Ba?ik  v.  Miller,  37  Neb.  500, 
40  Am.  St.  Eep.  499;  note  to  Holmes  v.  Briggs,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  807. 


GIRAGOSIAN  v.  CIIUTJIAN. 

[194  Mass.  504,  80  N.  E.  647.] 

TRADE  NAMES,  Right  to  Exclusive  Use  of,  When  not  Ac- 
quired.— If.  wlien  the  defendant  adopted  a  trade  name,  the  plaintiff 
had  not  acquired  any  right  in  his  trade  name,  and  it  had  not  become 
identified  Tv^itb  the  plaintiff  among  dealers  and  the  general  public,  and 
the  defendant  adopted  his  name  in  good  faith,  without  any  intention 
to  wrong  plaintiff  or  acquire  his  business,  then  neither  acquired  any 
better  right  to  the  use  of  his  trade  name  than  the  other  to  the  use  of 
his.     (pp.  571,  572.) 

CHANCERY  PRACTICE— Right  to  Dispense  with  the  Assess- 
ment of  Damages. — If  the  trial  judge  finds  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
sustained  enough  damages  from  the  defendant's  misconduct  to  war- 
rant a  reference  to  the  master,  such  reference  may  be  refused.  The 
smallne^s  of  the  claim  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  to  exer- 
cise jurisdiction  in  equity,      (p.  572.) 

Suit  in  equity  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  using  the 
names  "Oriental  Rug  and  Carpet  Renovating  Company"  and 
''Oriental  Carpet  and  Rug  Renovating  Company."  A  de- 
cree was  entered  enjoining  the  defendant  from  using  the  name 
"Oriental  Carpet  and  Rug  Renovating  Works"  or  any  otlior 
colorable  imitation  of  the  plaintiff's  business  name,  "Orientiil 
Process  Rug  Renovating  Company,"  unless  there  w\as  prt>- 
fixed  the  name  of  the  defendant  or  other  words  sufficient 
to  distinguish  it  from  plaintiff's  business,  but  not  enjoining 
the  use  of  the  name  "Oriental  Rug  and  Carpet  Renovating 
Works."     The  plaintiff  appealed. 

E.  D.  Chad  wick,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  S.  Aj)sey,  for  the  defendant. 
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f^o'^  KNOWLTON,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  contends  that  the 
defendant  has  interfered  with  his  rights  to  the  use  of  his 
tradename,  "Oriental  Process  Rug  Renovating  Company," 
as  a  designation  of  the  business  carried  on  by  him.  The  single 
justice  who  heard  the  case  found  that  the  plaintiff  has  used 
this  name  since  September,  1900,  and  that  the  defendant  began 
to  carr}'  on  a  business  similar  to  that  of  the  plaintiff  at  al)out 
the  same  time,  under  the  name,  "Orientnl  Rug  and  Carpet 
Renovating  Works."  "When  the  defendant  adopted  this 
name  the  i)laintiff  had  not  acquired  any  rights  in  his  own 
name;  it  had  not  l)ecome  identified  with  the  plaintiff,  either 
among  dealers  or  with  the  general  public,  and  the  defendant 
adopted  his  name  in  good  faith,  without  any  intention  of 
wronging  the  plaintiff  or  of  acquiring  the  plaintiff's  business 
or  of  palming  off  his  own  business  as  that  of  the  plaintiff'. 
The  defendant  also  advertised  his  business  considerably — gen- 
erally under  the  name  'Chutjian  Brotliers,  Oriental  Rug  and 
Carpet  Renovating  Works.'  ....  ^^^  Neither  one  of  the 
parties  uses  any  process  of  cleaning  or  repairing  rugs  which 
is  peculiar  to  himself;  each  is  familiar  with  and  uses  the  pro- 
cesses common  in  Oriental  countries,  so  far  as  there  are  any 
such  peruliar  processes.  Each  does  as  good  work  as  the 
other." 

Upon  these  findings,  neither  has  acquired  any  better  right 
to  the  use  of  his  trade  name  than  has  the  other  to  the  use  of 
his  trade  name.  The  name  used  by  the  defendant  is  nothing 
more  tiian  a  siiuple  description  of  his  estal)lishment,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  kind  of  business  carried  on  there.  It  is  a  name 
which  anyone  engaged  in  that  business  properly  may  use,  if 
he  does  neithiiig  wliich  tends  to  deprive  another  of  the  benefit 
of  his  good  reputation  among  his  customers.  If  a  use  of  it 
would  indi'-ate  to  the  public  that  his  establishment  was  tliat 
of  another  person  who  had  become  favorably  known  in  tlic 
trade,  and  would  thus  take  away  from  that  person  business 
which  otherwise  would  go  to  him  because  of  his  good  reputa- 
tion, he  miglit  be  required  to  accompany  the  name  with  some- 
thing to  sliow  that  his  was  a  separate  business:  Fox  Co.  v. 
Glyini,  191  Mass.  344,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  619,  78  N.  E.  89,  9  L. 
R.*A.,  N.  S.,  109ti;  Cohen  v.  Nagle,  190  Mass.  4,  76  N.  E.  276, 
2  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  9G4;  American  Waltham  Watch  Co.  v.  United 
Stales  Watch  Co.,  173  ^lass.  85,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  263,  53  N.  E. 
141,  43  L.  R.  A.  826.  But  the  facts  in  the  present  case  show 
no  reason  for  enjoining  the  defendant:  Fox  Co.  v.  Glynn,  191 
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:\rass.  344,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  619,  78  N.  E.  89,  9  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S., 
1096. 

The  fact  that  the  defendant,  in  1904,  used  the  name  "Ori- 
ental Carpet  and  Rug  Renovating  AVorks"  so  that  it  would 
appear  alphabetically  in  the  telephone  directoiy  before  that 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  perhaps  strike  the  eye  first  if  one  was 
looking  for  the  name  of  a  renovator  of  rugs,  and  give  him  some 
of  the  plaintiff's  customers,  was  made  the  ground  of  an  in- 
junction against  the  use  of  that  name  by  the  defendant.  So 
far  as  appears,  this  part  of  the  decree  is  satisfactory  to  both 
parties. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  whole  case,  the  justice  found  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  sustained  enough  damages  from  the  de- 
fendant's wrongful  conduct  to  warrant  a  reference  of  the 
case  to  a  master.  His  finding  is  that  damage  was  not  more 
than  a  very  few  dollars.  He  therefore  decreed  an  injunction 
against  the  use  of  the  name,  "Oriental  Carpet  and  Rucr  Reno- 
vating Works,"  or  any  other  colorable  imitation  of  the  plain- 
tiff's name,  but  did  not  enjoin  the  use  of  the  original  name, 
"Oriental  Rug  and  ^^'  Carpet  Renovating  Works,"  and  de- 
creed costs  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  case  should  have  been  re- 
ferred to  a  master  to  assess  damages.  If  the  damaeres  were 
su])stantial  this  order  would  be  made,  unless  some  other  mode 
of  determining  their  amount  was  agreed  upon.  But  a  court 
of  equity  is  not  bound  by  any  rule  to  send  the  parties  to  a 
master  in  such  cases,  when  it  is  manifest  that  the  cost  to  the 
])l;nntiff  of  a  hearing  would  be  much  more  than  the  damages 
which  he  seeks  to  recover.  An  order  of  reference,  under 
such  conditions,  would  be  inequitable.  The  smallness  of  a 
claim  has  repeatedly  been  stated  a.s  a  ground  for  refusing  to 
take  jurisdiction  in  efiuity:  Cummings  v.  Barrett  10  Cush. 
186;  Smith  v.  Williains,  116  INIass.  510;  Chapman  v.  Banker 
&  Tradesman  Publishing  Co.,  128  Mass!  478. 

Decree  affirmed. 


Word.s  Which  may  Cnnniitute  a  Valid  TrademarJc  are  considerod  in 
the  note  to  Kyle  v.  Pcrfoetion  Mattress  Co..  So  Am.  St.  Kep.  S3.  As 
to  the  rigcht  to  an  injunction  to  protect  a  traclomark  or  trade  name,  see 
tlie  rer-eiit  cases  of'^corge  G.  Fox  Co.  v.  Glvnn,  191  ^fjiss.  .344,  114 
Am.  St.  Kep.  610:  Xcsne  v.  Sundet.  9?,  :Miiin.  299.  106  Am.  St.  Rep. 
4"'.i:  Fiilk  V.  .-Nnifricaii  etc.  Trading:  Co..  I'^n  X.  Y.  445,  In.o  Am.  St. 
Eep.  77^;  Knel-el  v.  Chicago  Landlords'  etc.  Bureau,  210  111.  176,  102 
Am.  bt.  liep.  154. 
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COOLIDGE  V.  KNIGHT. 

[194  Mass.  546,  80  N.  E.  620.] 

GIFT,  When  not  Perfected  "by  Placing  Account  In  Savings  Bank 

In  the  Naiiie  of  the  Depositor  for  Another  as  Trustee. — Ff  .-i  yioison 
li;i\iii;,f  ilonn^its  in  sovotuI  Rnvirifijs  biml<s  cnusos  cnch  of  liis  npf^onnts 
to  be  transferred  to  himself  as  trustee  of  a  i)ersoii  designated,  and 
makes  an  assignment  to  himself  as  such  ti'ustee,  koc|iing  s'ueli  l)o,)lvS 
in  his  ])Osscssion  during  his  lifetime,  and  drawing  out  the  dividend.s 
for  his  own  nse,  and  making  statements  of  the  persons  to  whom  sneh 
hooks  wi're  to  go,  they  being  the  persons  named  as  beneficiaries,  this 
does  not  eonstitute  a  |ierfected  gift  in  fa\'or  of  any  of  them,  and  on 
his  deatli  the  aeeonnts  reiiresonted  by  the  books  constitute  part  of 
his  estate,      (p.  576.) 

Potilion  tliat  Anna  M.  CoolidiJce,  as  administratrix  of  the 
opinio  of  Eniiiia  Ij.  IMai^oo.  dci'oased,  exoentrix  of  the  will  of 
'I'liojiins  Tiivennore,  dcccn^od,  be  ordered  to  retain  the  assets 
of  the  e-tate  of  said  Eniiiia  L.  INTacfee  to  satisfy  the  claim  of 
the  pf'1i1i(  ner  as  administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  will  an- 
nexed oi  the  estat<,>  of  Thomas  Livermore,  de(X'a,sed. 

The  only  (|ii('stion  to  be  determined  w%as  whether  certain 
^aviiifrs  l)anlc  books  or  their  proceeds  were  assets  of  said 
Thon;as  Livermore  or  of  the  persons  designated  as  benefi- 
ciaries. Each  of  the  savin<j:s  bank  books  pnrported  to  repre- 
sent an  account  standiiis:  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Livermore 
in  trust  for  another  and  desio'nated  person.  Each  of  these 
accounts  was  opened  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Livermore  alone, 
hut  lie  Mibsequcntly  caused  it  to  be  transfeii'ed  to  himself  as 
trust cc.  desigiuttinc:  the  perso?!  for  Avhom  he  was  to  hold  as 
bt'nefiriiiry.  Thus,  tliat  with  tlie  AVarren  Saving's  Institution 
was  as  follows:  "No.  20408.  Warren  Institution  for  Savings 
standing  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Livermore  in  trust  for 
ATary  E.  Bond."  The  others  were  in  like  form,  except  the 
name  of  tlic  lienefieiary.  Livernun-e  had  some  accounts  wliirli 
111"  1r;insrerred  to  Alice  M.  Farnliam,  delivei'ed  to  her  the 
hank-books  representing  his  aceounls,  and  never  a^'ain  liaving 
tlirm  in  his  possession  or  drawing  anything  tlici-eiVoin.  Uut 
as  to  the  acc(Muits  liere  in  <iueslion,  lie  left  a  will  of  which 
Emma  L.  l\Iagee  was  ap|>ointed  exeeidrix.  and,  after  maldng 
!)ei!ues1s  of  two  sums,  i)urp()rted  to  bequeaHi  all  the  liakaiiei* 
of  his  pi'operty  to  his  sist(>r.  ^fartlia  ^Fa^ee.  TIk^  ti'ial  .iudijfe 
ruled  that  the  pass-l)oo];s  and  tlie  acconnts  represciited  thcj'cby 
rei!iaiii(>d  the  ]U-oper1\-  of  Thoiiias  iaveiauoro  until  his  death 
and  eotistitutcil  part  of  his  estate,  and  ordered  the  administra- 
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trix,  Anna  M.  Coolidge,  to  account  with  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  therefor,  and  such  administratrix  thereupon  ap- 
pealed. 

W.  A.  Abbott,  for  Anna  M.  Coolidge. 

B.  N.  Johnson,  for  Henry  F.  Knight. 

cf^o  HAMMOND,  J.  Under  the  stipulation  of  the  parties, 
the  sole  question  left  for  our  consideration  is  whether  Thomas 
Livermore,  to  whom  the  seven  savings  bank  accounts  in  con- 
troversy originally  belonged,  made  during  his  lifetime  a  per- 
fected gift  of  them,  or  any  of  them,  to  the  respective  benefi- 
ciaries. The  case  was  heard,  upon  evidence  largely  oral,  by 
a  sincrle  justice  of  this  court. 

All  the  bank-books  were  kept  by  Livermore  while  he  lived, 
and  after  his  decease  they  were  found  in  his  trunk  among 
his  other  effects.  He  treated  the  accounts  as  belonging  to  him. 
As  to  his  intention  the  justice  found  that  even  "M'here  the 
alleged  beneficiary  was  notified,  there  was  no  intention  on  the 
part  of  Thomas  Livermore  to  hold  the  several  books  in  trust 
for  himself  for  life  and  subject  thereto  in  trust  for  the  sev- 
eral beneficiaries.  On  the  contrary,  I  find  as  a  fact  that  it 
was  his  intention  to  keep  the  full  control  of  the  several  books 
in  question  during  his  life,  and  to  give  the  l)ooks  to  the  several 
beneficiaries  on  his  death.  In  other  words,  that  the  ease  does 
does  not  come  within  the  class  of  cases  of  which  Gerrish  v. 
New  Bedford  Institution  for  Savings,  128  IMass.  159.  35  Am. 
Rep.  365,  would  be  one  if  the  evidence  there  held  to  be  ad- 
missible was  believed,  but  to  the  class  of  cases  of  which  Nutt 
V.  :\rorse.  142  :\Iass.  1,  6  N.  E.  763,  is  an  example."  This 
finding  must  stand  unless  it  appears  to  ])e  clearly  wrong.  But 
it  is  not  necessary  to  invoke  in  this  case  that  principle  of 
practice.  "We  have  carefully  examined  the  evidence  and  are 
satisfied  that  the  finding  was  clearly  right. 

The  interest  on  these  various  acccounts  was  added  every  six 
months  to  the  principal  by  the  respective  banks,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  for  years  after  the  alleged  gifts  and  up  to  the 
time  of  his  deatli,  Livennore  in  every  account  drew  out.  on 
the  day  on  which  the  interest  was  thus  added,  or  within  a 
very  few  days  thereafter,  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount  of  the 
interest.  lie  went  to  the  banks  and  drew  out  this  interest  in 
person,  except  tlic  last  year  I)cfnre  his  death,  in  which  year 
he  from  time  to  time  gave  an  order  to  Mrs.  Farnham,  with 
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whom  he  boarded,  and  she  went  to  the  bank  and  drew  the 
money  for  him.  As  a  rule  he  receipted  for  the  money  in  his 
own  individual  name,  and  with  one  or  two  '^"''^  exceptions 
signed  the  orders  in  the  same  way.  With  the  ex(;eption  of  the 
account  in  the  Boston  Five  Cents  Savings  Bank  it  is  not  sliown 
that  he  ever  receipted  in  any  other  way.  In  one  or  two  in- 
stances Mrs.  Farnham  added  the  word  "trustee"  or  its  ab- 
breviation "Tr. "  to  his  name  upon  an  order,  but  that  was  at 
the  suggestion  of  the  bank  after  her  arrival  there,  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  he  ever  knew  it;  and  in  one  or  two  cases,  at 
least  in  one  instance,  the  word  "Tr. "  appears  after  his  name, 
])ut  in  a  different  ink  and  a  handwriting  differing  from  that 
of  the  body  of  the  signature.  In  a  word,  he  kept  the  books, 
and  in  all  ways  seems  to  have  treated  the  accounts  as  if  they 
belonged  to  him. 

It  is  argued,  however,  in  behalf  of  the  accountant,  that  al- 
though he  made  a  perfect  gift  of  the  principal,  still  it  was  with 
the  reservation  of  the  income  during  his  life.  But  one  of  the 
troul)les  Avith  that  view  of  the  transactions  is  that  in  the  case 
of  several  of  tlie  accounts  the  written  assignment  was  of  the 
interest  as  well  as  the  principal,  and  in  none  is  there  ex- 
pressed any  such  reservation.  The  assignment  of  the  account 
in  the  Warren  Institution  for  Savings,  for  instance,  is  of  the 
deposit-hook  "together  with  all  moneys  due  thereon,  both  prin- 
cipal and  interest."  The  order  to  the  Newton  Savings  Bank 
is  to  pay  ^Irs.  Adams  "all  moneys  that  have  been  or  may  be  de- 
posited, togellicr  with  the  interest  that  may  become  due  on"  the 
account.  While  it  is  true  that  ]\Irs.  Bond-Foote  testified  that 
at  the  time  Livermore  exhibited  the  books  in  the  presence  of 
herself,  her  mother  and  her  sister  Emma,  he  said  that  he  should 
lak'c  the  interest  as  long  as  he  lived,  but  when  he  was  gone 
the  l)()olc«  should  respectively  belong  to  them,  still,  in  view  of 
the  whole  ciri^umstances  disclosed,  we  must  regard  the  whole 
language  uttered  by  him  on  that  occasion  as  indicating  iiot  an 
intention  on  his  part  to  make  a  then  present  gift  of  the  prin- 
cipal so  as  to  pass  it  irrevoi'ably  out  of  his  hands,  but  as  indi- 
cating what  he  supposinl  woidd  happen  after  his  title  to  the 
pi'incil)al  had  ceased  i)y  liis  (h^alh.  And  in  calling  a  book 
"^Tai-ia's  boolv,"  we  undci'.^tand  that  he  meant  not  that  the 
liook  then  actually  bclonued  to  lier,  hut  simply  that  upon  his 
death  he  inten(h'd  that  it  should  go  to  hei'.  In  all  this  we 
find  no  then  present  gift  of  uuy  part  of  the  account  repre- 
sented bv  the  books. 
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^'''^  Livernioro  apparently  was  not  imaequainted  with  the 
manner  in  which  a  gift  of  a  book  account  could  be  properly 
made.  AVhen  he  had  concluded  to  give  an  account  to  Mrs. 
Farnhani  he  proceeded  in  a  proper  way  and  made  an  effectual 
gift.     It  is  unprofitable  to  rehearse  the  evidence  further. 

In  view  of  the  facts  that  the  books  were  kept  in  his  posses- 
sion, that  he  treated  the  accounts  as  his  own  and  under  his  con- 
trol until  his  death,  that  he  knew  how  to  make  a  perfected  gift 
when  his  object  was  to  pass  the  title  from  him  in  his  lifetime 
(as  shown  in  his  gift  to  Mrs.  Farnham),  and  of  the  other  ma- 
terial circumstances,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  finding  of  the 
single  justice  was  correct,  and  that  it  was  not  Livermore's  in- 
tention to  pass  the  title  either  to  the  principal  or  the  interest 
of  any  of  these  accounts  during  his  lifetime.  There  was  there- 
fore no  perfected  gift.  The  title  remained  in  him  at  the  time 
of  his  death :  Nutt  v.  IMorse,  142  ^lass.  1 ;  Bailey  v.  New  Bed- 
ford Institution  for  Savings,  192  Mass.  564,  and  cases  there 
cited. 

Decree  affirmed. 

Where  Moneys  are  on  Deposit,  to  pass  the  property  by  a  gift,  thore 
muHt  be  a  delivery  to  and  an  acceptance  by  tlie  donee  or  something 
equivalent  th<reto:  Bailey  v.  New  Bedford  Inst,  for  Savings,  iy2 
M;iss.  504,  116  Am.  St.  Kep.  270,  and  see  the  cases  cited  in  the  cross- 
reference   note   thereto. 


WESTINGIIOUSE  ELECTRIC  AND  IMANUFACTURING 

CO]\IPANY  V.  REED. 

[194  Mass.  590,  80  N.  E.  621.] 

CORPORATIONS — Directors — Remedy  Against,  When  must  be 
in  Equity,  and  not  in  Law. — To  enforce  a  liability  arising  fruni  ;i  sr:!t- 
ute  providing  that  the  directors  of  a  street  railway  company  shall  be 
jointly  and  severally  liable  to  the  extent  of  its  capital  stock  for  all 
its  debts  and  contracts  until  the  whole  amonnt  of  its  capital  stock 
shall  be  paid  in,  and  a  certificate  stating  the  amount  so  fixed  and  p;iid 
in  shall  have  been  signed  and  sworn  to  by  its  president,  treasurer, 
clerk,  and  a  majorit}'  of  its  directors,  and  filed  in  the  ofTice  of  the 
secretary  of  the  commonwealth,  the  remedy  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law, 
becr.nso  the  liability  is  not  to  be  enforced  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the 
crfilitor  who  may  first  seek  to  avail  himself  of  it.  Init  must  be  made 
available  for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors,      (p.  .578.) 

CORPORATIONS — Suit  Against  Directors.  Corporation,  Wlien 
not  a  Nccessai-y  Party  to. — rndtr  a  stritutc  rn.'iking  the  directf)rs  of  a 
corporation  liable  for  its  debts  until  the  whole  amount  of  its  capital 
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stock  has  been  paid  in,  the  corporation  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a 
suit  against  the  directors,      (p.  579.) 

CORPORATION,  Directors,  Liability  of,  Is  not  Terminated  by 
Their  False  Certificate. — Under  a  statute  making  directors  of  a  corjio- 
ration  liable  for  its  debts  until  its  capital  stock  has  been  paid  in, 
and  a  certificate  stating  the  amount  is  signed  and  sworn  to  by  tlio 
president,  trci'.snrci-,  cieik,  and  a  majority  of  the  board  of  directors, 
the  liability  of  tlie  directors  does  not  terminate  on  their  filing  a  false 
ccrtific;i(e  of  the  required  facts,  though  such  certificate  was  made  in 
good  faith,      (ji.  580.) 

Suit  in  e(iuity  by  the  We.stin<>'lioiise  Electric  and  IManufac- 
turjiiir  Company,  a  cor[)()ration  of  J'ennsylvania,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  itself  and  any  of  the  creditors  of  the  Lowell  and  Boston 
Street  Railway,  who  might  desire  to  join  with  it  against  the 
defendants  as  directors  of  the  latter  street  railway  company'. 
The  bill  alleged  a  canse  of  action  in  favor  of  the  street  rail- 
way company  arising  from  the  plaintiff's  having  furnished  it 
certain  electric  equipments;  that  in  jNIarch,  1901,  certain  per- 
sons were  appointed  receivers  of  the  street  railway  company; 
that  it  had  no  assets  to  distribute  among  its  creditors,  and  that 
the  receivers  had  been  discharged;  that  the  street  railway 
company  had  owned  and  operated  a  street  railway  between 
the  town  of  l>illerica  and  the  city  of  AVoburn  ;  that  the  de- 
fendants were  the  directors  of  the  street  railway  when  the 
plaintiff's  indebtedness  was  incurred;  that  the  capital  stock 
of  the  railway  company  was  ninety  thousand  dollars;  that  the 
whole  amount  thereof  had  never  been  paid  in,  and  that  no 
valid  certiiicatG  had  been  filed  by  the  directors  to  the  effect 
that  the  capital  stock  had  been  paid,  as  recpiired  by  statute. 
The  bill  prayed  for  process  to  attach  the  real  estate  of  the 
dcFendants  and  for  a  decree  requiring  the  defendants  jointly 
and  sc\'crnl]y  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  debt. 

A  (lc)iiniTcr  was  interposed  to  the  bill  on  various  grounds, 
ainojig  which  were,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  stated  a  cause 
oi'  adion  enlilling  it  to  reli(^f  against  any  of  flic  d(>Pendaiifs ; 
tluil  the  ])lainliil'  had  a  complete  and  a(lc(juafe  renuHly  at 
bnv  :  thai  it  did  not  apjiear  in  the  bill  that  Ihe  Lowell  and 
I^oston  Street  I^iihvay  had  ever  been  duly  adjudicated  a 
!;anki'iii)t,  or  that  judgment  had  been  recovered  against  if, 
and  that  if  had  neglected  For  thirty  tiays.  after  demand  made 
on  execution,  to  pay  the  amoiuit  due  or  to  cxiiibit  to  the  oliicer 
real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  it  sutTicient  to  satisfy 
any  execution  issued  on  such  judgii;ent :  that  flie  bill  did  not 
set  FtMlh  ill  detail  the  alle-.rat  ions  necessary  to  enable  the 
plaint  iiV  to  tiiai!itain  it:  that  it  is  not  alleged  that  no  capital 
Aiii.   Si.    i:(;),,   \'ui.    i::(i  -  :;7 
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stock  ID  the  railway  company  has  ever  been  issued ;  and  be- 
cause the  validity  or  invalidity,  truth  or  falsity,  of  the  cer- 
tificate filed  by  the  directors  cannot  be  ascertained  in  this 
proceeding. 

The  trial  court,  after  hearing  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  and 
the  demurrer,  reported  the  same  to  the  supreme  court  for 
its  determination.  If  the  demurrer  was  sustained,  the  bill  to 
be  dismissed;  if  overruled,  the  defendants  were  to  answer. 

F.  H.  Nash,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A,  H.  Russell,  for  the  defendants. 

«»3  SHELDON,  J.  It  was  provided  by  Revised  Laws, 
chapter  112,  section  19,  in  force  when  this  bill  was  brought, 
that  "the  directors  of  a  street  railway  company  shall  be 
jointly  and  severally  liable,  to  the  extent  of  its  capital  stock, 
for  all  its  debts  and  contracts  until  the  whole  amount  of  its 
capital  stock  as  originally  fixed  by  its  agreement  of  association, 
or  if  a  chartered  company,  by  its  directors,  shall  have  been 
paid  in,  and  a  certificate  stating  the  amount  thereof  so  fixed 
and  paid  in  shall  have  been  signed  and  sworn  to  by  its  presi- 
dent, treasurer,  clerk,  and  a  majority  of  its  directors,  and  filed 
in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  commonwealth."  These 
provisions  are  now  contained  in  Statutes  of  1906.  chapter  463, 
part  3,  section  29.  The  bill  is  brought  under  that  statute  to 
enforce  the  liability  of  the  directors  of  the  Lowell  and  Boston 
Street  Railway  Company,  for  debts  alleged  to  have  been  in- 
curred by  that  company. 

It  seems  manifest  to  us  that  the  remedy  to  enforce  this  lia- 
bility must  be  in  equity  and  not  at  law.  The  liability  of  the 
defendants  is  not  for  all  the  debts  and  contracts  of  the  com- 
pany, but  only  for  those  debts  and  contracts  to  the  extent  of  its 
capital  stock.  The  liability,  being  to  this  limited  extent  for  all 
the  debts  and  contracts  of  the  company,  is  not  to  be  enforced 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditor  who  may  first  seek  to  avail  him- 
self thereof,  which  might  result  in  excluding  other  creditors 
by  exhausting  the  fund,  but  must  be  made  available  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  creditors:  Harris  v.  First  Parish  in  Dor- 
chester, 23  ^-^^  Pick.  112;  Crease  v.  Babcock,  11  Met.  525; 
Bell  V.  Spaulding,  3  Allen,  485.  For  the  reasons  stated  in 
those  opinions,  it  is  only  in  equity  that  the  rights  of  all  par- 
ties can  be  protected  and  an  adequate  remedy  given:  See,  to 
the  same  effect,  Knowltou  v.  Ackley,  8  Cush.  93;  Kinsley  v. 
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Rice,  10  Gray,  325;  IMcrcliaiits'  Bank  v.  Stevenson,  10  Gray, 
232;  IMercliants'  Bank  v.  Stevenson,  5  Allen,  398;  Common- 
wealth V.  Cochituate  Bank,  3  Allen,  42;  Tope  v.  Leonard,  115 
:\ra:ss.  286. 

The  corporation  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  bill.  This 
statute  creates  a  different  liability  from  that  imposed  by 
lu'vised  Laws,  chapter  110,  section  58  et  seq.  By  section  62 
of  that  statute  the  corporation  is  made  a  necessary  party  ta 
a  bill  brought  to  enforce  that  liability.  It  is  only  for  this 
reason  that  the  corporation  must  be  joined  as  a  defendant: 
Barre  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ilingham  Mfg.  Co.,  127  ]\Iass.  563.  As 
was  pointed  out  in  that  case,  the  right  to  proceed  against 
the  directors  never  belonged  to  the  corporation  and  was  no 
part  of  its  assets.  So  in  Clark  v.  AVarwick  Cycle  Mfg.  Co., 
174  ^lass.  434,  54  N.  E.  887;  Hancock  Nat.  i3ank  v.  Ellis, 
1G6  !\rass.  414,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  414,  44  N.  E.  349;  Chamljcrlin 
V.  Huguenot  IMfg.  Co.,  118  Mass.  532;  New  Lamp  Chimney 
Co.  V.  Anson i a  Brass  &  Copper  Co.,  91  U.  S.  656.  The  pro- 
visions of  Statutes  of  1903,  chapter  437,  section  36,  do  not  ap- 
j)Iy  to  this  case  for  the  same  reasons,  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  by  section  1  of  that  act  street  railway  companies  are  ex- 
chuk'd  fi'om  its  provisions.  Nor  need  the  creditors  exhaust 
their  rcuicd,y  against  the  corporation  by  taking  out  execution 
or  otherwise,  because  the  statute  under  which  tliis  bill  is 
bi'DUuht  requires  no  such  action. 

The  statute  provides  that  the  liability  of  the  directors  shall 
continue  until  the  whole  amount  of  the  captial  stoclc  sliall  liave 
l)een  paid  in  and  a  certificate  thereof  shall  have  been  signed 
and  sworn  to  by  the  president,  treasurer,  clerk  and  a  majority 
of  the  directors,  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the 
coiuinoiiwealth:  Rev.  Laws,  c.  112,  sec.  19;  Stals.  ]90(),  c. 
4(1:!,  pt.  3,  sec.  29.  The  bill  avers  that  the  wliole  amount 
of  1lie  capital  stock  "was  never  actually  paid  in  in  cash," 
and  "tiiat  no  valid  certificate  has  been  filed  by  the  di- 
rcrlofs  of  said  street  railway  coinpany  to  the  efi^'ct  tliat  said 
e;!;)i1al  stock  has  been  paid  in  as  required"  Ijy  tlie  statute. 
The  dcFciidMnt  coiitends  that  this  is  not  an  avcnucnt  tliat  no 
eeiiilicate  lias  bei>n  tiled,  and  that  the  validity  •"••*■''  of  tlie  cer- 
titi'-aic  is  nut  to  be  inquired  into  in  liiis  jini  ceding,  but  that 
tii(.'  s!,!i  iilory  lia])ility  of  the  defendants  ends  as  soon  as  a 
certilic;ile  shall  liave  been  tiled,  whether  its  statements  are 
true  or  uiiti'uc:  Slcdi!i;!u  v.  I'lvdrtli,  6  Met.  114.  '1,'he  li;d)ility 
con.sidered  ni  that  ca.^e  re.^led  upon  the  slnrklioldei's  until  the 
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capital  stock  should  have  been  paid  in  and  the  officers  of  the 
corporation  should  have  filed  a  certificate  thereof;  and  it  was 
hold  tliat  the  liability  of  the  stockbolders  for  subsequent  debts 
of  the  corporation  ceased  upon  the  filing  of  the  certificate. 
But  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in  that  case  is  inapplicable 
to  the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar.  Here  the  liability  is  upon  the 
dire-tors;  and  it  is  upon  them,  acting  by  a  majority  of  that 
body,  as  well  as  upon  other  officers,  that  the  duty  of  signing, 
swearing  to  and  filing  the  required  certificate  rests.  It  would 
be  strange  if  by  their  mere  false  statement  under  oath,  whether 
made  willfully  or  carelessly,  they  could  terminate  the  liabil- 
ity imposed  upon  them,  especially  as  it  ordinarily  would  be 
in  their  own  power  to  prevent  the  inciirring  of  the  debts  and 
the  making  of  the  contracts  which  create  that  liability.  Nor 
is  it  material  whether  the  directors  did  or  did  not  act  in  good 
faith  in  making  the  certificate.  It  concerned  a  matter  as 
to  which  thej^  had  full  means  of  knowledge.  We  cannot  re- 
strict their  liability  further  than  is  done  by  the  statute:  An- 
thony &  Scovill  Co.  V.  Metropolitan  Art  Co.,  190  Mass.  35, 
76  n".  E.  289. 

The  formal  objection  that  the  bill  avers  that  the  capital 
stock  has  not  been  paid  in  "in  cash,"  and  that  no  valid  cer- 
tificate has  been  filed  ''by  the  directors,"  whereas  the  re- 
quirement of  the  statute  is  that  it  be  filed  by  the  president, 
treasurer,  clerk  and  a  majority  of  the  directors,  has  not  been 
argued,  and  need  not  be  considered.  Nor  has  it  been  argued 
that  the  bill  should  have  averred  that  any  certificate  of  capital 
stock  had  been  issued,  or  that  the  proper  defendants  are  not 
those  who  were  the  directors  when  the  debt  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  incurred:  See  Holyoke  Bank  v.  Burnham,  11  Cush. 
183 ;  Johnson  v.  Somerville  Dyeing  &  Bleaching  Co.,  15  Gray, 
216. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


Statiites  Imposing  Liability  on  Directors  of  corporations  for  inrlpViforl- 
ness  in  excess  of  their  capital  stock  are  construed  strictly  as  in  iliroyra- 
tion  of  tlip  common  law:  Traflr-sman  Pub.  Co.  v.  Kuoxville  Car  Wheel 
Co.,  95  Teun.  634,  49  Am.  St.  Kep.  943. 
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STATE  V.  ST.  PAUL.  T^riNNEAPOTJS  AND  MANITOBA 
RATLAVAY  CO:\IPAXY. 

[98  Minn.  380,  108  X.  W.  201.] 

EAILEOADS — Statutes  Requiring  Construction  of  Crossings. — 
In  the  ex(>rcis('  of  thn  police  jiower,  a  sttitc  maj^  compel  a  railroad  coni- 
]!aiiy  to  eoiistnu't  and  maintain,  at  its  own  expense,  suitable  crossings 
at  sti-eet  and  higliway  iutorsectious,  whetiier  the  higliway  is  laid  out 
lud'ore  or  ■■ifter  tlie  construction  oi"  the  railway,  and  wiicther  the  cross- 
ing is  at  L;r;id(',  or  below  or  above  the  tracks,      (pp.  583,  592.) 

RAILROADS — Constraction  of  Charter. — Charters  of  public  cor- 
porations are  construed  strictly  against  the  corporations  and  liberally 
in  favor  of  the  public,      (p.  593.) 

STATUTES — Construction. — The  Operation  of  Statutes  is  often 
extended,  by  construction,  to  matters  of  subsequent  creation,  and  ap- 
jilied  to  conditions  that  accrue  after  their  passage,  as  well  as  to  those 
that  existed  before,      (p.  593.) 

STATUTES — Constrjction.— Courts  may  Carry  a  Statute  beyond 
the  natural  import  of  its  words  when  essential  to  answer  the  purpose  of 
the  legislature,      (p.  59-1.) 

STATUTES— Construction. -The  Intention  of  a  Remedial  Stat- 
ute will  ai\v;iys  prevail  over  tiie  literal  st'use  of  its  terms.  Tliei'cfore, 
wluMi  tlie  expression  is  special  or  particular,  but  the  reason  is  general, 
the  expression  is  deemed  general,      (p.  594.) 

RAILROADS — ConsUuction  of  Statute  Providing  for  Cross- 
ings.—  A  ]iruvisioi]  in  the  cliaider  of  a  railway  company  that  the  said 
conipnnv  shall  have  the  right  and  anthoi'ity  to  construct  their  said 
railroad  and  branches  upon  ami  along,  across,  under  or  o\'rr,  any  public 
or  ]irivate  liiglnvay,  road,  street,  plank  road,  or  raili-nad,  if  the  same 
shall  be  necessary;  but  the  said  coniji.any  shall  put  such  higliway,  road, 
street,  ])lank  road,  or  railroad,  in  such  coiulition  and  state  of  repair  as 
not  to  impair  or  intcrlere  with  its  free  and  ])roper  use,''  applies  to 
streets  and  higl'.ways  laid  out  subse'piently  to  the  construction  of  the 
railroad,      (p.  '>'.>'>.) 

COMMON  LAW-  Nature  and  Origin. — Ttie  common  law  is  not  a 
codilicatiou  of  exact  or  iullexible  lules  for  human  conduct,  for  the  re- 
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dress  of  injuries,  or  protection  agninst  wrongs,  nor  yet  a  mere  figment 
of  .iudicial  genius;  but,  on  the  contrary,  ia  the  embodiment  of  broad 
and  comprehensive  unwritten  principles,  inspired  by  natural  reason,  an 
innate  sense  of  justice,  adopted  by  common  consent  for  the  regulation 
and  government  of  the  affairs  of  men.     (p.  597.) 

EAILROADS— Duty  to  Construct  Crossings.— The  right  of  the 
state  to  lay  out  and  open  new  streets  is  a  condition  attached  by  imjili- 
cation  of  law  to  the  charter  and  franchise  of  a  railway  company,  ami 
the  obligation  of  the  company  to  maintain  crossings  in  good  condition 
at  street  intersections  is  a  continuing  one,  follows  the  franchise,  and 
ap])lies  to  new  streets  or  highways  as  they  come  into  exidteuce.  (p. 
599.) 

RAILROADS — Safe  Crossings — Police  Power. — A  bridge  ovor 
railroad  tracks  at  their  intersection  of  a  public  street  is,  when  neces- 
sary to  make  the  crossing  safe  for  use,  a  "safety  device"  which  the 
state  may,  in  the  exeicise  of  its  police  power,  require  the  railway  com- 
pany to  construct  and  maintain  at  its  own  expense,     (p.  599.) 

RAILROADS— Safe  Crossings.— The  Right  of  the  State  to  re- 
quire a  railroad  company  to  construct  bridges  at  crossings  where  the 
public  safety  requires  them  is  a  part  of  the  police  power,  which  can 
neither  bo  contracted  away  nor  lost  by  inaction  on  the  part  of  the 
public  authorities,     (p.  600.) 

Frank  Ilealy,  for  the  appellant. 

Rome  G.  Brown  and  Charles  S.  Albert,  for  the  respondents. 

^^^  BROWN,  J.  Proceedings  in  mandamus  to  compel  de- 
fendants to  erect  and  maintain  a  bridge  over  their  right  of 
way  and  railroad  tracks  as  the  same  extend  across  University 
avenue,  in  the  city  of  ^Minneapolis. 

The  facts,  briefly  stated,  are  as  follows :  The  Minnesota 
and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  incorporated  by  chapter 
1,  page  3  of  the  Laws  of  Minnesota  Territory,  Extraterritorial 
Session  of  1857;  and  defendants,  St.  Paul,  ^Minneapolis  and 
Manitoba  Railway  Company  and  the  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company,  are  successors  in  interest,  entitled  to  all  its  rights 
and  subject  to  all  its  obligations  and  liabilities,  in  so  far  as 
involved  in  this  proceeding.  The  line  of  railroad  was  con- 
structed through  the  city  of  Minneapolis  many  years  ago 
upon  a  right  of  way  acquired  by  purchase,  of  which  defend- 
ants are  now  the  owners.  Long  after  the  construction  of  the 
railroad,  in  the  year  1892,  the  council  of  the  city  of  Minne- 
apolis, pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  its  charter  conferring 
authority  to  that  end,  duly  laid  out  and  opened  the  street 
in  question  over  and  across  the  railroad  right  of  way,  and  it 
has  since  that  time  been  used  as  one  of  the  public  thorough- 
fares of  the  city.  At  the  time  the  street  was  opened,  the  city, 
at  its  own  cost  and  expense,  erected  a  bridge  over  the  rail- 
road tracks,  and  thereafter  maintained  the  same  until  the 
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year  1903,  when  it  was  ^•'*"  partly  burned  and  practically 
destroyed ;  since  which  time  there  has  been  no  passage  over 
the  tracks  at  this  point.  Subsequently  to  the  destruction  of 
the  bridge  the  city  council,  by  resolution  duly  adopted,  or- 
dered and  directed  defendants  to  construct  a  good  and  suit- 
able bridge  over  their  tracks  at  the  intersection  of  this  new 
street,  at  their  own  cost  and  expense.  Plans  and  specifica- 
tions were  prepared  by  the  city  engineer  under  the  direction 
of  the  council.  Defendants  refused  to  comply  with  the  order, 
and  thereafter  these  proceedings  were  commenced  to  compel 
a  compliance  therewith. 

The  matter  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  court  below,  and 
was  sul)milted  for  its  determination  upon  a  stipulation  of 
facts,  from  which  it  appears,  among  other  things,  that  the 
erection  of  the  bridge  is  necessary  to  render  the  street  cross- 
ing safe  for  public  travel.  This  must  be  taken,  for  present 
purposes,  as  conclusive  upon  the  question  of  the  propriety 
and  necessity  of  the  proposed  improvement.  Of  course,  if 
this  stipulation  was  entered  into  by  counsel  for  defendants 
on  the  theory  that  this  was  not  a  grade  crossing,  and  that 
tlie  necessity  for  the  bridge  arises  solely  from  the  fact  that 
the  street  was  laid  over  the  tracks,  he  is  not  bound  by  it,  and 
the  (luestion  of  necessity  will  be  open  on  a  new  trial.  The 
court  below  held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  street  was  laid  out 
and  opened  sul)sequently  to  the  construction  of  the  railroad, 
the  burden  of  erecting  and  maintaining  the  bridge  rested 
upon  the  city,  and  not  upon  the  railroad  company.  Judg- 
ment was  entered,  dismissing  the  proceedings,  from  which 
rehitor  appealed. 

The  casi;  is  an  important  one,  not  only  to  the  railway  com- 
panies of  the  state,  Init  to  the  numerous  nuinicipalities  thereof 
as  well.  In  a  word,  the  turning  point  of  the  controversy  is. 
shall  the  railway  companies,  or  interested  munieipalilies.  hear 
the  burch^'n  and  expense  of  constructing  crossings  al  s!  reels 
and  highways  intersected  by  railroads,  and  maintaining  ilu'in 
in  a  safe  and  suitable  condition  for  public  use,  wliei'c  the 
street  or  hiuhway  is  laid  out  after  the  const rnel  ion  of  the 
railroad?  The  precise  question  was  not  involved  in  any 
previous  case  in  this  conrt,  except  in  a  measure  in  State  v. 
District  Court  for  Hennepin  County,  42  Minn.  247,  44  N.  AV. 
7,  7  L.  R.  A.  121,  \vhi(-li  will  ])e  referred  to  hereafter;  and 
whatever  may  he  foiiiitl  in  fornu^r  0[)ini()ns  in  analogous  cases 
on  the  subject  must  be  treated  as  mere  obiter  renuirks.    Some 


584  American  State  Reports,  Vol,  120.  [^Minn. 

conflicting  views  are  apparent,  but  we  are  not  required, 
^^"^  in  disposing  of  the  present  case,  to  reconcile  them.  The 
court  is  confronted  with  the  principal  question  for  the  first 
time.  We  have  been  assisted  by  exhaustive  arguments  by 
able  counsel,  have  considered  the  sul)ject  thoroughly,  and  the 
result  of  our  deliberations  is,  in  our  opinion,  fully  in  accord 
with  the  legislative  policy  of  this  state  respecting  the  matter 
in  issue,  and  in  harmony  with  the  law  and  policy  of  other 
states.  Several  questions  are  presented  by  the  record  which 
will  be  considered  in  their  logical  order, 

1.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  defendants  that  the  pro- 
ceedings laying  out  and  establishing  the  street  in  question 
did  not  vest  in  the  city  the  right  to  open  the  same  on  a  grade 
with  the  railroad  track;  that  a  proper  view  of  such  proceed- 
ings, taken  as  a  whole,  will  permit  of  no  conclusion  other 
than  that  the  street  was  laid  out  up  to  the  right  of  way,  and 
then  over  the  same  by  means  of  a  bridge,  which  was  erected 
by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  city.  A  strict  construction  of 
the  proceedings  might  sustain  this  contention;  but  we  are  of 
opinion  that,  fairly  construed,  a  street  was  laid  out  across 
the  right  of  way,  and  the  city  authorities  thereby  became 
vested  with  power  to  open  the  same  at  grade,  or  by  an  over- 
head crossing,  as  propriety,  necessity  and  public  safety  re- 
(luired.  It  is  unnecessary  to  go  further  into  this  phase  of 
the  case,  and  we  pass  to  other  more  vital  and  important  ques- 
tions. 

2.  We  come,  then,  to  the  question  whether  the  state,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  police  power,  may  require  railroad  companies 
to  construct,  at  their  own  cost  and  expense,  suitable  crossings 
at  street  and  highway  intersections,  in  cases  where  the  street 
or  higliway  was  laid  out  subsequent  to  the  construction  of 
the  railroad;  and  further,  if  that  power  be  vested  in  the  state, 
whether  the  legislature  has,  by  any  statutory  enactment,  im- 
posed the  obligation  upon  the  respondents,  or  whether  it  rests 
upon  them  at  conmion  law.  It  is  insisted  by  defendants  that 
there  is  no  such  obligation  at  common  law ;  that  the  state  has 
no  power  to  cast  the  burden  upon  the  railroads;  and  that  if 
any  statute  exists  which  may  be  so  construed,  it  is  in  violation 
of  both  state  and  federal  constitutions,  in  that  it  denies  to 
such  companies  the  equal  protection  of  the  law,  and  operates 
to  take  from  them  their  private  property  for  public  use,  with- 
out compensation  first  paid  or  secured. 
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3.  The  question  as  to  tlie  power  of  the  state,  as  respects 
streets  and  highways  existing  at  the  time  of  the  construction 
of  a  railroad  and  over  •'•'^•'^  which  it  passes,  to  re(piire  the 
hitter  to  construct  and  maintain  suitahle  crossings,  by  bridges, 
viaducts  or  otherwise,  at  its  own  expense,  has  been  before  the 
courts  in  luimerous  cases,  and  the  uniform  rule,  so  far  as  our 
examination  of  tlie  authorities  has  extended,  is  that  the  state 
possesses  that  power.  The  obligation  of  the  company  in  such 
cases  arises  from  the  rule  of  the  common  law  that,  where  a 
new  liigliway  is  laid  out  across  one  already  in  existence  and 
use,  the  crossing  must  not  only  be  made  with  as  little  injury 
as  possible  to  the  old  way,  but  whatever  structures  may  be 
necessary  for  the  convenience  and  safety  of  the  crossing  must 
be  erected  and  maintained  by  the  person  or  corporation  con- 
structing and  using  the  new  way:  Northern  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
City  of  Baltimore,  46  Md.  425,  445;  Dyer  County  v.  Chesa- 
peake etc.  Ry.  Co.,  87  Tenn.  712,  11  S.  W.  943.  The  obliga- 
tion exists  in  such  cases  independent  of  statute,  and,  as  ob- 
served, the  authorities  enforce  it  in  all  cases  where  the  streets 
were  laid  out  and  in  existence  before  the  advent  of  the  rail- 
road, and  it  extends  to  grade  crossings,  bridges  and  viaducts. 
or  wliate\'er  may  be  essential  and  necessary  to  make  the  cross- 
ing safe.  If  the  duty  to  construct  and  maintain  the  bridge 
in  (jiicstion  rests  upon  the  railroad  company,  either  by  force 
of  the  provisions  of  its  charter  or  at  connnon  law,  it  is  clear 
that  the  city  may  enforce  it.  Its  specially  delegated  super- 
vision and  control  over  streets  and  highways,  with  authority 
to  lay  out  and  open  new  ones,  vest  in  it  authority  to  enforce 
all  ai)propriate  ri'gulations  sanctioned  by  tlie  police  power  of 
the  slate.  The  obligation  was  enforced  by  the  city  of  ^linne- 
apiilis  in  the  case  of  State  v.  ^rnineai)olis  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co..  39 
?.linii.  2113.  39  N.  AY.  153,  without  special  statutcu'v  authority, 
the  ohiignlion  existing,  as  it  is  contended  it  does  in  the  case 
at  bar,  by  force  of  tlie  provisions  of  the  charter  of  the  rail- 
road co:iii)aii\'. 

4.  The  autlioritics  are  not  fully  agreed  upon  tlie  (piestion 
wliellier  the  stale  may.  in  1he  exereise  of  the  i)oliee  power, 
compel  a  raili'oad  coinpany.  without  eompeiisa!  ion.  to  con- 
striK-t  and  maintain  suitahle  erossiims  at  streets  extended 
over  the  riuiit  of  way  suhse([uent  to  the  coiistruclion  of  the 
railroad.  Our  exaininatioii  of  the  books,  however,  leads  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  great  weight  of  authority  sustains 
tlie   aHiriiiative  of  that   pn)i)osilioii.      The  right  of  the  state 
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so  to  act  is  nsaiiitained  in  the  states  of  IMaine,  Connecticut, 
Illinois,  New  York,  Tennessee,  Indiana,  Texas,  IMississippi, 
Ohio,  Nebraska,  New  Jersey,  Vermont,  Wisconsin,  and  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States.  ^^^  It  involves  an  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  and  the  inquiry  is  whether  such  a 
requirement  is  a  proper  exercise  of  that  power.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  enter  into  an  extended  discussion  to  show  the 
extent  to  which  the  legislature  may  go  in  the  exercise  of  this 
governmental  prerogative.  The  property,  rights  and  liberty 
of  the  citizen  are  to  be  enjoyed  in  subordination  to  the  gen- 
eral public  welfare,  and  all  reasonable  regulations  for  the 
preservation  and  promotion  thereof  are  uniformly  sustained 
by  the  courts.  "Rights  of  property,  like  all  other  social  and 
conventional  rights,  are  subject  to  such  reasonable  limitations 
in  their  enjoyment  as  shall  prevent  them  from  being  in- 
jurious, and  to  such  reasonable  restraints  and  regulations, 
established  by  law,  as  the  legislature,  under  the  governing 
and  controlling  power  vested  in  them  by  the  constitution,  may 
think  necessary  and  expedient":  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7 
Cush.  53;  Thorpe  v.  Rutland  &  B.  R.  Co.,  27  Vt.  140,  62  Am. 
Dec.  625 ;  New  Orleans  Gas  Co.  v.  Drainage  Commission  of 
New  Orleans,  197  U.  S.  ^53,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  471,  49  L.  ed. 
831.  The  reasonable  limits  of  the  exercise  of  the  power  are 
not  readily  defined,  but,  generally  speaking,  it  extends  to  all 
matters  where  the  general  public  welfare,  morals  and  health 
of  the  community  are  involved:  Butler  v.  Chambers,  36  ]Minn. 
G9,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  638,  30  N.  W.  303. 

A  reference  to  a  few  of  the  adjudged  cases  will  show  the 
general  trend  of  judicial  opinion  upon  the  subject  before  us. 
In  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  County  Commrs.,  79  Me.  386,  10 
Atl.  113,  the  court  had  before  it  a  statute  imposing  upon  the 
railroad  companies  of  that  state  the  duty  of  constructing 
crossings  at  subsequently  laid-out  highways,  and  its  validity 
was  affirmed.  The  court  there  said:  "The  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  impose  uncompensated  duties  and  even  burdens 
upon  individuals  and  corporations  for  the  general  safety  is 
fundamental.  It  is  the  police  power.  Its  proper  exercise  is 
the  highest  duty  of  government.  The  state  may  in  some  cases 
fori'uo  the  right  to  taxation,  but  it  can  never  relieve  itself  of 
the  duty  of  providing  for  the  safety  of  its  citizens.  This  duty 
and  consequent  power  override  all  statute  or  contract  exemp- 
tions; the  state  cannot  free  any  person  or  corporation  from 
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subjection  to  this  power.  All  personal  as  well  as  property 
rights  must  be  lield  subject  to  the  police  power  of  the  state." 
In  t])e  case  of  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  City  of  Chicago, 
140  111.  309,  29  N.  E.  1109,  the  court  had  before  it  a  case 
\vh('"e  the  city  instituted  condemnation  *''*^  proceedings  for 
the  purpose  of  opening  and  extending  a  street  across  a  rail- 
road ah'oady  in  existence,  and  the  question  presented  was 
whetlier  the  company  owning  the  railroad  was  entitled,  as 
a  part  of  its  compensation  for  opening  the  street  across  its 
tracks,  to  the  cost  of  constructing  and  maintaining  the  cross- 
ing. It  appeared  that  the  railroad  was  constructed  prior  to 
the  passage  of  a  statute  which  required  all  railroad  companies 
thereafter  to  construct  and  maintain  such  crossings  and  all 
approa(.'hes  t'ncreto.  It  was  insisted  that  the  statute  was  in- 
valid, and  had  no  application  to  the  defendant  because  its 
road  was  constructed  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  street  and 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute.  In  that  case  the  court 
said:  "(Jovernment  owes  to  its  citizens  the  duty  of  providing 
and  ]))■  ;^<'r\iiig  safe  and  convenient  highways.  From  this 
duty  results  the  right  of  public  control  over  highways.  Rail- 
roads are  public  higliways,  and  in  their  relations  as  such  to 
the  p'uMic  are  sul)ject  to  legislative  supervision,  though  the 
interests  of  their  shareholders  are  private  property.  Every 
railroad  company  takes  its  right  of  way  subject  to  the  right 
of  the  public  to  exleiid  the  public  highway's  and  streets  across 
such  right  of  way If  railroads,  so  far  as  they  are  pub- 
lic highways,  are,  like  other  highwa.ys,  subject  to  legislative 
supervision,  then  railroad  companies  in  their  relations  to  high- 
ways and  streets  which  intersect  their  rights  of  way  are  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  police  power  of  the  state;  that  power 
of  which  this  court  has  said  that  'it  may  be  assumed  that  it 
is  a  power  coextensive  with  self-i)roteetion,  and  is  not  itui}>tly 
li'ni.ctl  the  law  of  overruling  necessity':  Lake  View  v.  liuse 
Hill  Cemetery  Co.,  70  111.  191,  22  Am.^Rep.  71.  The  re<iuire- 
iiu'ut  embodied  in  section  8  (2  Starr  &  Curtis'  Ann.  Slats. 
18^:5,  p.  1937,  c.  11-1),  that  railroad  companies  shall  const i-uet 
and  nuiintain  the  highway  and  street  crossings  and  the  ap- 
proaclies  thereto  within  their  res[-»et'tive  rights  of  way,  is 
nut';':im-  moi'e  than  a  police  regulation.  It  is  propi'r  that  tlie 
purl i. Ill  of  the  street  or  highway  which  is  \vithin  the  limits  of 
the  railroad  right  of  way  should  he  eonsliMu-ted  by  the  rail- 
road company  and  maintained  by  it,  because  of  the  dangei's 
arLcii^inig  the  operation  of  its  road.     It  should  control  the 
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making  and  repairing  of  the  crossing  for  the  protection  of 
those  passing  along  the  street  and  of  those  riding  on  the 

cars The  items  of  expense  for  which  appellant  claims 

compensation  are  such  only  as  are  involved  in  its  compliance 
with  a  police  regulation  of  the  ^^*  statute.  It  is  well  settled 
that  'neither  a  natural  pereon  nor  a  corporation  can  claim 
damages  on  account  of  being  compelled  to  render  obedience 
to  a  police  regulation  designed  to  secure  the  common  welfare': 
Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  105  111.  388, 
44:  Am.  Rep.  799.  It  Has  been  held  by  this  court  in  a  number 
of  cases  that  railroad  corporations  may  be  required  to  fence 
their  tracks,  to  put  in  cattle-guards,  to  place  upon  their  en- 
gines a  bell,  and  to  do  other  things  for  the  protection  of  life 
and  property,  although  their  charters  contained  no  such  re- 
quirements: ....  Galena  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Dill,  22  111.  264; 
Ohio  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  McClelland,  25  111.  140;  Peoria  etc.  Ry. 

Co.  V.  Peoria  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  105  111.  110 Uncompensated 

obedience  to  a  regulation  enacted  for  the  public  safety  under 
the  police  power  of  the  state  is  not  a  taking  or  damaging 
without  just  compensation  of  private  property,  or  of  private 

property  affected  with  a  public  interest The  language 

of  section  8  is  l)road  enough  to  include  streets  to  be  thereafter 

opened  or  extended  as  well  as  to  existing  streets There 

is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
refer  exclusively  to  a  railroad  crossing,  created  by  running  a 
new  railroad  across  an  existing  street.  The  language  includes 
also  a  railroad  crossing  created  by  running  a  new  street  across 
an  existing  railroad." 

The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  166  U.  S.  226, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  581,  41  L.  ed.  979,  in  reviewing  the  case  of 
Chicago  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  149  111.  457,  37  N.  E.  78,  after 
quoting  the  above  excerpt  from  the  prior  Illinois  decision, 
said:  "AVe  concur  in  these  views.  The  expenses  that  will  be 
incurred  by  the  railroad  company  in  erecting  gates,  planking 
the  crossing,  and  maintaining  liagmen,  in  order  that  its  road 
may  be  safely  operated — if  all  that  should  be  re(|uired — 
necessarily  result  from  the  maintenance  of  a  public  highway, 
under  legislative  sanction,  and  must  be  deemed  to  have  been 
taken  by  the  company  into  account  when  it  accepted  the 
privileges  and  franchises  granted  by  the  state.  Such  expenses 
niu.-,t  be  regarded  as  incidental  to  the  exercise  of  the  police 
powers  of  the  state":  See,  also,  Detroit  etc.  Ry.  v,  Osliorn, 
lb9  L'.  S.  oSo,  2J  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  540,  47  L.  ed.  8G0j  New  York 
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etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Bristol,  151  U.  S.  55G,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  437,  33 
L.  ed.  2G9. 

Ill  Chicairo  v.  City  of  :\ril\vaukoe,  97  Wis.  418,  72  N.  W. 
1118,  llie  supr(>ine  court  of  AVisconsin  reviewed  the  subject  at 
icnuf]!  and  readied  the  conclusion  ^'*^  that  the  subject  of 
ci-ossin^-s  at  sti-ects  laid  out  after  the  construction  of  tlie  rail- 
road Avas  a  proper  sul)ject  for  legislative  control,  within  the 
police  power,  and  the  oblij^ation  to  construct  tlicni  might  be 
imposed  upon  the  railroad  company  without  compensation. 
The  opinion  in  that  case  points  out  that  the  decisions  of  thi' 
supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  which  apparent l,\' 
laid  down  a  did'crent  doctrine,  were  founded  ui)on  a  statute 
of  that  state,  by  which  the  expense  of  such  crossings  was  im- 
posed ui)on  the  municipality.  In  the  course  of  the  discussion 
the  court  said:  "The  correct  policy,  in  our  judgment,  is  that 
held  by  the  courts  of  New  York,  ^Maine,  Illinois  and  Iowa, 
that  the  probable  results  of  a  failure  of  duty,  respecting  the 
safety  of  railway  crossings,  are  so  serious  that  the  public  in- 
tert^sts  rc(piire,  as  between  nuuiicipalities  and  railway  cor- 
poi'ations,  that  such  duty  be  lodged  in  some  one  place,  un- 
divided, absolute,  and  with  certainty,  and  that  such  place  be 
the  one  where,  in  the  estimation  of  legislative  authority,  it 
can  lie  most  readily,  economically,  certainly  and  efii(,*iently 
perfonued.  Whichever  place  is  designated,  the  municipalities 
owning  the  highway's,  or  the  railway  corporations,  the  ex- 
})ense  directly  or  indirectly  falls  on  the  public.  These  con- 
siderjitious  are  abundantly  sufficient,  judicially  considered,  to 
legitimat(-ly  locate  the  whole  subject  of  maintaining  safe  cross- 
iuLTs  within  the  domain  of  the  police  regulations,  so  far  as 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  government  nia,y  see  fit  to  exer- 
cise its  aui'ioi'ity.  It  needs  no  extension  of  well-settled  [)rin- 
ciples  !o  i-eaeh  this  conclusion.  But  if  it  did,  the  increase  of 
railroad  operations,  the  growth  of  popvdation  and  so(nal  and 
bu>in<'ss  activities,  with  conse([uent  increasing  dai;g''rs  to  i)er- 
sons  atid  projiei'ty,  might  I'casonably  warrant  the  extejis'on. 
Tliis  lriii!>'iic,\-  of  modern  tle\-elo()ment  is  in  the  dii'eciion  of 
lii'i  aL'T,  r;!tli>r  than  more  re.-,t  ricled.  use  of  police  ])o\ver,  and 
Jiecessai'iiy  so  iu  order  to  meet  tlie  new  daiiuci's,  and  iiicri>as(> 
of  old  daimci's.  cDP.stant ly  occui'ring  as  natui'al  incidi-nts  of 
ad\a!i(  iie.:  ci\  i!  i/.>:l  io!i.  We  think  the  weight  of  ]uodern 
aulleeiiy  is  in  arccrd  with  the  \ie\\s  just  ex[)ressed,  and  to 
the   eiVcci   I'lat   every ihing  that  goes   lo  make   up   a  crossing, 
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safe  for  public  use,  is  as  essentially  within  police  regulations 
as  any  part  of  it." 

It  was  held  immaterial,  as  respects  the  right  of  the  state 
to  require  those  things  to  be  done,  whether  the  highway  be 
laid  out  before  or  after  the  construction  of  the  railroad. 
Tlieir  statutes  were,  however,  strictly  ^^^  construed,  and  held 
not  broad  enough  to  include  subsequently  laid-out  streets, 
though  an  "obvious  legislative  policy"  so  imposing  the  obliga- 
tion upon  the  railroads  was  recognized.  In  People  v.  Boston 
&  A.  R.  Co.,  70  N.  Y.  569,  the  railroad  company,  long  after 
it  had  constructed  its  road,  was  required  by  statute  to  con- 
struct a  bridge  over  its  track  at  an  intersecting  highway, 
and  the  act  was  sustained  as  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power.  The  court  in  that  case  said,  in  substance,  that  while 
the  legislature  could  not  confiscate  property  under  a  pretense 
of  an  exercise  of  the  police  power,  yet  it  might  impose  upon 
railroad  corporations  such  reasonable  restrictions,  regulations 
and  burdens  as  the  public  good  required;  could  regulate  the 
speed  of  trains,  the  way  in  which  they  should  cross  highways, 
and  make  all  regulations  proper  to  protect  the  lives  of  per- 
sons carried  by  them  or  passing  upon  the  highways  across 
the  track:  See,  also,  Albany  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Brownell,  24  N.  Y. 
345 ;  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenbush,  5  Lans.  461. 

It  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Tennessee,  in  City  of 
Ilarriman  v.  Southern  R.  Co.,  Ill  Tenn.  538,  82  S.  W.  213, 
that  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  that  state  empowering  cities 
to  require  railroad  companies  to  construct  bridges  at  places 
where  their  tracks  crossed  the  public  streets,  being  referable 
to  the  police  po\Aer,  applied  to  railroads  whose  tracks  were 
laid  before  the  streets  were  opened  or  the  city  was  iucor- 
IHirated.  In  that  case  the  railroad  was  constructed  and  in 
operation  many  yeai-s  before  the  city  of  Ilarriman,  which 
sought  therein  to  compel  the  company  to  construct  a  bridge, 
was  founded.  It  was  incorporated  by  the  legislature  long 
after  the  appearance  and  location  of  the  railroad,  and  numer- 
ous streets  were  laid  out  over  the  railroad  right  of  way.  In 
Illinois  V.  Swalm,  83  ^liss.  631,  36  South.  147,  the  court  held 
that  a  railway  e(»m})any  might  be  re(iuired  to  place  a  bridge 
over  its  road  and  to  grade  approaches  thereto  for  a  highway 
crossing  it,  though  the  railroad  was  in  operation  for  many 
years  before  the  highway  was  laid  out.  It  appeared  in  that 
case  that  the  proposed  new  highway  cro'^sod  the  tracks  of  the 
railroad  cuiiipany  at  a  point  where  there  was  a  cut  fiftccu  feet 
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deep  and  fiCly  feet  wide,  in  which  the  double  tracks  of  the 
road  were  k)cated.  The  court  applied  the  rule  of  the  cases 
already  referri.'d  to,  following  a  prior  decision  of  that  court: 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Copiah,  81  I\Iiss.  685,  33  South.  502. 

.•504  i-pj^g  same  doctrijie  is  affirmed  in  Gulf  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
I\ri]am  Co.,  90  Tex.  355,  38  S.  W.  747.  The  court  in  that  case 
sustained  an  act  of  the  legislature  iniposing  the  duty  upon 
railroad  companies  of  constructing  crossings  over  public  high- 
ways, and  held  that  it  applied  to  cases  where  the  highways 
Avere  laid  out  by  the  county  subsequent  to  the  buikling  of 
the  railroad,  as  well  as  to  previously  existing  highways,  and 
that  the  exjjense  of  grading  such  crossings,  putting  in  cattle- 
guards,  drain  pipes,  sign  boards,  and  crossing  planks  formed 
no  part  of  the  damages  which  the  company  was  entitled  to 
ix'cover  on  account  of  the  condemnation  of  its  right  of  way 
for  highway  purposes.  Such  is  the  law  in  Connecticut  (Wood- 
ruff V.  Catiin,  54  Conn.  277,  6  Atl.  849),  in  Nebraska  (State 
V.  Chicago,  29  Neb.  412,  45  N.  W.  469 ;  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  State,  47  Neb.  549,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  557,  Q6  N.  W.  624,  41 
L.  R.  A.  481),  in  Ohio  (Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Sharpe, 
:;8  Ohio  St.  17)0),  in  Vermont  (Thorpe  v.  Rutland  &  B.  R.  Co., 
-7  Vt.  141,  ()2  Am.  Dec.  625),  and  in  Indiana  (Evansville 
etc.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  149  Ind.  276,  49  N.  E.  2;  Lake  Erie 
cc  AV.  R.  Co.  V.  Clu--ish,  143  Ind.  347,  42  N.  E.  743;  Lake 
i:rie  &  AV.  R.  Co.  v.  Shelley,  163  Ind.  36,  71  N.  E.  151).  See, 
also,  Cliieago,  B.  &  q.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  200  U.  S.  561,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  341,  50  L.  ed.  596. 

5.  A  contrnry  doctrine  may  be  said  to  be  the  law  in  the 
states  of  Kansas,  Louisiana  and  Michigan,  but  the  great  weight 
of  au1horil\-,  as  shown  by  the  foregoing  citations,  sustains 
the  general  pi'oiiosil  ion  that  the  police  power  will  uphold 
legislation  of  this  I;ind.  That  the  state  has  such  authority, 
as  respects  all  devices  necessary  for  the  safet^>'  and  protection 
of  the  puhlic,  has  been  held  by  this  court:  Stale  v.  District 
Cdui-t  for  Hennepin  Co.,  42  ]\Iinn.  247,  44  N.  AV.  7,  7  L.  R. 
A.  121;  State  V.  A!  iinieapolis  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.,  39  Alinn.  219, 
:!1)  N.  W.  ir)3;  Stale  v.  Alinnesota  T.  Ry.  Co.,  SO  Alinn.  lUS, 
>'■'>  N,  W.  82,  50  L.  R.  A.  656.  In  the  case  first  cited  the  court 
licit!  that,  where  the  highway  was  laid  out  over  and  across  the 
I'aili'iiad  tracks,  the  (■oin[)any  was  not  entitled  to  compensation 
for  providing  and  maintaining  cattle-guards  and  sign  boards 
at  the  new  crossiie^',  but  was  entitled  Xo  (•(unpcns.ation  for 
planking  the  roadway  where  il  eru-se;s  the  railroad  Iraoks  and 
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for  the  maintenance  of  the  same.  The  decision  in  that  case 
is  in  harmony  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  Kansas  and  Massa- 
chusetts, but  is  at  variance  with  all  other  courts  whose  de- 
cisions we  have  cited.  The  theory  of  this  court  in  that  case 
was  that  planking  the  tracks  was  a  part  of  the  work  of  con- 
structing the  highway,  and  in  no  sense  a  safety  ^^^  device 
or  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  traveling  public,  and 
did  not  come  within  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  power. 
That  case,  however,  sustains  the  general  proposition  that 
safety  devices  may  be  required  at  new  streets;  and  sustains 
the  contention  of  relator,  if  the  bridge  in  question  conies 
within  the  meaning  of  a  safety  device.  ,  But  the  decision 
rested  upon  the  general  statutes  requiring  cattle-guards  and 
gates  to  he  constructed,  and  is  not  here  directly  in  point. 
What  was  said  in  State  v.  St.  Paul,  ^I.  &  :\r.  Ry.  Co.,  35  Minn. 
131,  59  Am.  Rep.  313,  28  N.  W.  3,  with  reference  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  there  before  the  court,  as  respects 
streets  laid  out  after  the  location  of  the  railroad,  was  not  in- 
tended as  a  decision  of  the  question.  That  question  was  not 
involved  in  the  case,  and  the  remark  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  indicating  that  the  decision  was  intended  to  be  limited 
to  existing  streets  only. 

6.  Counsel  for  defendants  attempted  to  distinguish  many 
of  the  cases  cited  as  supporting  the  contention  of  the  relator, 
on  the  ground  that  they  involved  grade  crossings  only.  The 
cases  cited  from  Tennessee,  Indiana  and  Mississippi  involved 
the  construction  of  bridges  over  the  tracks  of  the  railroad 
company,  but,  as  urged  by  counsel,  the  other  cases  concernrd 
only  grade  crossings.  But  there  can  be  no  dilference  on  prin- 
ciple, in  so  far  as  an  exercise  of  the  police  power  is  concerned, 
between  a  grade  crossing  and  a  bridge  over  the  tracks.  The 
dilference  between  the  two  is  one  of  degree,  relating  solely 
to  the  matter  of  expense.  But  the  expense  incident  to  a  com- 
pliance with  police  regulations  is  not  an  element  of  considera- 
tion, except,  perhaps,  where  arbitrary  and  unreasonable,  or 
resulting  in  a  practical  confiscation  of  property.  Cases  where 
one  railroad  crosses  another  have  no  application,  because  both 
stand  on  an  equality  respecting  rights  and  obligations,  while 
in  eases  like  that  at  bar  the  rights  of  the  public  are  superior. 

7.  If.  then,  it  is  within  the  authority  of  the  state,  in  the 
exoiT-ise  of  it.s  police  power,  to  require  railroad  conq);inies  to 
const  met  and  maintain  crossings,  either  at  grade,  or  above 
or  below  the  tracks,  at  streets  laid  out  after  the  construction 
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of  the  road,  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  legis- 
lature of  this  state  has  so  declared  or  ordered  by  any  statute, 
or  whether  the  obligation  rests  upon  the  railroad  company 
at  common  law. 

3J)o  r^i^Q  charter  of  the  ]\rinnesota  and  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  predecessor  of  defendants,  provides  as  follows: 
"The  said  compan\'  shall  have  the  right  and  authority  to  con- 
struct their  said  railroad  and  branches  upon  and  along,  across, 
under  or  over  any  public  or  private  highway,  road,  street, 
plank  road,  or  railroad,  if  the  same  shall  be  necessary;  but 
the  said  company  shall  put  such  highway,  road,  street,  plank 
road  or  railroad  in  such  condition  and  state  of  repair  as  not 
to  impair  or  interfere  with  its  free  and  proper  use":  Laws 
Extra.  Sess.  1857,  p.  6,  c.  1,  sec.  7. 

A  statute  very  similar  to  this  was  held  applicable  to  new 
streets  by  the  Indiana  supreme  court  (Louisville  v.  Smith,  91 
Ind,  119),  and  the  rule  announced  by  that  court  may  be  said 
to  have  been  applied  in  efifect,  by  other  courts,  as  shown  by 
the  cases  cited :  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  City  of  Chicago, 
140  111.  309,  29  N.  E.  1109. 

While  the  statute  on  its  face  might  be  construed  as  intended 
to  apply  to  existing  highways  only,  a  fair  and  reasonable  con- 
struction thereof,  in  view  of  the  legislative  policy  of  the  state 
on  this  subject,  and  the  propriety  and  necessity  for  some 
specific  regulation,  will  bring  within  its  scope  and  purpose 
streets  and  highways  subsequently  laid  out  and  opened.  It 
is  elementary  that  charters  of  public  corporations,  in  which 
the  rights  of  the  public  are  involved,  are  to  be  construed  with 
strictness  against  the  corporation,  and  liberally  in  favor  of 
the  public:  St.  Louis  R.  D.  Imp.  Co.  v.  C.  N.  Nelson  Lumber 
Co.,  51  Alinn.  10,  52  N.  W.  976;  Commoiiwealth  v.  Erie  &  N. 
E.  R.  Co.,  27  Pa.  339,  67  Am.  Dee.  471.  Or,  as  said  by  the 
Xew  York  court  of  appeals,  in  Tracy  v.  Troy  &  1>.  R.  Co., 
38  N.  Y.  433,  98  Am.  Dec.  54,  an  act  of  the  Icgisl.iliii't'.  in- 
duced by  public  considerations,  the  purpose  of  whirli  is  to 
protect  the  traveling  public,  should  receive  a  liberal  eousl  ruc- 
tion to  eil'octuate  the  purpose  of  its  framers.  "A  riuid  and 
literal  reading  would  in  many  cases  defeat  the  very  i)bject 
of  the  statute  and  exemplify  the  maxim  that  'the  letter  kill- 
eth,  while  the  spirit  keci)eth  alive.'  "  The  operation  oi'  stat- 
utes is  often  extended,  by  construction,  to  matters  of  siii>se- 
quent  creation   and   ai)i)li(Hl  to  conditions  that  accrue  alter 
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their  passage,  as  well  as  to  those  that  existed  before:  "Wilber- 
force,  St.  L.  166;  Kline  v.  Minnesota  Iron  Co.,  93  Minn.  63, 
100  N.  W.  681 ;  Schus  v.  Powers-Simpson  Co.,  85  ^ot  ^jinn. 
447,  89  N.  W.  68,  69  L.  R.  A.  887.  In  those  cases  we  con- 
strued the  fellow-servant  statute,  which,  on  its  face,  applied 
to  commercial  railroads,  to  apply  to  "logging"  railroads, 
though  they  were  unknown  when  the  statute  was  enacted ; 
and  the  construction  there  given  was  sustained  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  in  Minnesota  Iron  Co.  v.  Kline, 
199  U.  S.  593,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  159,  50  L.  ed.  322. 

The  language  of  statutes,  when  under  liberal  construction, 
is  flexible,  and  general  words  admit  of  more  than  one  in- 
terpretation. The  court  may  carry  the  statute  beyond  the 
natural  import  of  its  words  when  essential  to  answer  the  pur- 
pose of  the  legislature:  Black's  Interpretation  of  Laws,  307, 
315;  2  Sutherland's  Statutory  Construction,  2d  ed.,  582  et 
seq. ;  Avery  v.  Town  of  Groton,  36  Conn.  304 ;  Smith  v. 
Stevens,  82  111.  554;  Vigo's  Case,  21  Wall.  648,  22  L.  ed.  690. 
It  is  an  "old  and  unshaken  rule  in  the  construction  of  stat- 
utes, to  wit,  that  the  intention  of  a  remedial  statute  will  al- 
ways prevail  over  the  literal  sense  of  its  terms,  and  there- 
fore when  the  expression  is  special  or  particular,  but  the 
reason  is  general,  the  expression  should  be  deemed  general": 
Brown  v.  Pendergast,  89  ]\Iass.  427.  A  large  construction  is 
to  be  given  to  statutes  having  for  their  end  the  promotion  of 
important  and  beneficial  public  objects :  Town  of  Wolcott  v. 
Pond,  19  Conn.  597.  In  Silver  v.  Ladd,  7  Wall.  219,  19  L. 
ed.  138,  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  applied  this 
rule  to  an  act  of  Congress  granting  lands  to  certain  settlers, 
and  held  that  the  words  "single  man"  included  unmarried 
women.  A  statute  of  Alabama  provided  that  whenever  an 
officer,  required  by  law  to  give  an  official  bond,  acts  under  a 
bond  "which  is  not  in  the  penalty  payable  and  conditioned 
as  prescribed  by  law,"  such  bond  is  not  void,  but  stands  in 
the  place  of  the  official  bond,  subject,  on  its  conditions  being 
broken,  to  all  the  remedies  which  the  person  aggrieved  might 
have  had  upon  the  bond,  had  it  been  executed  in  conformity 
with  the  law.  The  court  held  that  the  statute,  being  a 
remedial  one,  should  be  construed  to  apply  to  a  bond  properly 
conditioned,  but  defectively  executed:  Sprowl  v.  Lawrence.  33 
Ala.  U74.  Numerous  illustrations  of  the  application  of  this 
rule  to  various  statutes  will  be  found  referred  to  in  2  Suther- 
land's Statutory  Construction,  2d  ed.,  sec.  593    et  seq.     See, 
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also,  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  "Warren  Bridge,   11  Pet.  420, 
9  L.  ed.  773,  938. 

The  purpose  of  incorporating  this  particular  provision  in 
the  charter  of  the  railroad  company  was  in  the  intcu-csts  of 
the  public,  and  to  require  ^^*^  the  railroad  company  to  keep 
in  good  repair  all  crossings  at  the  intersection  of  highways; 
and,  though  it  may  be  said  to  ])e  declaratory  of  the  common 
law,  the  general  rules  of  statutory  construction  apply  to  its 
interpretation.  At  the  time  the  legislature  granted  the  char- 
ter of  the  railroad  company  in  1857,  the  city  of  Minnc-ipolis 
was  a  small  village,  and  the  territory  to  the  north  and  west 
through  which  the  proposed  line  of  railroad  was  to  extend 
was  a  vast  wilderness,  occupied  by  roving  bands  of  Indians. 
It  was  in  the  mind  of  the  legislature  at  that  time  that  the 
city  of  Minneapolis  would  increase  in  population  and  ulti- 
mately become  a  large  city;  that  the  state  tl)r(nigh  which  the 
road  was  to  be  constructed  would  develop  and  improve;  that 
settlers  would  make  their  homes  upon  the  public  lands ;  and 
that  villages  and  cities  would  spring  up  along  the  line  of  the 
railroad,  thus  rendering  new  streets  and  highways  an  absolute 
necessity  for  public  use.  Respondent's  charter  was  granted 
with  the  reserved  right  on  the  part  of  the  state  to  construct 
new  highways  and  streets  over  its  line  of  railroad,  wherever 
made  necessary  by  the  future  development  of  the  state.  It 
is  not,  therefore,  in  view  of  this  condition,  which  was  in  the 
mind  of  the  legislature  and  the  railroad  company,  unreason- 
able to  believe  that  they  contemplated,  when  providing  for 
the  care  of  highway  and  street  crossings,  not  only  those  then 
existing,  but  such  as  might  thereafter,  in  the  course  of  the 
growth  and  development  of  the  state,  become  necessary  to  be 
laid  across  the  railroad's  right  of  way.  The  evils  intended 
to  be  guarded  against  are  the  same,  and  apply  ecpially  to  both 
new  and  old  streets.  There  was  no  reason  why  the  legislature 
should  deem  it  prudent  to  provide  for  existing  highways  only; 
and  we  do  no  violence  to  the  rules  of  statutory  construction 
in  holding  that  the  provisions  of  defendant's  charter  were 
intended  to  include  all  streets  and  highways  intersected  by 
railroads,  whether  laid  out  before  or  after  the  building  of 
the  railroad.  The  expression  of  the  statute  is  special,  per- 
haps; but  the  reason  thd'cfor  is  general.  The  expression 
nuist.  tliorcd'ore,  be  deemed  general:  liruwn  v.  Penderga^st,  89 
Ma^s.  427. 
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A  railroad  company  accepts  and  receives  its  franchise  sub- 
ject to  the  implied  right  of  the  state  to  lay  out  and  open  new 
streets  and  highways  over  its  tracks,  and  must  be  deemed, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  to  have  had  in  contemplation  at  the  time 
its  charter  was  granted,  and  is  bound  to  assume,  all  burdens 
incident  to  new,  as  well  as  existing,  crossings. 

ao»  rpjjjg  feature  of  the  case  was  before  this  court  in  State 
V.  District  Court  for  Hennepin  County,  42  ]\Iinn.  247,  44  N. 
W.  7,  7  L.  R.  A.  121.  That  case  involved  the  general  statutes 
requiring  cattle-guards  and  sign  boards  to  be  erected  at  crosj- 
ings,  which,  on  their  face,  like  the  provisions  of  respondent's 
charter,  have  at  least  apparent  reference  to  highways  crossed 
by  railroad  lines.  It  was  there  insisted  that  the  requirement 
had  no  application  to  new  streets,  and  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany was  entitled  to  compensation  for  their  construction,  to 
be  allowed  as  damages  for  opening  the  new  street  over  the 
right  of  way.  The  court  held  that  the  statute  applied  to  new 
streets,  but  that  the  company  was  entitled  to  compensation 
for  planking  the  crossing.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  the 
court  said,  in  substance,  that,  although  the  street  involved 
in  that  case  was  not  in  existence  when  the  railroad  was  con- 
structed, and  hence  the  requirement  of  the  statute  referred 
to  did  not  impose  the  duty  of  putting  in  cattle-guards  and 
sign  boards  at  the  particular  place  at  that  time,  yet  as  sodu 
as  the  street  was  laid  out  and  opened,  the  existing  statute  be- 
came applicable  and  required  those  things  to  be  done;  that 
the  circumstances,  with  reference  to  which  the  statute  as  a 
police  regulation  applied,  came  into  existence  by  the  location 
of  the  new  street,  and  the  requirements  of  the  statute  became 
operative.  "When  the  railroad  company  accepted  its  charter, 
it  received  its  franchises  subject  to  the  authority  and  po^ver 
of  the  state  to  impose  such  reasonable  regulations  concerning 
the  use.  in  matters  affecting  the  common  safety,  of  its  dan  ser- 
ous enginery,  and  not  merely  subject  to  the  then  existing 
regulations  as  applicable  to  then  existing  conditions;  and 
whether  the  obligation  now  in  question  had  been  imposed  at 
this  time  by  direct  act  of  the  legislature,  or,  as  is  the  case, 
arises  from  the  laying  out  of  a  new  highway,  to  which  the 
previously  existing  law  becomes  applicable,  can  make  no  dif- 
ference." The  court  further  said  that,  when  the  franchise 
was  granted  to  the  railroad  company  to  construct  and  operate 
its  railroad,  it  was  not  contemplated  either  by  it  or  by  the 
state  that  no  more  public  highways  should  be  laid  out  which 
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would  increase  the  number  of  places  where  the  ordinary 
police  regulations  would  have  to  be  complied  with  by  the  rail- 
road company  to  its  inconvenience  and  expense;  on  the  con- 
trary, that  it  must  have  been  understood  and  contemplated, 
especially  in  a  new  state,  rapidly  advancing  in  population 
and  in  the  development  of  its  resources,  where  new  towns 
were  springing  "*****  up  and  new  avenues  for  travel  and  traffic 
were  becoming  necessary,  that  new  streets  and  roads  would 
and  must  be  laid  out,  and  that  many  of  these  would  neces- 
sarily cross  existing  railroad  lines;  and  "we  cannot  resist  the 
conclusion  that,  so  far  as  concerns  the  matter  now  under  con- 
sideration, the  charter  of  the  relator  was  taken  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  state  to  impose  this  duty  whenever,  by  reason  of 
the  establishing  of  new  highway's,  it  should  become  necessary; 
and  hence  the  relator  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for 
obedience  to  this  requirement";  citing  Lalce  Shore  etc.  R.  Co. 
v.  Cinciiiuiiti,  30  Ohio  St.  604;  Chicago  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet 
etc.  R.  Co.,  105  111.  388,  44  Am.  Rep.  799;  IIaimil)al  v.  Hanni- 
bal etc.  R.  Co.,  49  ^Mo.  480;  City  of  Bridgeport  v.  New  York 
etc.  R.  Co.,  30  Conn.  255,  4  Am.  Rep.  63. 

The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  that  case  applies  to  the  case 
at  bar.  In  conclusion,  on  this  'nraneh  of  the  case,  wc  say,  as 
v,-as  said  by  the  Indiana  supreine  court  in  Louisville  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Sii.ilh,  91  Ind.  119,  that  the  provisions  of  the  railroad 
charter  shoidd  not  receive  the  literal  and  restricted  construc- 
tion contended  for  by  respondent.  Neither  the  interest  of 
the  railroad  cnmpany  nor  of  the  pulilic  re(|uire  it. 

8.  Again,  we  are  clear  that  tlie  obligation  is  imposed  upon 
the  railroads  at  connuon  law.  The  common-law  doctrine  that 
where  a  street  or  liiiiliway  is  laid  over  one  already  in  existence, 
the  exiK'iise  of  ninUing  the  crossing  safe  rests  upon  the  com- 
])any  (U'  curporation  using  the  new  way,  had  its  oiigin  whon 
raili-D.'iis  ^\ere  nnkiiown,  at  a  time  when  the  use  oC  all  high- 
■wjivs,  g(MM'r;;!ly  siK'.'^kiiig,  was  of  the  same  general  ]iatur(?,  the 
Irai'lle  or  use  of  either  not  being  inherently  (lang(>rous  to  the 
free  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  other.  Not  so  where  a  railroaci 
crosses  a  public  street,  or  a  street  a  railroad.  In  such  a  case 
the  operation  of  trains  over  the  latter,  particularly  in  our 
large  cities,  is  hiulily  dangerous  and  a  mcuace  to  the  iniblic 
using  the  intersecling  sli-eet.  The  railroad  comi)any  is  alone 
responsible  for  this  (Miuiilion.  and.  thoui;h  it  has  an  un(iues- 
tioned  right  to  ojierate  its  trains  in  such  manner  as  the 
practical  ceiii^iael   ul   its   business   may   repiire,   the   dangers 
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resulting  therefrom  are  of  its  own  creation,  and  on  every 
principle  of  right  and  wrong  it  should  bear  the  burden  of 
protecting  the  public  so  far  as  practicable  from  accident  or 
injury. 

The  common  law  is  not  a  codification  of  exact  or  inflexible 
rules  for  human  conduct,  for  the  redress  of  injuries,  or  pro- 
tection against  wrongs,  nor  yet  a  mere  figment  of  judicial 
genius ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  ^<*^  is  the  embodiment  of  broad 
and  comprehensive  unwritten  principles,  inspired  by  natural 
re:ison,  an  innate  sense  of  justice,  adopted  by  common  consent 
for  the  regulation  and  government  of  the  affairs  of  men.  It 
is  the  growth  of  ages,  and  an  examination  of  many  of  its 
principles,  as  enunciated  and  discussed  in  the  books,  discloses 
a  constant  improvement  and  development  in  keeping  with  ad- 
vancing civilization  and  new  conditions  of  society:  Holmes' 
Common  Law,  1-5,  36  et  seq.  Its  guiding  star  has  alwa^^s 
been  the  rule  of  right  and  wrong,  and  in  this  country  its 
principles  demonstrate  that  there  is  in  fact,  as  well  as  in 
theory,  a  remedy  for  all  wrongs.  The  principles  governing 
the  rights  and  liabilities  of  individuals  are  often  inapplicable 
to  railroad  companies,  or  other  corporations,  clothed  as  they 
are  by  the  state  wuth  special  rights,  powers  and  privileges,  not 
enjo^'ed  by  individuals.  The  nature  and  character  of  the 
business  of  railroad  companies,  the  numerous  hazards  and 
dangers  connected  with  the  conduct  of  their  affairs,  render  the 
law  for  the  individual  inappropriate  and  inefficient,  and  the 
courts,  in  testing  the  various  pertinent  principles  in  connec- 
tion with  their  peculiar  features,  have,  by  methods  of  differ- 
entiation and  analogy,  evolved  new  and  appropriate  rules  for 
the  determination  of  their  rights  and  liabilities:  5  Harvard 
Law  Review,  189. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  rule  of  the  common  law  above  referred 
to  applies  to  and  governs  the  position  of  relator  in  the  case  at 
bar,  imposing  the  obligation  of  constructing  the  bridize  in 
question  upon  the  city,  because  the  street  was  laid  over  tlie 
existing  railroad.  The  rule  in  its  abstract  form  can  have  no 
application  to  facts  and  conditions  such  as  here  shown,  and 
cannot  be  held  to  impose  upon  the  municipality  the  burden 
of  constructing  safety  devices  to  protect  pedestrians  from 
dangers  caused  solely  by  the  railroad  company.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  railroad  company  takes  its  franchise  subject 
to  the  rosorved  right  of  the  state  to  lay  new  streets  over  and 
across   Us   track,    and   in   contemplation   that   it   may   do   so 
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(Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  City  of  Chicago,  140  III.  309,  29 
N.  E.  1109;  Cliicaoo  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  106  U.  S.  226, 
17  8ui).  Ct.  Rep.  581,  41  L.  ed.  979;  Slate  v.  District  Court 
for  Ih'iinepin  County,  42  Minn.  247,  44  N.  W.  7,  7  L.  R.  A. 
121),  and  the  further  fact  that  the  company  is  solely  respoii- 
siijle  for  the  necessity'  of  safety  devices  at  street  crossings,  the 
same  being  occasioned  by  the  operation  of  its  trains  over  and 
across  the  street,  and  the  further  "^^^  elementary  principle 
that  he  who  creates  and  maintains  upon  his  premises  a  condi- 
tion dangerous  and  inimical  to  others  is  under  legal  obligation 
to  so  guard  and  protect  it  that  injury  to  third  pereons  may 
not  result  therefrom,  the  rule  of  the  common  law  as  to  exist- 
ing, nuLst  be  held  to  apply  equally  to  new,  streets.  The  right 
of  the  state  to  lay  out  and  open  new  streets  is  a  condition  at- 
tached by  implication  of  law  to  the  charter  and  franchise  of 
the  railway  company,  and  the  obligation  to  maintain  the  street 
intersections  in  good  repair  is  a  continuing  one,  follows  the 
franchise,  and  applies  to  new  streets  or  highways  as  soon  as 
they  come  into  existence. 

9.  It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  obligation  to 
construct  and  maintain  the  bridge  in  question  rests  upon  de- 
fendant, unless  it  is  a  part  and  portion  of  the  crossing,  for 
which,  within  State  v.  District  Court  for  Hennepin  County, 
42  Minn.  247,  44  N.  "W.  7,  7  L.  R.  A.  121,  it  is  entitled  to  com- 
pensation, and  in  no  sense  a  safety  device.  The  court,  in  the 
case  just  referred  to,  held  that  the  railroad  company  might  be 
retiuired  to  construct  safety  devices  at  new  streets,  the  plank- 
ing for  the  crossing  being  held  in  that  case  not  to  come  within 
the  scii'pe  of  that  expression.  So,  if  the  proposed  bridge  con- 
stitutes a  safety  device,  within  the  meaning  of  that  term, 
relator's  contention  must  be  sustained,  and  the  order  of  the 
court  below  reversed.  That  it  comes  within  the  meaning  of 
tliat  expression  we  have  no  serious  doubt.  It  appears  from 
the  record  that  a  number  of  railroad  tracks  cross  this  partic- 
uhir  street,  which  is  in  a  populous  part  of  the  city  and  con- 
stantly used  by  the  citizens;  that  trains  are  frequently  oper- 
ated over  and  across  the  same,  rendering  the  crossing  danger- 
ous ami  unsafe  for  public  use.  The  pui-pose  of  planking  be- 
twei'ti  the  rails  is  to  make  the  street  passable  over  the  track. 
i>ut  the  piwpose  of  a  bridge  over  the  tracks  is  for  safety,  and 
for  s;ifety  alone.  There  can  be  no  distinction  between  it  and 
gat<>s  di'  sign  boards.  They  answer  the  same  purpose. 
"Everything  ihat  goes  to  make  up  a  crossing  safe  for  public 
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use  is  as  essentially  within  police  regulations  as  any  part  of 
it":  Chicago  v.  City  of  Milwaukee,  97  Wis.  418,  72  N.  W. 
1118. 

10.  In  the  year  1892,  the  city  council  of  the  city  of  Minne- 
apolis enacted  a  certain  ordinance  requiring  the  respondents 
to  construct  certain  bridges  and  approaches  thereto  at  the 
intersection  of  certain  streets  with  the  railroad  tracks.  By 
SI  c lion  8  of  that  ordinance  the  city  council,  on  behalf  of  the 
city,  expressly  agreed  that,  in  consideration  ***^  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  conditions  of  the  ordinance  by  the  respond- 
ents, the  city  would  thereafter  construct  and  maintain  all 
crossings  or  approaches  made  necessary  by  the  opening  of 
new  streets.  It  is  contended  by  respondents  that  this  ordin- 
ance constituted  a  valid  contract  with  the  city,  and,  having 
been  complied  with  on  their  part,  it  is  beyond  the  power  of 
the  city  to  now  require  them  to  construct  the  bridge  in  ques- 
tion; that  to  require  it  to  do  so  would  impair  the  obligations 
of  the  contract,  in  violation  of  both  state  and  federal  constitu- 
tions. In  this  we  do  not  concur.  The  power  of  the  state  to 
require  the  defendants  to  construct  the  bridge  in  question, 
or  any  other  bridge,  at  streets  crossing  the  right  of  wa}^,  is  an 
exercise  of  the  police  power,  which  can  be  neither  contracted 
away  nor  lost  by  inaction  on  the  part  of  the  public  authorities. 
The  contract  was  beyond  the  authority  of  the  city  council 
and  ultra  vires  and  void :  State  v,  Minnesota  T.  Ry.  Co.,  80 
Minn.  108,  83  N.  W.  32,  50  L.  R.  A.  656 ;  5  Current  Law,  637, 
note  71 ;  Rochester  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.,  182  N.  Y.  99,  74  N.  E. 
953,  70  L.  R.  A.  773 ;  36  Cent.  Dig.,  cols.  1760,  1761,  sec.  1315. 
See,  also,  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Omaha,  170  U.  S.  57,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  513,  42  L.  ed.  948,  where  the  subject  is  fully 
considered.  Though  the  contract  before  the  court  in  the  case 
last  cited  was  held  valid  so  long  as  acted  on  by  the  parties, 
the  court  said  that  it  might  be  repudiated  at  any  time  by  the 
municipality.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  contract  was  repudiated 
by  the  city  when  its  council  adopted  the  resolution  requiring 
defendants  to  construct  the  bridge.  The  resolution  was  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose:  City  of  Alma  v.  Guaranty  Sav.  Bank, 
19  U.  S.  App.  022,  60  Fed.  203,  8  C,  C.  A.  504;  Atchinson 
Board  of  Education  v.  De  Kay,  148  U.  S.  591,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  706,  37  L.  ed.  573;  Quincy  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  92 
111.  21. 

It  is  prnlir.ble  that  this  whole  matter  was  set  at  rest  by  the 
last  legislature,  for  the  future  at  least,  by  the  enactment  of 
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chapter  280,  page  413,  of  the  Laws  of  1905.  Bat  that  stalute 
is  not  here  involved,  for  this  proceeding  was  conuneuced  prior 
to  its  passage. 

Jiidgmeut   appealed   from   is    reversed   and   a   new   trial 
granted. 


The  Principal  Case  was  followed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota 
in  the  subsequent  case  of  State  v.  Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  98  Minn.  429, 
108  N.  W.  2G9,  which  latter  case  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  in  Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  State,  00  U.  S.  000,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep,  341,  wlierein  Justice  Day  delivered  the  following  opinion: 

"This  case  comes  here  from  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  to  re- 
view a  judgment  of  that  court  affirming  a  judgment  in  mandamus  of 
the  St.  Tjouis  county  court  in  that  state,  which  required  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railway  Coinpany,  plaintiff  in  error,  to  repair  a  certain  via- 
duct in  the  city  of  Duluth,  carrying  Lake  avenue  over  the  railway 
company's  tracks:  98  Minn.  429,  108  N.  W.  269.  The  Northern  Pacific 
Railway  Company  is  the  successor  in  title  of  the  St.  Paul  &  Duluth 
Railroad  Company,  v/hich  derived  its  title  from  the  Lake  Superior  and 
Mississippi  Railroad  Company.  The  Lake  Superior  and  Mississi]ipi 
Railroad  Company,  whose  rights  and  obligations  have  devolved  upon  the 
Northern  Pacific  Jfailway  Company,  had  the  following  provisions  in  its 
charter: 

"  'See.  6.  The  said  company  may  construct  the  said  railroad  across 
any  pul)lic  or  private  road,  highway,  stream  of  water,  or  watercourse 
if  the  s:,'ime  be  necos-ary:  Provided,  That  the  same  shall  not  interfere 
with  luivigation;  but  said  company  shall  return  the  same  to  their 
[irc^ont  state,  or  in  a  sufficient  manner  so  as  not  to  impair  the  useful- 
ness of  such  road,  highway,  stream  of  water,  or  watercourse,  to  the 
owner  or  to   the   jiubl'C. ' 

"  'Sec.  17.  Tliis  act  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  public  act,  and  may 
be  ainiiidcd  by  any  sulisequent  legislative  assembly  in  any  manner 
not  (i(^sLiu}iug  or  impuiriug  the  vested  rights  of  said  corjioration. ' 

"The  I.rikc  ^.uporior  and  Mississippi  Railroad  laid  its  first  track 
lu-ross  wba.t  is  now  Lake  avenue  in  1S69.  Lake  avenue  was  gradid 
and  improved  for  juil;lie  traffic  in  the  winter  and  spring  of  1871,  and 
siiK'o  tiiat  time  it  lias  been  in  coiitimious  use  as  a  public  street.  In 
liie  y<ar  ISDl  the  aniuunt  of  business  on  Lake  avenue  and  the  number 
of  1i-:u'ks  therein  had  b( come  so  great  that  the  constant  passage  of 
cars  and  eni^ines  i  i:il;',;i,L,'('red  the  safety  of  the  public.  The  city  of 
Dalutii  llieri.n;-oti  prepared  plans  and  speeifieatiuns  for  the  coiistrae- 
1ion  of  the  v'adiu-t  upon  Lai;e  avenue,  and  made  a  di-niand  upon  the 
railio;id  eoiniiaiiy  to  construct  the  same.  Tlie  railroad  company,  after 
con^idi  rahle  m '^of  iat  ion,  in  which  it  denied  its  obligation  to  build 
the  viaduct,  enti-red  into  a  contract  with  the  city  of  Duluth,  which  is 
pet  up  in  its  answer  in  tins  case  as  a  full  defense  to  the  right  of  the 
city   of   Duluth   to   retpiire   tiie   re[iair   of   the   viaduct  at   the   railroad 
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company's  expense.  The  contract  was  dated  September  2,  1891,  and 
provided  that  the  city  should  build  the  bridge  or  viaduct  upon  Lake 
avenue  to  carry  that  street  over  the  railroad  tracks  which  had  there- 
tofore crossed  the  said  avenue  at  grade.  The  railroad  was  to  con- 
tribute to  the  expense  of  the  construction  in  the  amount  of  fifty 
thousand  dollars,  and  the  city  undertook,  for  the  period  of  fifteen 
years,  to  maintain  the  part  of  the  bridge  over  the  railroad's  right  of 
way,  and  to  perpetually  maintain  the  approaches.  The  city  built  the 
bridge  at  the  expense  of  twenty-three  thousand  dollars,  in  addition  to 
fifty  thousand  dollars  M'hich  was  paid  by  the  railroad  company. 

"In  1903,  the  viaduct  and  its  approaches  having  become  dangerous 
for  public  use,  the  city  of  Duluth  acted  within  the  power  conferred  on 
it  by  law  to  require  railroad  companies  to  construct  bridges  and  via- 
ducts at  their  own  expense  at  public  railroad  crossings,  and,  having  in- 
vestigated the  subject,  approved  the  plans  prepared  by  the  city  en- 
gineer, and  on  the  13th  of  July,  1903,  passed  the  following  resolution: 

"  'Kesolvcd,  That  the  repairs  set  forth  in  said  specifications  are 
necessary  and  proper,  and  are  demanded  by  the  public  safety  and  con- 
venience. 

"  'Eesolved,  further.  That  said  repairs  are  reasonable  and  prac- 
ticable for  the  repairs  of  said  viaduct  and  its  approaches;  and  that 
said  repairs  as  set  forth  in  said  specifications  are  hereby  adopted  and 
approved. 

"  'Eesolved,  further,  That  this  council  does  hereby  demand  that 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company  immediately  proceed  to  repair 
said  viaduct  and  approaches  in  accordance  with  said  specifications. 

"  'Eesolved,  further,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be  forthwith 
served  upon  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  service  may  be  made  of  summons  in  a  civil  action  by  the  city 
clerk. 

"  'Resolved,  further.  That,  in  the  event  of  the  failure  or  refusal 
of  said  company  to  comply  with  such  demand,  that  the  city  attorney 
be  and  be  is  hereby  instructed  to  institute  such  action  or  actions  as 
to  him  may  seem  proper  to  compel  the  said  railway  company  to  make 
such  repairs,  or  such  portion  thereof  as  the  court  may  determine  it  is 
legally  liable  to  make.' 

"It  was  in  pursuance  of  this  resolution  that  this  action  in  mandamus 
was  begun  and  the  writ  issued,  requiring  the  railroad  company  to 
make  the  repairs  in  accordance  with  the  plans  adopted  and  approved 
by  the  city  council. 

"We  are  met  at  the  threshold  with  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that,  in  re- 
quiring the  railroad  company  to  repair  the  viaduct  at  its  own  expense, 
the  obligation  of  the  contract  of  September  2,  1891,  has  been  impaired 
bv  Irgislation  of  the  municipal  corporation,  in  violation  of  the  contract 
clraise  of  the  coiKtitution  of  the  I'nited  States.  In  cases  arising  un- 
der tliis  clfiuse  of  the  federal  constitutioii  this  court  determines  for 
itself   whether    there    is    a    contract    valid   and    binding    between   the 
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parties,  and  whether  its  obligation  has  been  impaired  by  the  legis- 
lative action  of  the  state:  Stearns  v.  Minnesota,  179  U.  S.  22;!,  2:;;i, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  73,  45  L.  ed.  162,  170.  If  the  plaintiff  in  error  set 
up  the  elaim  of  contract  upon  substantial  grounds  and  with  allegations 
showing  an  impairment  of  its  obligation  by  state  or  munieiiial  legisla- 
tion, a  case  was  presented  which  might  be  brought  to  this  court  in 
event  yuch  legislation  was  uj)held:  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Nebraska, 
170  U.  S.  57,  IS  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  513,  42  L.  ed.  948. 

"It  is  no  longer  open  to  question  that  municipal  legislation  passed 
under  sujiposed  legislative  authority  from  the  state  is  within  the 
prciliilii  tion  of  the  federal  constitution  and  void  if  it  im[)aii's  the 
ol)ligatinn  of  contracts:  Mercantile  Tiust  &  D.  Co.  v.  Co]urn])us,  203 
U.  S.  311,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  83,  51  L.  ed.  198,  and  cases  there  cited. 
But  it  is  contended  that  the  action  of  the  city  in  tiiis  case  amounts 
to  no  more  than  a  denial  of  the  validity  and  binding  force  of  the  con- 
tract in  (juestion  and  brings  tlie  case  within  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
St.  Paul,  181  U.  S.  142,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  575,  45  L.  ed.  788,  followed 
in  Dawson  v.  Columbia  Ave.  Sav.  Fund  etc.  T.  Co.,  197  U.  S.  178,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  420,  49  L.  ed.  713.  In  the  St.  Paul  case  the  city  refused 
to  pay  certain  sums  claimed  to  be  due  on  contract  of  the  company, 
and  ordered  the  gas  posts  to  be  removed  from  the  streets.  Such  a 
denial  of  liability  on  the  part  of  a  municipal  corporation  was  con- 
tained in  an  ordinance  to  that  effect;  it  was  held  this  was  not  legisla- 
tion impairing  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  and  it  was  said  in  that 
case  that  the  ordinance  'created  no  new  right  or  imposed  no  new  duty 
sul)staiitially  antagonistic  to  the  obligations  of  the  contract,  but 
simply  expressed  the  purpose  of  the  city  not  in  the  future  to  pay  the 
interest  on  the  cost  of  construction  of  the  lamp-jjosts  which  were  or- 
dered to  be  removed When  the  substantial  scope  of  this  pro- 
vision of  the  ordinance  is  thus  clearly  understood  it  is  seen  that  the 
contention  here  advanced  of  tiie  impairment  of  the  obligations  of  the 
contract  arising  from  this  ])rovision  of  the  ordinance  reduces  itself 
at  oru-e  to  tlie  jjroposition  that,  wherever  it  is  asserted,  on  the  one 
hand,  tliat  a  municijiality  is  bound  by  a  contract  to  perform  a  par- 
ticular act  luid  tlie  municipality  denies  that  it  is  liable  under  the 
contract  to  do  so,  tliercby  an  impairment  of  the  obligations  of  the 
contract  ;!ris(\-!,  in  violation  of  the  constitution  of  the  Uisited  Stat(^s. 
But  thi-  ;:  irn'iiits  only  to  the  contention  that  every  case  involving  a 
contr(i\(  r-^y  ciuici'miiig  a  municipal  contract  is  one  of  federal  cngui- 
7,anee,  dctcnninable  ultimately  in  this  court.  Thus,  to  rc<luce  the 
proposition   to  its  ultimate  conception  is  to   denionsi  i-ate  its   error.' 

''And  such  was  the  el'lcct  of  the  ordiiiaiu'e  in  the  sul)sc(Hieii t  case 
of  Davvsoii  V.  ('(ihiiid)i:i  Ave.  Sav.  I'und  etc.  Co.,  197  U.  S.  17S,  25  Sup. 
Ct.   i;('p.  420,  49   L.  ed.   713. 

''We  think  ilie  nuiiiicipal  legislation  complained  of  in  this  case 
amcuiit^  to  nioi-e  than  a  mere  denial  of  lialiiiity  or  of  the  liiiiding 
force  (if  flio  I'iM'rnei'  coiiti'act.  'i'he  Icgisla  t  ioii  whicli  dcjirives  one  of 
the   bciulit    of   a   coot  i  act,   or   tidds   new   duties   or   obligations   thereto, 


604  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.  [Minn. 

necessarily  impairs  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  and  v/bcn  the  state 
court  gives  effect  to  subsequent  state  or  municipal  legislation  which 
has  the  effect  to  impair  contract  rights  by  depriving  the  parties  of 
their  benefit,  and  make  requirements  which  the  contract  did  not  there- 
tofore impose  upon  them,  a  case  is  presented  for  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court:  New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Louisiana,  185  U,  S.  336, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  691,  46  L.  ed.  936.  And  this  jurisdiction  has  been 
frequently  exercised  in  cases  of  municipal  ordinances  having  this 
effect  upon  prior  contract  rights:  Vicksburg  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Vicks- 
burg,  185  U.  S.  65,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  585,  46  L.  cd.  808;  Cleveland  v. 
Cleveland  City  R.  Co.,  194  U.  S.  517,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  756,  48  L.  ed. 
1102.  As  was  said  in  Dawson  v.  Columbia  Ave.  Sav.  Fund  etc.  Co.^ 
197  U.  S.  178,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  420,  49  L.  ed.  713,  it  is  not  always  easy 
to  determine  on  which  side  of  the  line  a  given  case  may  fall.  But,  re- 
curring to  the  resolution  in  this  case,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it 
is  legislative  action  which  impairs  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  if 
the  contract  is  of  binding  force,  which  is  a  question  to  be  determined 
upon  the  merits.  For  the  judgment  of  mandamus  against  the  railroad 
company  could  not  have  been  rendered  in  this  case  without  the  prior 
legislation  by  the  city  ascertaining  the  necessity  for  repairs  upon  the 
viaduct,  the  character  and  extent  of  the  same,  and  imposing  upon  the 
railroad  company  the  duty  to  enter  upon  the  street  and  construct  the 
improvement. 

"This  municipal  action  is  more  than  a  mere  denial  of  the  obligation 
of  the  contract;  it  affirmatively  requires  that  certain  improvements 
shall  be  made  upon  the  viaduct  by  the  railroad  company  which  the 
council  deemed  to  be  necessary.  It  required  legislative  action  to  de- 
termine the  nature  and  character  of  these  improvements.  The  man- 
damus issued  by  the  court  is  but  the  carrying  of  the  ordinance  into 
effect.  If  the  contract  was  of  binding  force  and  effect  it  would  re- 
lieve the  railroad  company  from  making  such  improvements  within 
the  right  of  way  for  the  period  of  fifteen  years,  and  permanently 
relieve  it  of  other  improvements  upon  the  viaduct.  To  reqiiire  that 
it  shall  make  these  improvements  within  the  period  named,  as  this 
legislation  does,  is  to  require  the  railroad  to  incur  expenses  for  things 
which  the  city  had  expressly  contracted  to  relieve  it  from  during  the 
period  mentioned.  Assuming,  for  jurisdictional  purposes,  that  the 
company  had  a  valid  claim  of  contract,  it  was  impaired  by  the  legis- 
lation of  the  city  in  question;  we  therefore  think  there  is  jurisdiction 
in  the  case. 

"Passing  to  the  merits,  it  is  the  contention  of  the  railroad  company 
that  when  this  contract  was  made  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota 
had  decided  that,  as  to  highways  which  were  constructed  after  the 
railroad  was  built,  there  was  no  obligation  upon  the  company  to  con- 
struct overhead  bridges  or  crossings,  and  whatever  the  rule  might  be 
as  to  requiring  a  railroad  company  to  construct  such  overhead  bridges 
in  the  ii.tfTPst  of  public  safety  as  to  streets  in  existence  when  the 
railroad  was  built,  it  could  not  be  required  so  to  do  when  the  highway 


June,  1906.]      State  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ry.  Co.  605 

was  constructed  after  the  railway  had  acquired  its  right  of  way  and 
laid  its  tracks. 

"It  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  a  judicial  determination  that  the 
railroad  company  could  not  be  charged  with  the  expense  of  such  struc- 
tures as  this  viaduct  as  to  streets  laid  out  after  the  railroad  was  built 
could  have  induced  the  agreement  to  pay  fifty  thousand  dollars  toward 
the  imjirovement  in  question  in  a  street  first  occu[)icd  by  the  railroad 
comi'aiiy.  And  the  recitals  of  the  contract  of  September,  1S91,  are 
to  the  f  ITrct  that  the  payment  of  the  fiftj''  thousand  dollars  was  in 
lieu  of  assessments  for  benefits  in  excess  of  damages  for  the  taking  of 
property  of  the  railroad  company  to  be  caused  by  said  public  improve- 
ment, wiiich  might  be  imposed  upon  the  property  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. 

"But  Avas  there  such  settled  judicial  construction!  In  the  case  of 
State  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  98  Minn.  380,  ante,  p.  581, 
lOy  N.  W.  261,  a  case  decided  by  that  court  upon  the  same  day  it 
Lamlod  dmvn  its  decision  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  subject  was  elab- 
or.'ihly  ex;iinincd  and  a  conclusion  reached  that  the  charter  of  a  rail- 
road, similar  to  tlie  one  granted  the  Lake  Superior  &  Mississippi  Eail- 
road  Cum  1  any,  above  set  forth,  imposed  an  obligation  upon  the  rail- 
road iniiMany  as  to  highways,  roads,  and  streets,  over  which  the  rail- 
road \v;is  constructed,  to  keep  the  same  in  good  condition  and  repair, 
wiictli'^r  laid  out  after  the  building  of  the  railroad  or  before,  and  that 
such  r(  !jMii(  ii'ont  in  the  interest  of  public  safety  embraced  an  over- 
head luiiif^c  necessary  for  the  public  safety,  and  that  a  requirement 
that  it  should  be  built  at  the  expense  of  the  railroad  company  was  an 
exciciso  of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  and  did  not  amount  to  taking 
property  without  due  process  of  law.  In  that  case  the  cases  relied 
upon  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  this  case  as 
establis-liiiig  a  contrary  doctrine,  prior  to  tlie  making  of  the  contract, 
were  reviewed.  They  are:  State  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  35  Minn. 
131,  59  Am.  Eep.  313,  28  N.  W.  3,  and  State  v.  District  Court,  42  Minn. 
247,  44  N.  W.  7,  7  L.  R.  A.  121.  It  was  there  pointed  out,  and  we 
think  correctly,  that  while  the  learned  court,  in  State  v.  St.  Paul,  M. 
&  M.  R.  Co.,  35  Minn.  131,  59  Am.  Rep.  313,  28  N.  W.  3,  limited  its 
ruling  to  cases  where  railroads  had  been  constructed  in  streets  al- 
ready laid  out,  and  ext)ressly  disclaimed  that  the  doctrine  there  an- 
noui:cvd  would  necessarily  apply  where  a  new  street  had  been  laid 
out  over  the  railroad  after  its  construction,  the  question  now  made 
■was  not  involved  in  the  case,  and  the  decision  then  made  was  litiiited 
to  existing  streets  only.  In  the  second  case  above  cited  (iL'  Minn. 
247,  44  X.  W.  7,  7  L.  R.  A.  121),  while  it  was  held  that  planking  the 
tracks  at  crossings  was  a  part  of  the  construction  of  the  higliway, 
and  not  a  safety  device  for  the  ])rotection  of  the  thorou,L,^hfare,  and 
then  lure  not  within  the  pro]ier  exercise  of  the  police  jiower,  so  tliat 
the  cust  thereof  could  be  required  from  the  conii.;iny,  the  court  did 
say,  in  the  tn<ist  eTiipiiatic  m.anner,  that  s;ifety  d(M!cos  might  be  re- 
quired  at   new   streets,   and   that   cattle-guards   and   gates   were  such 
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safety  devices,  the  construction  of  which  would  be  required  at  the 
expense  of  the  company.     And  the  court  said: 

"  'When  the  railroad  company  accepted  its  charter  it  received  its 
franchises  subject  to  the  authority  and  power  of  the  state  to  impose 
such  reasonable  regulations  concerning  the  use,  in  matters  affecting 
the  common  safety,  of  its  dangerous  enginery,  and  not  merely  subject 
to  the  then  existing  regulations  as  applicable  to  then  existing  condi- 
tions; and  whether  the  obligation  now  in  question  had  been  imposed 
at  this  time  by  direct  act  of  the  legislature,  or,  as  is  the  case,  arises 
from  the  laying  out  of  a  new  highway,  to  which  the  previously  existing 
law  becomes  applicable,  can  make  no  difference. 

"  'The  fallacy  involved  in  the  claim  of  the  relator,  and,  as  we 
think,  in  some  decisions  by  which  its  claim  is  supported,  arises  from 
a  failure  to  distinguish  between  rights  of  property,  which  confessedly 
are  protected  under  the  constitution  from  being  devested  or  ap- 
propriated to  other  purposes  without  compensation,  and  the  very  differ- 
ent matter  concerning  the  manner  in  which  the  owner  may  use  his 
property  so  as  not  to  unnecessarily  endanger  the  public.  The  claim 
of  the  relator  involves  an  assumption  that  when  the  railroad  con- 
structed its  line  of  road,  conforming  to  the  requirements  of  the  law 
as  to  all  then  existing  highway  crossings,  it  had  a  constitutional  right. 
by  virtue  of  its  priority,  to  always  afterward  operate  its  road  un- 
embarrassed by  being  required  to  observe  like  precautions  with  re- 
spect to  highways  that  might  be  thereafter  laid  out  across  the  rail- 
road, except  upon  the  condition  that  it  should  receive  compensation, 
not  merely  for  whatever  of  its  acquired  property  might  be  taken  for 
the  other  use,  but  also  for  the  expense  and  burden  of  conforming  its 
own  conduct  to  the  newly  existing  conditions — of  conforming  to  a 
general  police  regulation  of  the  state,  not  before  applicable.  There 
was  no  such  exclusive  or  superior  right  acquired  by  priority  of  charter, 
or  of  the  construction  of  this  railroad  highway.  It  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that,  when  its  franchises  were  granted  to  this  relator  to  con- 
struct and  operate  this  railroad,  it  was  contemplated,  either  by  it  or 
by  the  state,  that  no  more  public  highways  should  be  laid  out  which 
should  increase  the  number  of  places  where  the  ordinary  police  regula- 
tions would  have  to  be  complied  with  by  the  railroad  company,  to  its 
inconvenience  and  expense.  On  the  contrary,  it  must  have  been 
understood  and  contemplated,  especially  in  a  new  state  rapidly  ad- 
vancing in  population  and  in  the  development  of  its  resources,  where 
new  towns  were  springing  up,  and  new  avenues  for  travel  and  traflfic 
were  becoming  necessary,  that  new  streets  and  roads  would  be  and 
must  be  laid  out,  and  that  many  of  these  would  necessarily  cross  ex- 
isting railroad  lines.  We  cannot  resist  the  conclusion  that,  so  far  as 
concerns  the  matter  now  under  consideration,  the  charter  of  the  relator 
was  taken  subject  to  the  riglit  of  the  state  to  impose  this  duty  when- 
ever, by  reason  of  the  establishing  of  new  highways,  it  should  become 
necM'ssary;  and  hence  the  relator  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for 
obedience  to  this  requirement:  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Cincin- 
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rati,  S.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  ?,0  Ohio  St.  604;  Chieago  &  A.  T?.  Co.  v.  Jolict 
L.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  105  Til.  3SS,  400,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  799;  Hannibal  v. 
TTannihal  «S:  St.  J.  R.  Co.,  49  Mo.  480;  Bridgeport  v.  Now  York  &  N. 
II.  R.  Co.,  3fi  Conn.  2r)r),  4  Am.  Rep.  fi3.' 

"As  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota  points  out  in  the  opinion  in 
98  Minn.  380,  ante,  p.  581,  108  N.  W.  261,  above  referred  to, 
the  state  courts  are  not  altogether  agreed  as  to  the  right  to  compel 
railroads,  without  compensation,  to  construct  and  maintain  suitable 
crossings  at  streets  extended  over  its  right  of  way,  after  the  con- 
struction of  the  railroad.  The  great  weight  of  state  authority  is  in 
favor  of  such  right:  See  cases  cited  in  98  Minn.  380,  ante,  p.  581, 
108  N.  W.  261. 

"There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  attitude  of  this  court  upon  this 
question,  as  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that  the  right  to  exercise  the 
])olice  power  is  a  continuing  one;  that  it  cannot  be  contracted  away, 
and  that  a  requirement  that  a  company  or  individual  comply  with 
reasonable  police  regulations  without  compensation  is  the  legitimate 
exercise  of  the  power,  and  not  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  in- 
liibition  against  the  impairment  of  the  obligation  of  contracts.  In 
New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Bristol,  151  U.  S.  556,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
437,  38  L.  ed.  269,  the  doctrine  was  thus  laid  down  by  Chief  Justice 
Fuller,  speaking  for  the  court: 

"  'It  is  likewise  thoroughly  established  in  this  court  that  the  in- 
hibitions of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  upon  the  impair- 
ment of  the  obligation  of  contracts,  or  the  deprivation  of  property 
without  due  procrss,  or  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  by  the 
states,  are  not  violated  by  the  legitimate  exercise  of  legislative  power 
in  securing  the  public  safety,  health,  and  morals.  The  governmental 
power  of  self-protection  cannot  be  contracted  away,  nor  can  the  exer- 
cise of  riglits  granted,  nor  the  use  of  property,  be  witlidrawn  from 
the  inijiliod  lial)ility  to  governmental  regulations  in  particulars  essen- 
tial to  the  preservation  of  the  community  from  injury:  Boston  Beer 
Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  97  U.  S.  25,  24  L.  ed.  989;  Nortlnvestern  Fertiliz- 
ing Co.  V.  Hyde  Park,  97  U.  S.  659,  24  L.  ed.  1U36;  Barbier  v.  Con- 
nolly. 113  U.  S.  27,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  357,  28  L.  ed.  923;  New  Orleans 
(iasli-'iit  Co.  V.  Louisiana  Liglit  &  II.  P.  &  Mfg.  Co.,  115  U.  S.  G-ld,  6 
Su,..  Ct.  \lo[K  252,  29  L.  ed.  516;  Mugler  v.  Kansas.  123  U.  S.  623,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  n<:\K  273,  31  L.  ed.  205;  Budd  v.  New  York,  113  U.  S.  517, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  \lv.i>.  46S,  36  L.  ed.  247,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.    !5.' 

"'i'lie  ]iriiici]ile  was  recogni/cd  and  enforced  in  (,'hicago,  B.  &  Q. 
R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  166  U.  S.  226.  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  5S1.  41  L.  ed.  979, 
\\!ic  I'c  it  -was  held  tliat  the  exp<-;  -ts  incui'n  d  by  the  railroad  conn^anv 
in  ending  gates,  planking  at  crossings,  etc.,  and  th(^  maintenance 
thei-eof,  in  onler  that  the  road  might  be  sat\ly  ojierated.  must  be 
deemed  to  liave  been  iaken  into  account  when  the  ciinipany  accepted 
its  1'raucliise  from  the  slate,  and  the  expenses  incuricd  by  the  rail- 
road ce!r]any,  lliongh  upeii  new  street^,  iniglit  be  lequired  as  es>(Mitial 
to  the  public  safety.     In  1 ).  truit.  Ft.  W.  &  B.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Osboru,  IS9 
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U.  S.  383,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rop.  540,  47  L.  ed.  8G0,  it  was  hold  that  the 
state  of  Michigan  might  compel  a  street  railroad  to  install  safety  ap- 
pliances at  an  expense  to  be  divided  with  a  steam  railroad  company 
occupying  the  same  street,  notwithstanding  the  steam  railroad  was  the 
junior  occupier  of  the  street.  The  subject  was  further  under  consid- 
eration in  New  Orleans  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Drainage  Commission,  197  U. 
S.  453,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  471,  49  L.  ed.  831,  where  it  was  held  that, 
although  the  gas  company  had  permission  from  the  city  to  lay  its 
pipes  under  the  streets,  it  might  be  required  to  remove  the  same  at 
its  own  expense,  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  in  the  interest  of 
the  public,  in  order  to  make  way  for  a  system  of  drainage  which  was 
required,  in  the  interest  of  the  public  health,  without  compensation  to 
the  gas  company;  and  that  uncompensated  obedience  to  regulations 
for  public  safety  under  the  police  power  of  the  state  was  not  a  taking 
of  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

"The  same  principles  were  recognized  and  the  previous  cases  cited 
in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  200  U.  S.  561,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
341,  50  L.  ed.  596,  and  again  in  Union  Bridge  Co.  v.  United  States, 
204  U.  S.  3G4,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  367,  51  L.  ed.  523.  The  result  of  these 
cases  is  to  establish  the  doctrine  of  this  court  to  be  that  the  exorcise 
of  the  police  power  in  the  interest  of  public  health  and  safety  is  to  be 
maintained  unhampered  by  contracts  in  private  interests,  and  that  un- 
compensated obedience  to  laws  passed  in  its  exercise  is  not  violative 
of  property  rights  protected  by  the  federal  constitution. 

"In  this  case  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota  has  held  that  the 
charter  of  the  company,  as  well  as  the  common  law,  required  the  rail- 
road, as  to  existing  and  future  streets,  to  maintain  them  in  safety,  and 
to  hold  its  charter  rights  subject  to  the  exercise  of  the  legislative 
power  in  this  behalf,  and  that  any  contract  which  undertook  to  limit 
the  exercise  of  this  right  was  without  consideration,  against  public 
policy,  and  void.  This  doctrine  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  prin- 
ciples decided  in  the  cases  referred  to  in  this  court.  But  it  is  alleged 
that  at  the  time  this  contract  was  made  with  the  railroad  company 
it  was  at  least  doubtful  as  to  what  the  rights  of  the  parties  were,  and 
that  the  contract  was  a  legitimate  compromise  between  the  parties, 
which  ought  to  be  carried  out.  But  the  exercise  of  the  police  power 
cannot  be  limited  by  contract  for  reasons  of  public  policy;  nor  can  it 
be  destroyed  by  compromise;  and  it  is  immaterial  upon  what  considera- 
tion the  contracts  rest,  as  it  is  beyond  the  authority  of  the  state  or 
the  municipality  to  abrogate  this  power  so  necessary  to  the  public 
safety:  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Nebraska,  170  U.  S.  57,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  513,  42  L.  ed.  9 18. 

"We  find  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  Minn- 
esota, holding  the  contract  to  be  void,  and  beyond  the  power  of  the 
city  to  make,  and  it  wUl,  therefore,  be  affirmed." 
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MURTAUGH    v.    CHICAGO.    MTLWATTKEE    AND     ST. 
PAUL  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[102  Minn.  52,  112  N.  W.  860.] 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION— School  Lands.— Title  to  lands 
granted  to  tlie  stiite  of  Minnesota  for  the  use  of  its  schools  by  the 
L'nitfl  ^jtutcs  oannot  be  acqui'-cd  by  adverse  possession,  as  against 
the  state,      (p.  612.) 

J.  i\r.  jMillett,  for  the  appellant. 

F.  AY.  Root,  for  the  respondent. 

^^  START,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  brought 
October  12,  1906,  in  the  district  court  of  the  county  of 
Dakota,  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  possession  of  a 
strip  of  land  one  hundred  feet  wide  running  through  lot  6, 
section  36,  township  115,  range  17,  in  the  county  of  Dakota, 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  own  in  fee.  The  defendant 
claimed  title  to  the  land  by  adverse  possession  and  at  the  close 
of  the  evidence  the  **^  trial  court  directed  a  verdict  for  it. 
The  plaintilf  appealed  from  an  order  denying  his  motion  for 
a  new  trial. 

The  facts  are  undisputed.  Lot  6,  which  includes  the  land 
in  question,  was  a  part  of  the  grant  of  lands  to  the  state  of 
Minnesota  for  the  use  of  its  schools.  The  state  never  con- 
veyed or  parted  with  its  title  in  fee  thereto,  until  May  31, 
1904,  when  it  executed  and  delivered  its  patent  therefor  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  patent  conveyed  the  entire  lot  in  fee  to  the 
plaintiff,  if  the  defendant  had  not  then  gained  title  to  the 
strip,  which  is  the  subject  matter  of  this  action,  by  adverse 
possession.  The  defendant  entered  into  possession  of  the 
strip  of  land  under  color  of  title  twenty-five  years  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  and  ever  since  has  been  in  the 
exclusive  possession  thereof,  using  it  as  a  part  of  its  right  of 
way. 

The  sole  question  which  the  facts  stated  raise  is  whether,  in 
view  of  the  character  of  the  title  of  the  state  to  its  school 
lands,  title  thereto  can  be  acquired  by  adverse  possession. 
This  is  necessarily  so;  for,  if  the  state  had  not  lost  its  title 
to  the  strip  of  land  by  the  defendant's  adverse  possession,  the 
plaintiff  is  the  owner  thereof.  The  defendant  concedes  the 
correctness  of  the  general  rnlc  that  statutes  of  limitations  do 
not  operate  against    tlio  state  or  general  government,  unless 
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there  be  an  express  provision  or  necessary  implication  to  that 
effect,  and  that  title  to  public  land  cannot  be  acquired  1)y  ad- 
verse possession :  Maas  v.  Burdetzke,  93  ]\Iinn.  295,  106  x\ra. 
St.  Rep.  436,  101  N.  W.  182. 

It  is,  however,  the  contention  of  the  defendant  that  the 
statute  of  this  state  (Rev.  Laws  1905,  sec.  4072)  expressly  or 
by  necessary  implication  provides  that  title  to  the  school  lands 
of  the  state  may  be  acquired  by  adverse  possession.  The  orig- 
inal of  section  4072  was  section  12,  chajjter  66,  of  the  General 
Statutes  of  1866  (Gen.  Stats.  1894,  sec.  5142),  which  pro- 
vided that  "the  limitations  prescribed  in  this  chapter  for  the 
commencement  of  actions  shall  apply  to  the  same  actions  when 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  state,  or  in  the  name  of  any  officer, 
or  otherwise,  for  the  benefit  of  the  state,  in  the  same  manner 
as  to  actions  brought  by  citizens."  This  court,  in  the  case  of 
City  of  St.  Paul  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  45  Minn.  387,  48  N. 
W.  17,  held  that  the  provisions  of  this  section  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  applied  to  actions  brought  by  the  state,  whether 
brought  in  its  sovereign  capacity  to  enforce  rights  as  to  prop- 
erty held  by  it  in  trust  for  the  public,  or  in  its  proprietary 
capacity.  ^^  The  question  under  consideration  in  that  case 
related  to  the  claim  of  the  city  of  St.  Paul  to  recover  a  public 
levee.  In  practice  this  rule,  which  seems  to  be  against  the 
weight  of  judicial  authority  (see  Northern  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Ely,  25  AVash.  384,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  766,  65  Pac.  555,  54  L. 
R.  A.  526),  was  cautiously  applied,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
statute  did  not  begin  to  run  as  to  public  streets,  ways,  levees 
and  grounds  until  they  were  required  for  actual  public  use: 
Parker  v.  City  of  St.  Paul,  47  Minn.  317,  50  N.  Y.  247;  St. 
Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Village  of  Hinckley,  53  Minn.  398,  55 
N.  W.  560 ;  Bice  v.  Town  of  Walcott,  64  Minn.  459,  67  N.  W. 
360.  The  legislature,  however,  by  chapter  65,  page  65.  of  the 
Laws  of  1899,  abrogated  the  rule:  See  City  of  Hastings  v. 
Gillitt,  85  Minn.  331,  88  N.  W.  987.  The  statute  now  reads 
as  follows:  "Such  limitation  shall  apply  to  actions  by  or  in 
behalf  of  the  state  and  the  several  political  divisions  thereof: 
Provided,  that  no  occupant  of  a  public  way,  levee,  square  or 
other  ground  dedicated  or  appropriated  to  public  use  shall 
ac(iuire,  by  reason  of  his  occupancy,  any  title  thereto":  Rev. 
Laws    1905,  sec.  4072. 

Tlie  statute,  making  statutes  of  limitations  applicable  to  the 
state,  to  wliich  reference  has  been  made,  nnist  be  construed 
with  reicrcneu  to  the  school  land  grant  and  the  provisions  of 
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the  state  constitution  acee{)tin<^  the  yraut  and  providinu^  for 
the  sale  of  the  land.  Section  IS  of  an  act  of  Congress  entitled 
"An  act  to  establish  the  territorial  government  of  Minne- 
sota," passed  March  3,  1849  (9  Stats.  408,  c.  121),  known  as 
the  "Oriianic  Act  of  IMinnesota,"  reserved  sections  16  and  36 
of  every  township  for  the  purpose  of  beinj^  applied  to  schools 
of  the  territory  and  future  state.  This  was  supplemented  by 
section  5  of  the  act  of  Congress  passed  February  26,  1857 
(11  Stats.  167,  c.  60),  authorizing  the  people  of  Minnesota 
to  form  a  state  government.  This  section  granted  to  the  state 
sections  16  and  36  of  the  public  lands  in  every  township 
w^ithin  the  state  for  the  use  of  schools,  provided  the  grant 
should  be  accepted  by  the  constitutional  convention,  and,  if  it 
were,  then  its  terms  should  become  obligatory  on  the  United 
States  and  the  state  of  IMinnesota.  The  convention,  and  the 
people  of  the  state  by  their  approval  and  ratification  of  the 
constitution,  accepted  the  grant  of  sections  16  and  36  for  the 
use  of  the  schools  of  the  state,  and  safeguarded  the  trust  by 
providing  that  the  proceeds  of  such  trust  lands  should  remain 
a  perpetual  school  fund,  and  that  no  ^^  portion  of  the  lands 
should  ever  be  sold  otherwise  than  at  pui)lic  sale:  I\linn. 
Const.,  art.  2,  sec.  3,  art.  8,  sec.  2.  Our  school  land  grant, 
then,  was  not  made  to  tlie  state,  in  its  proprietary  capacity, 
liut  in  trusi,  for  tlie  explicit  purpose  of  having  the  lands  ap- 
plied to  the  use  of  the  schools  of  the  state.  This  was  the  sub- 
stantial consideration  for  the  grant  which  induced  the  United 
States  to  make  it.  The  state  accepted  the  trust,  and  b^^  its 
constitution  solemnly  covenanted  with  the  United  St;ites  to 
apply  the  granted  lands  to  the  sole  use  of  its  schools  according 
to  the  inu'pos(>  of  the  grant,  and  prohibited  the  sale  of  any 
]):)i'lioii  i)f  the  griiiited  land  except  at  public  sale."  Such 
being  tile  nature  of  the  title  of  the  state  to  its  school  lands,  it 
is  uiit hiiikahle  that  the  legislature  intended,  by  section  12, 
(•!ia|)1er  ()(),  of  the  (ieiieral  Statutes  of  18(i(!,  ami  later  acts 
jiiiieiuiing  it,  to  pr()\i(ie  a  way  whereby  the  trust  as  to  any  of 
liie  school  hinds  might  be  defeated,  and  title  tlierelo  ac'|uired 
l)y  adverse  [x.ssession,  contrary  to  the  mandate  ol'  the  con- 
stitution that  title  thereto  could  only  be  obtained  by  a  public 
sale  Ihei'eot. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Northern  Pacific  Ky.  Co.  v. 
Townseiid.  1!)U  V.  S.  2(;7.  23  Sui).  Ct.  Hep.  (wl.  47  I^.  ed.  1044, 
is  an  interesting  and  nut  heriliit  i\  c  (Uie.  In  that  c;!se  the  rail- 
way' cuuipan}    bruiiyhl  cjecinieiit  to  reeu\er  from  the  defend- 
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ant  a  portion  of  its  right  of  way,  to  which  the  defendant 
claimed  title  by  adverse  possession  under  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  this  state:  Northern  Pac.  Ry,  Co.  v.  Townsend,  84 
Minn.  152,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  342,  86  N.  W.  1007.  The  supreme 
court  of  tlie  United  States  held  that,  although  the  plaintiff's 
right  of  way,  granted  to  it  by  the  United  States,  was  amen- 
nble  to  the  police  power  of  the  state,  yet  an  individual  could 
not  aei.iuire  title  to  any  portion  thereof  by  adverse  possession 
under  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state.  In  its  opinion 
the  court,  after  stating  that  the  grant  of  the  right  of  way  was 
for  a  specific  purpose,  said:  "This  being  the  nature  of  the 
title  to  the  land  granted  for  the  special  purpose  named,  it  is 
evident  that  to  give  such  efficacy  to  a  statute  of  limitations 
of  a  state  as  would  operate  to  confer  a  permanent  right  of 
possession  to  any  portion  thereof  upon  an  individual  for  his 
private  use  would  be  to  allow  that  to  be  done  by  indirection 
which  could  not  be  done  directly." 

We  are,  then,  of  the  opinion  that,  if  the  statute  under  con- 
sideration must  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  acciuisition 
of  title  to  the  school  lands  of  the  state  by  adverse  possession, 
it  violates  in  this  respect,  not  ^^  only  the  terms  of  the  grant, 
but  also  the  constitution  of  the  state.  We  are,  however,  of 
the  opinion  that  the  statute  fairly  may  be  given  a  construction 
which  is  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the  school  land  grant 
and  the  provisions  of  the  state  constitution  applicable  thereto. 
If  the  statute  be  read  in  connection  with  the  general  and  well- 
underfttood  rule  of  law  that  title  to  public  land  cannot  be  ac- 
quired by  adveree  possession,  the  history  of  our  school  land 
grant,  the  nature  of  the  title  of  the  state  to  its  school  lands, 
and  the  mandates  of  our  constitution  with  reference  to  them, 
it  is  clear  upon  the  face  of  the  statute  that  the  legislature  did 
not  intend  to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  the  title  to  school 
lauds  by  advei-se  possession.  We  accordingly  hold  that  title 
to  lands  granted  to  the  state  of  Minnesota  for  the  use  of 
its  schools  by  the  United  States  cannot  be  acquired  by  adverse 
possession,  as  against  the  state. 

Order  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted. 


For  Authorities  in  Support  of  the  Principal  Case,  see  the  notes  to 
Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Ely,  87  Am.  St.  Kep.  775;  Schneider  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 76  Am,  St.  Eep.  479. 
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BADER  V.  NEW  AMSTERDAM  CASUALTY  COi\IPANY. 

[102  Minn.  186,  112  N.  W.  IOCS.] 

ACCIDENT  INSURANCE — Construction  Favorable  to  Insured. 

A  construction  as  favorable  to  the  insured  as  reasonably  may  be  must 
be  given  to  a  poliov  of  insurance,  but  only  a  natural  and  logical  con- 
struction, not  a  strained  or  sophistical  one.     (p.  615.) 

COMMON  LAW. — The  Spirit  of  the  Common  Law  is  the  in- 
stinct of  common  sense,      (p.  615.) 

ACCIDENT  INSURANCE— Ordinary  Sense  of  Words.— The 
language  of  the  parties  to  a  policy  of  insurance  must  be  given  its 
natural  and  ordinary  meaning;  the  words  are  to  be  taken  in  their 
po]nilar  sense,  in  the  absence  of  anything  showing  a  contrary  inten- 
tion,    (p.  615.) 

WORDS  AND  PHRASES.— The  Word  "Shoot"  is  synonymous 
with  "kill,"  and  is  frequently,  perhaps  usually,  employed  in  that 
sense,     (p.  616.) 

ACCIDENT  INSURANCE— Shooting  hy  Burglar.— Where  a  man 
is  shot  by  a  burglar  and  dies  a  few  hours  afterward  from  the  wound, 
his  beneficiary  is  entitled  to  one-half,  but  not  the  whole  amount,  of 
ordinary  accident  indemnity,  under  a  provision  in  the  policy  on  his 
life  which  does  not  exclude  indemnity  for  loss  by  accident  caused  by 
sunstroke,  freezing,  poison,  somnambulism,  racing,  shooting,  wrestling, 
etc.,  but  which  in  such  cases  limits  the  liability  of  the  insurer  to  one- 
half  the  amount  of  ordinary  indemnity  specified  for  such  loss.  (p. 
618.) 

Welch,  Ilayne  &  Ilubacliek,  for  the  appellant. 

Buffiiig'ton  &  Buffington,  for  the  respondent. 

IS''  JAGGARD.  J.  On  February  2,  1904,  defendant  and 
respondent  casualty  company,  in  consideration  of  a  premium 
paid  to  it  by  Charles  0.  Bader,  executed  to  him  a  policy  of 
accident  insurance  for  the  term  of  one  year.  The  beneficiary 
named  therein  was  the  plaintiff  and  appellant,  the  wife  of  the 
assured.  The  policy  was  subsequently  renewed  for  another 
year.  On  December  23,  1905,  Bader  was  shot  by  robbers  at 
his  place  of  business,  was  immediately  taken  to  a  hospital,  and 
died  within  an  hour  from  the  effects  of  the  wound.  Due 
notice  of  loss  and  proofs  of  death  were  furnished.  On  refusal 
by  the  company  to  pay,  this  action  was  brought.  Plaintiff 
sought  to  recover  the  full  amount  of  insurance  for  loss  of  life 
by  accident,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  with  interest. 
The  answer  of  the  company  denied  liability,  and  asked  that 
the  action  be  dismissed.  On  trial,  the  court  ordered  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  one-half  the  principal 
sum,  twelve  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars,  with  interest,, 
in  accordance  wiiii  a  contract  provision  hereinafter  set  forth 
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in  full.  This  appeal  was  taken  from  an  order  denying  plain- 
tiff's motion  for  a  new  trial  and  to  modify  the  conclusions  of 
law  to  correspond  with  the  findings  of  fact. 

The  only  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is  the  construc- 
tion of  the  following  paragraph  in  the  policy,  viz. : 

''SPECIAL  INDEMNITIES. 

"This  policy  does  not  exclude  indemnity  for  loss  by  ac- 
cident as  herein  provided,  caused  or  contributed  to.  wholly  or 
partly,  directly,  or  indirectly,  by  sunstroke,  freezing,  anes- 
thetics, gas,  lockjaw,  septicemia,  narcotics,  poison,  somnam- 
bulism, racing,  shooting,  intoxicants,  asphyxiation,  riot,  polo 
playing,  wrestling,  strikes,  steeplechasing,  football  playing, 
hydrophobia,  riding  to  hounds,  or  by  bite  of  animal ;  but  in 
any  such  event  the  liability  of  the  company  shall  be  one-half 
of  the  amount  of  the  ordinary  accident  indemnity  specified  for 
such  loss." 

A  proper  construction  of  the  contract  involves  its  examina- 
tion as  a  whole.  Thereby  the  defendant  company  agreed  to 
pay  certain  indemnities  under  the  following  general  co- 
ordinate and  conspicuous  **^  titles:  "Ordinary  Accident  In- 
demnities"; "Surgical  Indemnities";  "Illness  and  Disease 
Indemnities";  "Double  Indemnities";  "Optional  Indem- 
nities"; "Special  Indemnities."  Indorsed  on  the  policy  also 
appear  various  provisions  under  the  titles  "Increased  In- 
demnities" and  "List  of  Operations,  Amounts  Payable  in 
Addition  to  Weekly  Indemnity."  Under  "Ordinary  Ac- 
cident Indemnities"  appears:  "(1)  For  loss  of  life  by  ac- 
cident the  full  principal  sum,  $2,500.00."  An  accident  is 
subsequently  defined  thus :  "  '  Loss  of  life  by  accident, '  as 
used  in  this  policy,  shall  be  deemed  to  mean  death  from  bodil}^ 
injuries  not  intentionally  inflicted  by  the  assured,  which  in- 
dependently of  all  other  causes  are  effected  solely  and  ex- 
clusively by  external,  violent,  and  accidental  means,  and  which 
shall  result  in  the  death  of  the  assured  within  ninety  days  of 
the  event  causing  the  injury."  This  clause,  "Special  In- 
demnities," is  self-descriptive.  The  indemnity  thereby  re- 
ferred to  is  "for  loss  by  accident."  That  loss  is  caused,  not 
"while,"  but  "by,"  shooting,  among  other  things.  The 
natural  construction  of  the  clause  is:  "This  policy  does  not 
exclude  indemnity  for  loss  by  accident  as  herein  provided, 
caused  or  contributed  to,  wholly  or  partly,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, by  ...  .  shooting;  ....  but  in  any  such  event  the 
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liability  of  tlie  eoiupany  sliall  be  one-Iialf  of  the  amouiit  of  llio 
ordinary  accident  indemnity  specified  for  such  loss." 

This  apparent  and  normal  construction  of  the  controlling 
paragraph  counsel  for  plaintiff  insists  is  not  the  proper  one  on 
principle  or  on  authority,  The  first  of  the  two  rules  of  con- 
struction which  he  invokes  is  tlie  familiar  and  undisputed  one 
that  the  terms  of  insurance  policies  should  be  interpreted  in 
favor  of  the  assured,  particularly  in  cases  of  forfeiture  of  his 
interest.  "It  is  a  well-settled  rule  in  the  construction  of  in- 
surance policies  of  this  character,  which  the  insured  aecei)ts 
for  the  purpose  of  covering  all  accidents,  to  construe  all  the 
language  used  to  limit  the  liability  of  the  coinpany  strictly 
against  the  company.  Policies  are  drawn  by  the  legal  ad- 
visers of  the  company,  who  study  with  care  the  decisions  of 
the  courts,  and  with  those  in  mind  attempt  to  limit  as  nar- 
rowly as  possible  the  scope  of  the  insurance.  It  is  only  a  fair 
rule,  therefore,  which  courts  have  adopted,  to  ^^®  resolve  any 
doubt  or  ambiguity  in  favor  of  the  insured  and  against  the 
insurer":  per  Taft,  J.,  in  Manufacturers'  Ace.  Ind.  Co.  v. 
Dorgan,  58  Fed.  945,  956,  7  C.  C.  A.  581,  22  L.  R.  A.  620. 
The  decisions  of  this  court  are  strictly  in  harmony  with  this 
elementary  principle.  Their  unmistakable  tendency  is  to 
make  insurance  mean  insurance.  This  does  not  signify,  how- 
ever, that  the  terms  of  an  insurance  contract  should  be  dis- 
torted from  their  natural  meaning,  or  that  the  agreed  liability 
of  the  insurer  should  be  forced  into  one  which  only  a  new 
contract  should  have  imposed,  or  that  a  court  should  indulge 
in  the  subtleties  of  the  schoolmen  to  extend  the  plain  rights  of 
the  insured.  A  construction  as  favorable  as  reasonably  may 
be  must  be  given,  but  only  a  natural  and  logical  one,  and  not 
a  strained  or  sophistical  one.  "The  spirit  of  the  common  law 
is  the  instinct  of  i)ractical  sense":  Philips,  J.,  in  ^laryland 
Casualty  Co.  v.  Finch,  147  Fed.  388,  77  C.  C.  A.  5G().  AVourt 
must  iiitori)ret  such  an  insurance  contract  as  it  iinds  it.  and 
has  no  power  to  add  to  it,  or  take  from  it.  Language  used  by 
parlies  must  be  given  its  natural  and  ordinarN-  meaning. 
Their  words  are  to  be  talcen  in  their  popular  sense,  in  the 
absence  of  anytliing  showing  a  contrary  intention:  ^Vhi1e  v. 
Standard  Life  &  Ace.  Ins.  Co.,  95  Minn.  77,  103  N.  W.  735, 
8S1;  Nelson  v.  Traders'  Ins.  Co.,  181  N.  Y.  472.  74  N.  E.  421; 
Uuniiiii-  v.  Massaclnisetts  M.  A.  Assn.,  99  ^le.  390.  59  Atl.  :):]:^. 
A  vahiahle  colleetion  of  authorities  on  tliis  subject  will  be 
found  in  6  Current  Law,  83,  84.     The  second  rule  of  construe- 
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tiou  invoked  by  plaintiff,  "Noscitur  a  sociis,"  is  sanctioned 
by  reason  and  adjudication. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  case  at  bar,  we  agree  with  plain- 
tiff that  the  paragraph  here  in  issue  should  not  be  construed 
as  defining  risks  which  are  ordinarily  referred  to  in  insurance 
law  as  excepted  risks.  The  title  of  the  paragraph  appro- 
priately describes  its  provisions.  They  prescribe  contract  ob- 
ligations in  ease  of  "special"  as  distinguished  from  "ordi- 
nary," "double,"  "increased,"  or  other  indemnities.  The 
result  is  a  limitation  upon  the  amount  paid  in  the  special  cases 
enumerated  in  the  paragraph. 

The  question  next  arises  whether  the  word  "shooting," 
grouped  with  other  words  in  the  context,  should  be  construed 
as  a  physical  sport,  or  at  least  as  a  shooting  in  which  the  as- 
sured had  in  some  way  participated  or  to  which  he  had  con- 
sented. The  paragraph  in  ^^^  question  refers  to  some  sports, 
among  which  shooting  could  be  included:  Racing,  polo-play- 
ing, wrestling,  steeplechasing,  riding  to  the  hounds.  With 
respect  to  all  of  these,  the  basis  of  the  insurance  was  some 
conscious  participation  of  the  assured.  They  were,  therefore, 
under  the  earlier  forms  of  accident  insurance,  doubtful  cases, 
or  "cases  on  the  border  line."  Loss  by  gas,  narcotics,  poison, 
or  anesthetics  might  be  held  to  include  both  accidental  and 
voluntary  acts.  It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  that  these  terms 
occur  here  without  any  of  the  qualifications  customary  under 
the  earlier  forms  of  accident  insurance  policies.  Sunstroke, 
freezing,  and  septicemia  more  clearly  negative  participation 
or  consent  on  the  part  of  the  assured.  We  are  wholly  at  a  loss 
to  see  how  it  would  be  possible  for  somnambulism  to  involve 
conscious  participation  of  the  assured.  The  argument  based 
on  "noscitur  a  sociis,"  therefore,  operates  against  the  plain- 
tiff. Loss  by  "shooting"  is  here  conclusively  a  loss  by  ac- 
cident. Plaintiff' 's  contention  would  make  that  phrase,  read- 
ing literally  "loss  caused  by  shooting,"  read:  "Loss  occurring 
while  engaged  in  shooting  as  a  sport."  It  would  create  two 
classes  of  indemnity  for  loss  by  shooting:  A  one-half  indem- 
nity for  loss  caused  by  shooting  as  a  sport  or  the  like,  and  a 
full  indemnity  for  loss  caused  by  shooting  in  othei  cases,  for 
example,  of  murder.  "Shooting  a  person"  naturally  means 
that  a  person  "was  hit  by  the  substance  with  which  the  gun  or 
pistol  was  loaded":  Jarrell  v.  State,  58  Ind.  293;  Voght  v. 
State,  145  Ind.  12,  43  N.  E.  1049.  It  is  an  apt  and  current 
term  for  the  description  of  such  an  offense  as  was  here  in- 
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volved.  The  word  *'slioot"  is  synonymous  with  "l<il],"  an;i 
is  frequently,  perhaps  usually,  employed  in  that  sense:  Lyon, 
C.  J.,  in  Winn  v.  State,  82  Wis.  571,  52  N.  W.  775.  And  see 
State  V.  Vaughn,  26  i\Io.  29 ;  State  v.  ITamraerli,  60  Kan.  860, 
58  Tac.  559.     The  use  of  the  term  here  included  that  sense. 

Plaintiff's  conclusion  is  not  impossible,  but  paralogical. 
In  effect  it  would  make  a  new  contract  for  the  parties.  To 
adopt  it  would  merit  Judge  Sanborn's  condemnation  that  the 
court  would  appear  "to  be  cunning  and  astute  to  evade, 
rather  than  quick  to  perceiv^e  and  diligent  to  apply,  the  mean- 
ing of  the  words  it  [the  policy]  contains  in  their  plain,  ordi- 
nary and  popular  sense":  McGlother  v.  Provident  Mut.  Ace. 
Co.,  89  Fed.  685,  32  C.  C.  A.  318. 

^^^  The  authorities  most  nearly  in  point  are  in  direct  con- 
flict. The  opposite  views  and  decisions  will  be  found  ably 
and  exhaustively  discussed  in  McGlother  v.  Provident  ]Mut. 
Ace.  Co.,  89  Fed.  685,  82  C.  C.  A.  318,  in  which  Judge  San- 
born wrote  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  Judge  Thayer,  the 
dissenting  oi)inion,  and  in  Fidelity  &  Casualty  Co.  v.  Lowen- 
stein,  97  Fed.  17,  38  C.  C.  A.  29,  46  L.  R.  A.  450,  in  which 
Judge  Thayer  wrote  the  majority,  and  Judge  Sanborn  the  dis- 
senting, opinion.  The  opinions  of  Judge  Thayer  sustain  the 
plaintiff's  contention  and  have  been  criticised  as  metaphysical. 
The  opinions  of  Judge  Sanborn  sustain  the  defendant's  con- 
tention and  have  been  criticised  as  mathematical.  The  ab- 
stract merits  of  these  judicial  utterances  we  need  not  here 
discuss.  Neither  case  controls  the  one  at  bar.  Nor  is  it  de- 
termined by  other  cases,  not  therein  considered,  which  tend  to 
support  plaintiff's  claim:  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ayers,  217 
111.  390,  75  N.  E.  506,  2  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  168;  Oml)erg  v. 
United  States  IM.  A.  Assn.,  101  Ky.  303,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  413, 
40  S.  AV.  909;  Dezell  v.  Fidelity  C.  Co.,  176  I\Io.  258,  75  S.  W. 
1102;  IJutlon  V.  American  M  A.  Co.,  92  AVis.  83,  53  Am.  St. 
Rep.  900,  65  N.  AV.  861. 

To  a  peculiar  degree  the  controversies  in  all  of  these  cases 
have  waged  around  certain  verbal  phrases.  The  precise  word- 
ing employed  in  the  policy  at  bar  has  not  been  the  subject  of 
adjudication.  It  is,  of  course,  wholly  inunaterial  whether  in 
one  case  the  question  concerned  the  word  "poison"  and  that 
in  the  present  case  it  concerns  the  word  "shooting."  The  es- 
sential difi'ereMces  arise  in  part  from  the  qualifications  at- 
tached to  particuhu-  \\or(ls  in  most  of  plaintiff's  cases  which 
are  not  presented  here,  in  part  from  the  other  words  in  im- 
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mediate  juxtaposition  thereto,  and  largely  from  the  title 
"Special  Indemnities,"  which,  as  construed  in  connection 
with  other  co-ordinate  titles  in  the  same  policy,  is  peculiar  to 
the  instance  in  dispute.  Moreover,  in  most  of  plaintiff's  cases 
the  policies  exclude  indemnity  for  any  of  the  specified  items; 
and  the  courts  held  that,  as  to  such  matters  as  the  insured  did 
not  voluntarily  and  consciously  participate  in,  the  loss  was 
due  to  accident,  and  therefore  not  beyond  the  company's  re- 
sponsibility. Here,  in  any  view,  loss  by  shooting,  however,  is 
treated  as  an  accident,  and  paid. 

In  Preferred  Accident  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  45  Fla.  525,  33 
South.  1005,  61  L.  R.  A.  145,  Taylor,  C.  J.,  referring  to  plain- 
tiff's New  York  and  other  authorities,  said:  "Even  if  [these 
cases]  were  sound  law,  ^^^  the  policy  in  litigation  here  seems 
to  have  been  framed  with  a  view  to  avoid  the  strained  reason- 
ing of  the  courts  in  those  cases,  predicated  upon  the  use  of 
certain  words  and  forms  of  expression  in  the  policies  therein 
considered.  The  policy  in  this  case  differs  materially  from 
the  contracts  construed  in  those  cases."  This  is  true  of  the 
case  at  bar.  By  construing  this  contract  as  a  whole,  the  con- 
clusion is  accordingly  reached  that  it  provides  in  plain  lan- 
guage that,  in  case  of  loss  by  accident  due  to  shooting,  the 
liability  of  the  company  shall  be  one-half  of  the  amount  of 
the  ordinary  accident  indemnity  specified  for  such  loss,  and 
that  therefore  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  was  correct. 

Order  afSrmed. 


Accident  Insurance  Folicies  are  construed  liberally  with  a  view  to  the 
protection  of  the  insured.  A  i)oIicy  suscejitible  of  two  interjiretations 
will  be  given  the  one  most  favorable  to  him:  Eayburn  v.  Pennsylvania 
Casualty  Co.,  138  N.  C.  379,  107  Am.  St.  Eep.  548;  Jones  v.  Cas- 
ualty Co.,  140  N.  C.  262,  111  Am.  St.  Eep.  843;  Aetna  Life  lus.  Co. 
V.  Fitzgvrald,  165  Ind.  317,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  232.  For  applications  of 
this  rule  to  recent  cases,  see  Continental  Casualty  Co.  v.  Johnson,  74 
Kan.  129.  118  Am.  St.  Eep.  308;  Hunt  v.  United  States  Accident  Assn., 
146  Mich.  521,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  655;  Cary  v.  Preferred  Accident  Ins. 
Co.,  127  Wis.  67,  115  Am.  St.   Eep.  997. 

The  Language  of  an  Accident  Insurance  Policy  is  given  its  ordinary 
and  popular  signification,  rather  than  its  technical  meaning:  Aetna 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  165  Ind.  317,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  232;  Vorse 
V.  Jersey  Plate  Glass  Ins.  Co.,  119  Iowa,  555,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  330. 
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KED  WING  SEWER  PIPE  CO:\IPANY  v.  DONNELLY. 

[102  Minn.  192,  113  N.  W.  1.] 

MUNICIPAL    CONTRACT— Bond    to    Secure    Payment.— The 

order  in  whick  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  sewer  and  the 
bond  to  secure  paj'inent  to  materialmen  and  laborers  are  executed  is 
not  material.  After  the  bid  has  been  accepted  and  approved,  the  bond 
may  be  executed  before  the  contract,  or  the  contract  before  the  bond. 
(p.  619.) 

MUNICIPAL  CONTEACT— Recitals  in  Bond.— ^Vl^ere  a  bond, 
given  to  secure  payments  to  materialmen  and  laborers  under  a  con- 
tract to  construct  a  sewer,  recites  that  the  contract  was  executed  as 
of  one  date,  the  sureties  are  estopped  to  assert  that  it  was  in  fact 
signed  by  the  president  of  the  board  of  public  works  at  another  and 
subsequent  date.      (p.  620.) 

MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Action  by  Materialmen.— One  who 
sells  materials  for  the  construction  of  a  sewer  is  not  required,  in  an 
action  for  their  value  on  the  bond  of  the  contractor,  to  show  that  they 
act\ially  entered  into  the  construction  of  the  sewer,     (p.  621.) 

R.  A.  Walsh,  for  the  appellant. 
Oi)p('iiheim  &  Hunt,  for  the  respondent, 

^""■^  JAGGARD,  J.  This  action  was  bron,2:ht  to  recover  the 
value  of  two  carloads  of  sewer  pipe  sold  to  one  Preston,  on  a 
bond  on  which  the  defendant  Schroeder  was  a  surety.  The 
first  carload  v/as  ordered  by  Preston  for  the  Conway  street 
sewer  on  June  24,  1903,  the  other  on  July  2d,  and  both  cars 
were  delivered  to  Preston  on  July  3,  1903.  Preston  had  con- 
tracted with  the  city  of  St.  Paul  to  construct  a  sewer  on  Con- 
way street.  That  contract  was  dated  June  30,  1903.  De- 
fendant showed  that  the  contract  was  executed  on  behalf  of 
the  city  on  July  10,  1903.  The  bond  was  executed  on  June 
30th.  The  court  ordered  judgment  for  plaintiff.  Defendant 
appealed  from  an  order  denying  the  motion  to  set  aside  the 
findings  aiul  decision  of  the  court  and  for  a  new  trial. 

The  principal  controversy  in  this  case  arises  from  the  fact 
that,  while  tlie  contract  and  the  bond  boar  the  same  date,  de- 
fendant showed  that  the  contract  was  not  signed  by  the  pres- 
ident of  the  board  of  pul)lic  worlds  until  some  two  weeks  after 
the  date  of  the  contract. 

Appelbant  argues  with  much  earnestness  that  "sureties  are 
favorites  in  the  law.  They  have  a  right  to  stand  upon  their 
legal  defenses."  'I'liere  c;in  be  no  (lucsiion  ;is  to  the  sound- 
ness of  tliis  general  princi[)le.  ^lore  specilically  the  d(4'end- 
ant  urges  that  the  i:)laiutiff  had  failed  in  the  necessary  proof 
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of  the  due  execution  of  the  contract  to  support  the  bond.  In 
this  connection  he  refers  us  to  Costello  v.  Doherty,  55  Minn. 
77,  56  N,  W.  459,  in  which,  inter  alia,  it  was  said:  "It  must 
appear  in  some  way  that  [the  statutory  bond]  was  taken  as 
authorized  by  statute  to  secure  performance  of  a  valid  con- 
tract of  the  city."  In  that  case,  however,  it  was  distinctly  set 
forth  that,  "under  the  charter,  the  order  in  which  the  bond 
and  contract  are  executed  is  not  material.  ^^^  After  the  bid 
is  accepted  and  approved,  the  bond  may  be  executed  before 
the  contract,  or  the  contract  before  the  bond."  In  the  case 
at  bar  the  bond  recited  the  contract  as  having  been  duly 
executed.  That  recital  estopped  the  defendant  from  availing 
himself  of  the  technical  objection  as  to  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract. In  Costello  v.  Doherty,  55  Minn.  77,  56  N.  W.  459,  the 
effect  of  such  a  recital  as  an  estoppel  was  not  explicitly  con- 
sidered. The  principle  in  this  connection  is  admirably  stated 
by  Collins,  J.,  in  Jefferson  v.  McCarthy,  44  Minn.  26,  46  N. 
W.  140:  "It  is  well  settled  that  an  allegation  or  recital  in  a 
bond,  which  is  certain  in  its  terms  and  relevant  to  the  matter 
in  hand,  is  conclusive  between  the  parties  to  a  controversy 
growing  out  of  the  instrument  itself  or  the  transaction  in 
which  it  was  executed." 

This  rule  has  frequently  been  enforced  in  cases  analogous  to 
the  one  at  bar  by  this  court.  And  see  County  of  Meeker  v. 
Butler,  25  Minn.  363;  Greengard  v.  Fretz,  64  Minn.  10,  65 
N.  W.  949;  Board  of  Conanrs.  of  Hennepin  County  v.  State 
Bank,  64  Minn.  180,  66  N.  W.  143 ;  Board  of  Commrs.  of  St. 
Louis  County  v.  American  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  75  Minn.  489,  78 
N.  W.  113 ;  Ilayden  v.  Cook,  34  Neb.  670,  52  N.  W.  165.  In 
general  terms  it  is  of  almost  universal  acceptance:  16  Cyc. 
699,  702 ;  5  Current  Law,  1285 ;  24  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law, 
2d  ed.,  57;  27  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  447,  467; 
40  Cent.  Dig.,  "Principal  and  Surety,"  sees.  91,  911/2;  1 
Brandt  on  Suretyship  and  Guaranty,  sec.  52 ;  2  Brandt  on 
Suretyship  and  Guaranty,  sec.  816;  Pingrey  on  Suretyship 
and  Guaranty,  sec.  59.  More  specifically  in  Brown  &  Hay- 
wood Co.  V.  Ligon  (C.  C),  92  Fed.  851,  a  bond  to  secure  per- 
formance of  a  contract  recited  the  contract  as  existing,  al- 
though in  fact  it  appeared  to  have  been  executed  four  days 
after  the  bond.  It  was  held,  per  Adams,  J.,  in  elfeet  that  the 
recitals  of  the  bond  controlled  the  date  of  the  contract. 

The  rule  is  generally  based  upon  principles  of  estoppel 
proper.     It  is  also  rested  upon  the  maxim  "Volenti  non  fit  in- 
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jnria":  See  Martin,  J.,  in  Bradford  v.  Skillman,  6  Mart.,  N. 
S.,  123. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  sufficiently  showed  that  the  goods 
were  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  contractor,  were  of  the  kind 
appropriate  for  use  in  the  performance  of  the  contract,  and 
were  ordered  by  and  delivered  to  the  contractor  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  used  in  the  execution  of  the  contract.  The  an- 
alogy of  the  cases  under  mechanic's  lien  laws  is  apt:  See  John 
i'aui  Lumber  Co.  v.  ITormel,  61  Minn.  ^^^  303,  63  N.  W.  718; 
Burns  v.  Sewcll,  48  :Minn.  425,  51  N.  W.  224;  Combination 
Steel  &  Iron  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  City  Ry.  Co.,  52  Minn.  203,  53  N. 
W.  1144;  Howes  v.  Reliance  Wireworks  Co.,  46  ]\Iinn.  44,  48 
N.  W.  448.  It  was  not  neces-sar^^  that  the  plaintiff  should 
have  shown  that  tlie  pipe  actually  entered  into  the  construc- 
tion of  the  sewer. 

Order  affirmed. 


Tlie  TAahiJity  of  a  Surety  is  Tneasured  by  his  ae^rccment,  and  is  not  to 
be  extended  by  construction;  his  contract,  however,  is  to  be  inter|ireted 
by  the  rules  ajiiilicable  to  the  cuustruction  of  other  contracts:  iilades 
V.  Dl-\\'('v,  liitj  X.  C.  ]7G,  103  Am.  iSt.  Ivep.  'd'l\;  Fink  v.  Fanners' 
Bank.  178  Pa.  151,  5G  Am.  St.  Rep.  746. 

A  Snrttij  on  an  Official  Bond  is  Estopped  from  denying  any  fact  re- 
cited lliertin,  when,  by  such  denial,  he  seeks  to  avoid  liability  in  an 
action  bitweeu  the  parties  to  the  bond:  tetate  v.  JMcDonald,  4  Idaho, 
4G8,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  137. 

A  llecital  in  a  Bond  given  by  one  contracting  to  construct  a  sewer  that 
the  contract  is  valid  and  subsisting  precludes  the  sureties  from  assert- 
ing that  it  is  ultra  vires:  Bell  v.  Kirklaud,  102  Minn.  213,  post,  p.  tJ21. 


BELL  V.  KTBTiLAND, 

[102  Minn.  213,  113  N.  W.  271.] 

MUNICIPAL     CONTRACT^Doctrine     of     Ultra     Vires.— The 

tendeiv'v  of  ronrts  to  refuse  recognition  to  the  doctrine  of  lilfvn  \-ires 
is  less  [iroiiounced  in  tlie  case  of  mtiiiicipal  than  in  the  cnso  of  pi-ivate 
corporal  ii'iis;  but  in  Ijoth  cases,  when  the  doctrine  is  in\-ol>.(>(|.  it  should 
iu)t  be  allowr,!  f,)  ]irovail  wliore  it  will  defeat  the  ends  of  justice  or 
work  a    lopal   wrong.      (]>.   ()21.) 

MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT.— The  Tenn  "Ultra  Vires"  is  used 
in  two  s,  ;!^^('s.  The  first  dcscribis  a  cent  ract  wliolly  outside  i  lie  po\ver  of 
the  ciii'p.iratinn  to  n;:ii\e  undi^r  any  ('irl■uIn^t;^  nces;  tlu^  second,  a 
0,)ti1r;i''t  within  the  jiowi'r  of  the  corporation  to  execute,  but  with 
resi>ect  to  which  then!  has  bren  some  iiTe!j:u]arity  or  defect  in  the 
actiial  ly.'ici^r  ot'  tin'  ]'w\\i-i-  in  some  pa itiriilar  or  thi-ough  some 
unviisc!or-..d   ciri'Uinstance.      Contracts   in   the   tlist   class  are   ultra   vires 
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in  the  primary  and  proper  sense  of  the  term,  and  ordinarily  are  void 
in  toto;  but  contracts  in  the  second  class  are  ultra  vires  in  a  secondary 
sense  merely,  and  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  avail  itself  of  the 
plea  will  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case.     (p.  626.) 

MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Doctrine  of  Ultra  Vires.— The  fact 
that  a  city  has  not  procured  a  right  of  way  for  a  portion  of  a  contem- 
plated sewer  line  does  not  render  invalid  its  entire  contract  for  the 
construction  of  the  sewer,     (p.  627.) 

MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Doctrine  of  Ultra  Vires.— The  facts 
that  only  a  small  proportion  of  a  contract  is  ultra  vires  in  any  sense, 
and  that  it  has  been  substantially  performed  by  the  parties,  are 
strong,  if  not  conclusive,  considerations  for  refusing  to  hold  it  void. 
(p.  629.) 

MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Ultra  Vires.— A  Recital  in  a  Bond 
given  by  one  contracting  to  construct  a  sewer  that  tlie  contract  is 
valid  and  subsisting  precludes  the  sureties  from  asserting  it  to  be 
ultra  vires,     (p.  632.) 

Lightner  &  Young,  B.  H.  Schriber  and  Markham  &  Cal- 
menson,  for  the  appellants. 

O'Brien  &  Albreclit,  for  the  respondent. 

^^^  JAGGARD,  J.  Plaintiff  and  respondent  brought  an 
action  against  defendants  and  appellants  to  recover  the  un- 
paid balance  for  materials  furnished  to  one  Kirkland  to  be 
used  in  the  construction  of  the  "Somerville  sewer."  Kirk- 
land contracted  to  construct  the  sewer,  and,  as  principal, 
signed  an  instrument  in  which  the  appellants  joined  as  sureties, 
which  purported  to  be  a  bond  to  the  city  of  St.  Paul  condi- 
tioned for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  and  for  the  pay- 
ment for  the  labor  and  materials  furnished  in  its  execution. 
The  total  amount  of  the  account  was  six  thousand  two  hun- 
dred and  eiglity-six  dollars  and  thirty  cents.  The  balance  un- 
paid was  two  thousand  nine  hundred  and  sixty-seven  dollars 
and  fifty-five  cents.  The  amount  of  the  bond  was  lifty-nine 
thousand  two  hundred  dollars.  The  present  is  a  test  case. 
The  court  found  for  the  plaintiff.  It  found  as  facts,  inter 
alia,  that  the  course  of  the  sewer  carried  it  under  property 
hereinbefore  more  fully  set  forth  as  to  which  the  city  had  ac- 
quired no  right  by  condemnation  or  graiit.  This  appeal  was 
taken  from  an  order  denying  defendants'  motion  for  a  new 
trial. 

Defendants'  essential  argument  is  that,  if  the  contract  was 
ultra  vires  and  voitl,  so  also  was  the  bond,  and  that  the  agree- 
ment was  shown  to  have  been  ultra  vires  and  void. 

In  the  first  ])la('e.  the  agreement  retpiired  the  construction 
of  a  sewer  through  property  not  owned   by  the  city.     The 
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sewer  provided  for  in  the  contract  was  a  main  sewer  of  about 
four  thousand  two  hundred  feet  in  length.  It  is  cut  into 
two  almost  ecjual  parts  by  a  railroad  right  of  way  and  ad- 
joining private  property  for  two  hundred  and  five  feet.  It 
is  proi)Osed  to  construct  it  to  the  ^lississippi  river  as  an  out- 
let. In  connection  with  the  latter  proposition,  it  is  argued 
that  a  sewer  is  of  no  value  unless  continuous,  or  unless  it  has 
an  outlet.  It  cannot  reach  the  river  because  the  last  eighty- 
live  feet  is  owned  by  the  United  States  government.  The  re- 
sult was  two  disjointed  pieces  of  sewer  without  an  outlet. 
The  significant  fact  is  that  the  ultra  vires  part  of  the  contract 
leaves  the  sewer  valueless.  A  contract  to  construct  a  useless 
sewer  in  private  property  is  be3'ond  the  power  of  the  city. 
The  invalidity  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  contract. 

'^^  In  the  second  place,  defendants'  argument  proceeds, 
the  contract  was  not  entered  into  in  accordance  with  the  man- 
datory provisions  of  the  city  charter.  We  have  examined  the 
record  adduced  in  support  of  this  contention.  It  may  fairly 
be  regarded  as  showing  a  failure  to  let  the  contract  as  required 
by  the  city  charter.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  details 
of  this  want  of  compliance.  It  was,  in  fact,  made  by  the 
board  of  public  works,  the  proper  body.  A  valid  preliminary 
order,  a  specification  of  the  portion  of  its  cost  to  be  paid  out 
of  general  funds  and  other  essentials,  may  properly  be  con- 
ceded to  have  been  wanting. 

1.  A  proper  preliminary  consideration  of  the  legal  ques- 
tions tluis  presented  involves  a  brief  reference  to  the  attitude 
of  the  coui'ts  to  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires.  That  doctrine  has 
been  attacived  with  an  earnestness  amounting  sometimes  to  as- 
perity. *"The  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  is  of  very  modern  date 
;i!i(l  entire!\'  the  creation  of  the  courts.  There  is  no  sueh 
thing  as  ultra  vires  in  the  case  of  a  common-law  corporation 
^Case  of  Sutlnii's  II()s])ital.  10  Coke,  30  C),  and  it  is  not 
eiiacleil  in  any  staluie.  It  afTords,  perhaps,  the  most  remark- 
abb'  iiist.-nicc  in  the  history  of  F.nglish  jurisprudence  of  the 
ii;ak'iim  of  law  by  tlie  jud<_;es;  and,  having  once  been  creatcil, 
it  is  now  ])robMbly  saddled  onto  the  back's  of  the  courts, 
like  SinbjKTs  'Old  Man  of  the  Sea,'  not  to  l)e  shaken  olT":  6 
Cent.  \j.  J.  3.  ''The  reasoning  (on  tht^  subject)  in\-olves  a 
strange!  ('onfusion  of  idcns":  12  .Morawet/  on  Private  Corpora- 
tions, sec.  ()40.  -luduc  Scxniour  1).  Thompson  reuartls  the 
niod'Tii  docti-iiK^  ol"  ulti'M  vifcs  as  a  rc\-olt  iiLiainst  the  ancient 
doctrine    based    on    si>eries    of    nioi'al    reformation.      His    con- 
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elusion  is  "that  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  has  no  proper  place 
in  ftie  law  of  private  corporations,  except  in  respect  of  con- 
tracts which  are  bad  in  themselves,  the  making  of  which  is 
prohibited  by  considerations  of  public  morality,  of  justice,  or 
of  a  sound  public  policy,  and  which,  therefore,  stand  upon 
such  a  footing  that  neither  party  can  be  regarded  as  innocent 
or  blameless  in  entering  into  them":  28  Am.  Law  Rev.  398. 
And  see  5  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sec.  5969. 

In  9  Harvard  Law  Review,  255,  Mr.  George  Wharton  Pep- 
per combats — and  we  think  successfully — the  existence  of  any 
L-lear  distinction  between  the  principles  of  the  earlier  and  of 
the  present  decisions  or  of  inextricable  confusion  on  the  sub- 
ject in  the  American  reports.  He  ^^"^  recognizes,  however, 
that,  "in  modern  times  there  has  been  a  steady  movement  in 
the  direction  of  enforcing  unauthorized  and  prohibited  con- 
tracts as  between  the  parties."  The  tendencj^  to  what  Mr. 
Cooke  (28  Am.  Law  Rev.  227)  calls  "the  extinction  of  the 
doctrine"  is  certainly  very  marked:  11  Harv.  Law.  Rev. 
387;  13  Am.  Law  Rev.  661;  14  Harv.  Law  Rev.  332.  After 
an  exhaustive  discussion  of  relevant  authorities  in  Re  Assign- 
ment ]\Iut.  G.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Barker,  107  Iowa,  143,  70  Am.  St. 
Rep.  149,  77  N.  W.  868,  Mr.  Freeman  concludes:  "After  a 
study  of  the  cases  upon  the  subject  ....  the  impression  is 
forced  upon  us  that  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires,  as  applied  to 
the  contracts  of  private  corporations,  has  almost  lost  its  mean- 
ing. The  undermining  of  the  foundation  upon  which  it  has 
rested  from  its  inception  has  proceeded  simultaneously  from 
different  directions  until  the  doctrine  itself  seems  almost 
ready  to  fall  of  its  own  weight.  The  original  rule  that  an 
ultra  vires  contract  was  illegal  and  void,  could  give  rise  to  no 
rights,  nor  be  validated  by  any  performance  or  application  of 
the  law  of  estoppel,  has  practically  been  erased  from  the  law, 
for  those  courts  which  do  not  contradict  it  directly  do  so  in- 
directly by  their  manner  of  applying  it.  An  appeal  to  the 
public  interest  that  private  corporations  should  be  restricted 
in  the  making  of  contracts  to  the  scope  of  their  granted  powers 
is  growing  more  and  more  ineffectual  where  the  rights  of  per- 
sons innocently  entering  into  ultra  vires  contracts  with  such 
corporations  intervene." 

AVith  respect  to  contracts  by  municipal  corporations, 
one  current  opinion  is  that:  The  "contracts  of  corporations, 
whether  public  or  private,  stand  on  the  same  footing  with 
•contracts  of  naturtl  persons,  and  depend  on  the  same  circum- 
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stances  for  their  validity  and  effect.  The  doctrine  of  ratifica- 
tion and  estoi)pel  i.s  as  applicable  to  corporations  as  to  in- 
dividuals": Argenti  v.  City  of  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  256. 
We  incline,  however,  to  accept  the  views  of  Judge  Dillon  on 
the  subject,  thus  summarized  by  counsel  for  the  defendants ; 
"The  great  principle  of  law  is  settled  beyond  controver.sy  that 
the  agents,  officers,  or  even  the  city  council  of  municipal  cor- 
porations cannot  bind  the  corporation  by  any  contract  which 

is  beyond  the  scope  of  its  power The  history  of  the 

workings  of  municipal  bodies  has  demonstrated  the  salutary 
nature  of  this  proposition,  and  it  is  the  part  of  true  wisdom 
to  keep  the  corporate  wings  clipped  down  to  the  lawful  ^^** 
standard.  It  results  from  this  doctrine  that  contracts  not  au- 
thorized by  the  charter  or  by  other  legislative  act — that  is, 
not  within  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  corporation  under 
any  circumstances — are  void":  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 4th  ed.,  sec.  457  (381).  And  see  Mayor  v.  Ray,  19 
Wall.  468,  22  L.  ed.  164;  Newbery  v.  Fox,  37  Minn.  141,  5 
Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  33  N.  W.  333.  There  is,  however,  an  un- 
mistakable and  proper  tendency  to  apply  to  both  classes  of 
corporations  the  principle  that  "the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires, 
when  invoked  for  or  against  a  corporation,  should  not  be 
allowed  to  prevail  where  it  would  defeat  the  ends  of  justice 
or  work  a  legal  wrong":  Ohio  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  McCarthy,  96 
U.  S.  258,  24  L.  ed.  693. 

2.  It  is  to  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  term  "ultra  vires"  is 
used  in  many  different  senses:  8  Words  and  Phrases,  7145, 
7146.  Two  different  uses  of  the  term  were  pointed  out  in 
^Minnesota  Thresher  ^Ifg.  Co.  v.  Langdon,  44  Minn.  37,  46  N. 
W.  310,  three  in  Bissell  v.  Michigan  etc.  R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  258, 
and  four  in  Green's  Brice's  Ultra  Vires,  33-35.  For  present 
purposes,  it  sufliees  to  refer  especially  to  two  different  mean- 
ings. 

The  first  of  these  describes  a  contract  which  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  powers  of  a  corporation  to  make  under  ;iny 
circumstances,  or  for  any  purposes;  for  example,  "\\'lieie  a 
corporation  authorized  only  to  build  a  railroad  engaiies  in 
banking":  ^Mitchell,  J.,  in  ^linnesota  Tlirc^slu-r  .Ml'g.  Co.  v. 
Langdon,  44  ]\linn.  37,  46  x\.  W.  310.  Wliere  "the  legis- 
lature, for  instance,  having  authorized  you  to  make  a  railway, 
you  cannot  go  and  make  a  harbour":  Kindersley,  V.  C,  in 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  North  Staffordshire,  35  L.  J.  Ch.  156, 
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172.  So,  in  the  cases  to  which  defendant  refers  us,  it  wa& 
held  to  be  wholly  outside  of  a  city's  power  to  "surrender  con- 
trol over  streets"  (State  v.  Llinnesota  Transfer  Ry,  Co.,  80 
Minn.  108,  83  N.  W.  32,  50  L.  R.  A.  656)  ;  to  pay  money  to  aid 
in  building  a  shoe  factory  within  its  limits  (City  of  Chaska  v. 
Iledman,  53  Minn.  525,  55  N.  W.  737)  ;  to  aid  in  the  constric- 
tion of  a  dam  for  the  purpose  of  improving  a  private  water 
power  (Coates  v.  Campbell,  37  Minn.  498,  35  N.  W.  366)  ;  to 
construct  a  building  for  the  use  of  another  municipality  or 
other  third  person  (Borough  of  Henderson  v.  County  of  Sib- 
ley, 28  Minn.  515,  11  N.  AV.  91 ;  Village  of  Glencoe  v.  County 
of  McLeod,  40  ^linn.  44,  41  N.  W.  239)  ;  or  without  authority 
to  buy  real  estate  (Bazille  ^^^  v.  Board  of  Commrs.  of  Ram- 
sey County,  71  Minn.  198,  73  N.  W.  845).  For  further  illus- 
trations, see  Ingersoll  on  Public  Corporations,  292,  293.  The 
second  of  these  meanings  refers  to  contracts  of  a  class  which 
the  corporation  had  a  right  to  execute,  but  with  respect  to 
which  there  has  been  some  irregularity  or  defect  in  the  actual 
exercise  of  the  power  **in  some  particular  or  through  some 
undisclosed  circumstance"  affecting  the  individual  contract  in 
issue. 

The  former  class  is  ultra  vires  in  the  primary,  and  really 
only  proper,  use  of  the  term,  while  in  the  second  it  is  merely 
secondary:  Mitchell,  J.,  in  ]\Iinnesota  Thresher  I\Ifg.  Co.  v. 
Langdon,  44  Minn.  37,  46  N.  W.  310,  That  is  to  say,  an  ultra 
vires  municipal  contract,  in  its  true  sense,  is  a  contract  relat- 
ing to  matters  wholly  outside  the  charter  powers  of  a  corpora- 
tion :  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sees.  935,  936.  In 
Miners  D.  Co.  v.  Zellerbach,  37  Cal.  543,  99  Am.  Dec.  300, 
Sawyer,  C.  J.,  justly  remarked:  "These  distinctions  must  be 
constantly  borne  in  mind  in  considering  a  question  arising 
out  of  dealings  with  a  corporation.  AA'hen  an  act  is  ultra  vires 
in  the  first  sense  mentioned,  it  is  generally,  if  not  always,  void 
in  toto,  and  the  corporation  may  avail  itself  of  the  plea.  But, 
when  it  is  ultra  vires  in  the  second  sense,  the  right  of  the 
corporation  to  avail  itself  of  the  plea  will  depend  upon  the 
circumstances  of  the  case":  And  see  City  of  Valparaiso  v. 
Valparaiso  City  W.  Co.,  30  Ind.  App.  316,  65  N.  E.  1063; 
Rogers  v.  City  of  Omaha  (Neb.),  107  N.  W.  214;  5  Thompson 
on  Corporations,  sections  5975,  5976,  5977;  2  Dillon  on  ]\Iun- 
icipal  Corporations,  sec.  936 ;  2  Current  Law,  977. 

3.  The  inquiry  naturally  arises  as  to  the  sense  in  which  the 
present  contract  is  ultra  vires.     In  the  first  place,  it  is  ultra 
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vires  in  the  secondary  and  restricted  sense  only.  The  city 
had  the  undoubted  charter  power  to  contract  for  the  construc- 
tion of  a  sewer.  So  to  do  was  strictly  within  the  object  of  the 
creation  of  the  corporation.  That  was  a  familiar  and  neces- 
sary part  of  its  function  in  government.  The  contract  was 
not  of  the  class  of  contracts  which  are  void  for  want  of  legal 
capacity  on  the  part  of  the  city  to  make  them.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  was  such  a  one  as  the  city  could  properly  have  made, 
although  it  may  be  admitted  that  this  particular  contract  it 
ought  not  to  have  made.  It  is  not  at  all  such  a  contract  as  is 
prohibited  by  statute  or  pul)lic  morals,  any  more  than  by  its 
subject  matter.  If  the  officers  executing  it  had  been  regu- 
larly authorized,  and  if  consent  of  the  ^^^  owners  of  all 
premises  through  which  it  was  to  run  had  been  obtained,  it 
would  unquestionably  have  been  a  valid  contract. 

In  the  second  place,  the  present  contract  is  ultra  vires,  if 
at  all,  as  to  a  small  part  only.  It  is  convenient  to  postpone 
the  consideration  of  irregularities  in  the  letting  of  the  con- 
tract, and  to  here  refer  only  to  the  failure  of  the  city  to  con- 
demn. So  far  as  that  failure  is  addressed  to  private  prop- 
erty, which  the  city  could  have  condemned,  the  controversy 
is  disposed  of  by  the  ruling  in  Keough  v.  City  of  St.  Paul, 
G6  Minn.  114,  GS  N.  W.  843.  It  was  there  held  that  the  con- 
tract for  grading  a  street  is  not  ultra  vires,  because  the  council 
has  omitted  to  establish  gradient  lines,  nor  because  condemna- 
tion proceedings  have  not  been  consummated.  In  the  last 
analysis,  however,  defendants  rely  on  the  fact  that  the  outlet 
of  the  sewer,  to  the  extent  of  eighty-live  feet,  was  owned  by 
the  government,  and  that  the  contract  was  beyond  the  po'wer 
of  the  city,  because  it  involved  the  conunission  of  a  trespass. 
In  this  conned  ion  we  are  cited  to  Sang  v.  Duluth  City,  58 
]Minn.  81,  59  N.  W.  878.  It  was  there  held  that  a  contractor 
could  not  recover  loss  of  profits  because  the  city  had  not  ac- 
({uired  the  right  of  way  across  the  property  of  a  railway 
company  for  a  street  wdiich  he  undertook  to  grade,  pave  and 
otlicrwise  improve.  As  to  such  a  part  of  the  contract,  it  was 
held  to  be  ultra  vires.  It  was  said  in  that  case:  "Plaintiff 
does  not  claim  to  recover  for  any  work  so  performed,  but 
claims  loss  of  prolits  for  being  prevented  from  performing 
on  the  railroad  right  of  way  and  loss  by  depreciation  of 
material  purchased  for  that  part  of  the  work."  That  case 
is  obviously  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  authorities  holding 
that  "an  entire  contract  is  not  invalid  because  part  thereof 
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is  ultra  vires."  A  court  should  not  destroy  a  contract  made 
by  parties  further  than  some  good  reason  requires:  Elliott 
on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  291.  And  see  Illinois  T.  &  S. 
Bank  v.  City  of  Arkansas  City,  76  Fed.  271,  22  C.  C.  A.  171, 
34  L.  R.  A.  518 ;  Spier  v.  City  of  Kalamazoo,  138  Mich.  652, 
101  N.  W.  846;  2  Current  Law,  977,  notes  82,  83.  The  de- 
cision most  nearly  similar  to  the  case  at  bar  in  this  connection 
which  we  have  been  able  to  find  is  Coit  v.  City  of  Grand 
Rapids,  115  Mich.  493,  73  N.  W.  811.  This  is  the  rule.  That 
a  contract  void  as  to  an  inconsiderable  or  insis^nificant  part 
is  as  to  the  rest  valid  is  only  one  of  its  applications. 

In  the  third  place,  the  features  of  this  contract  objected 
to  remain  ^^*  ultra  vires  in  this  restricted  sense  and  to  this 
limited  extent,  only  so  far  as  is  possible  with  respect  to  an 
executed  contract.  The  learned  trial  judge  in  his  memoran- 
dum said:  "The  city  paid  large  sums  of  money  upon  this 
contract  to  the  defendant  Kirkland  as  the  work  progressed. 
One  of  these  sureties  received  one  of  these  payments.  Neither 
of  Kirkland 's  sureties  can  lawfully  plead  that  the  contract 
between  the  city  and  Kirkland  is  ultra  vires  because  so  far 
as  either  of  them  is  interested,  and  so  far  as  concerns  this 
cause,  the  contract  has  been  fully  performed.  Where  an  ultra 
vires  contract  has  been  fully  performed  by  both  parties,  it  is 
justly  held  that  it  is  no  longer  assailable  by  either:  Note  to 
In  re  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  166."  And  see  2 
Morawetz  on  Private  Corporations,  sec.  689;  Hunt  v.  Ilauser 
Malting  Co.,  90  ]\Iinn.  282,  96  N.  W.  85,  collecting  cases  at 
p.  285.  The  learned  trial  judge  proceeds:  "The  above  treats 
of  contracts  with  private  corporations,  but  it  is  applicable  in 
this  case  where  the  rights  of  the  municipal  corporation  are 
not  involved." 

In  the  leading  case  of  Hitchcock  v.  Galveston,  96  U.  S.  341, 
24  L.  ed.  659,  Mr.  Justice  Strong  approves  of  the  following 
rule  laid  down  in  State  Board  v.  Citizens'  Street  Ry.  Co., 
47  Ind.  407,  17  Am.  Rep.  702,  in  an  action  against  a  numieipal 
corporation:  "Although  there  may  be  a  defect  of  power  in 
a  corporation  to  make  a  contract,  yet,  if  a  contract  made  by 
it  is  not  in  violation  of  its  charter  or  of  any  statute  prohibit- 
ing it,  and  the  corporation  has  by  its  promise  induced  a  party 
relying  on  the  promise  and  in  execution  of  the  contract  to 
expend  money  and  perform  his  part  thereof,  the  corporation 
is  linl)le  on  the  contract."  This  was  followed  and  approved 
in  City  of  East  St.  Louis  v.  East  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  Co.,  98 
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TU.  415,  38  Am.  "Rep.  97.  In  Argenti  v.  City  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, 16  Cal.  255,  after  elaborate  examination  of  the  author- 
ities, recovery  on  an  executed  contract  with  the  city  was  al- 
lowed, allliough  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  officer  who 
sij^nied  them  was  expressly  authorized.  To  the  same  effect 
are  Rogere  v.  City  of  Omaha  (Neb.),  107  N.  W.  214;  Bodewif,' 
V.  City  of  Port  Huron,  141  JMich.  564,  104  N.  W.  769 ;  Lines 
V.  Village  of  Otego,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  785 ;  Wilkins  v.  City  of 
New  York,  9  Misc.  Rep.  610,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  424;  City  of 
Tyler  v.  Jester  &  Co.,  97  Tex.  344,  78  S.  W.  1058;  Valparaiso 
V.  Valparaiso  City  W.  Co.,  30  Ind.  App.  316,  C5  N.  E.  1063 
(a  particularly  well-considered  case)  ;  City  of  Fergus 
— -  Falls  V.  Fergus  Falls  Hotel  Co.,  80  ]\Iinn.  165,  81  Am. 
St.  Rep.  249,  83  N.  W.  54,  50  L.  R.  A.  170. 

We  have  referred  to  these  considerations  tO  make  plain  the 
restricted  sense  and  extent  of  the  ultra  vires  aspect  of  this 
contract  and  its  executed  character,  as  well  as  the  trend  of 
judicial  position  concerning  the  legal  position  of  plaintiif's 
contract.  The  facts  that  as  to  a  small  portion  of  a  contract 
with  a  numicipality  only  it  was  ultra  vires  in  any  sense,  and 
that  it  has  been  substantially  executed  by  the  parties  l)asing 
riu'iiis  of  action  upon  it,  are  strong,  if  not  conclusive,  con- 
siticralions  for  refusing  to  hold  it  absolutely  void.  It  is,  how- 
ever, unnecessary,  and  because  of  the  course  the  argument 
has  taken  in  this  court,  undesirable,  to  determine  whether 
the  contract  was  valid  in  the  sense  that  the  contractor  could 
have  recovered  on  it  from  the  city. 

4.  This  is  a  suit  against  the  bondsmen  by  a  Tnaterialman. 
Tlie  final  and  real  (piestiou  which  nuist  be  considered  in  the 
liuht  of  tb.cse  considerations  concerns  the  effect  on  these 
]iia1('i'i;dir.i'n  of  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires. 

In  a  snit  ag.sinst  the  bondsmen  of  the  contractor,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  discover  what  considerations  of  public  policy  would 
tend  to  favor  the  forfeiture  of  this  plaintiff's  right.  With- 
out controversy,  "all  persons  contracting  with  a  municii)al 
corjioi'ai  ion  nuist,  at  ttieir  peril,  in(piire  into  the  ptiwer  of 
the  corporation  or  its  oflicers  to  make  the  conlract":  State  v. 
Minn,  'fransfer  Ry.  Co.,  80  .Alinn.  108,  83  X.  W.  3l\  50  L. 
R.  A.  (ioG ;  lia/.ille  v.  lioa^rd  oi'  Connurs.  oi'  Kaiascy  County, 
71  MiiiU.  1!J8,  73  N.  AV.  845;  New!. cry  v.  Fox,  37  Minn.  141, 
5  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  33  N.  AV.  333;  ilitchcU  v.  T.oard  of 
Connors,  of  St.  l>ouis  Coaudy,  24  Alinn.  451).  It  nnuht  ac- 
cordingly  be  rciisi'iiaoic   to  hold   that  a  m.ilcrialmau  dealing 
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with  a  public  contractor  is  bound  to  see  that  the  contract 
with  the  city  is  of  a  class  within  the  scope  of  municipal 
powers.  But  defendants*  reasoning  on  this  point,  carried  to 
its  logical  conclusion,  would  have  imposed  on  the  material- 
man, before  he  extended  credit  on  the  strength  of  the  con- 
tract and  bond,  the  necessity  of  not  only  passing  on  the 
validity  of  the  action  of  the  council,  but  also  of  detcrminiri'^ 
through  what  premises  the  sewer  was  to  pas^,  according  to 
the  survey,  and  their  correct  description.  ^^^  He  would  then 
have  been  compelled  to  ascertain  the  legality  of  the  city's 
rights  to  auA'  streets,  to  any  land  condemned  by  it,  or  of  any 
title  acquired  from  property  owners,  and  thereunto  to  ex- 
amine and  to  have  access  to  the  records  of  the  city  officials, 
and  probably  to  obtain  and  examine  the  abstracts  of  title 
to  the  various  tracts  involved.  It  would,  in  effect,  require 
the  city  to  have  completed  all  details  affecting  a  sewer  before 
a  valid  contract  could  be  made.  This  is  not  the  law :  Keougli 
V.  City  of  St.  Paul,  66  Minn.  114,  68  N.  W.  813.  In  effect, 
the  rule  for  which  defendants  contend  would  tend  to  deprive 
the  contractor  of  credit  and  involve  serious  delays  and  em- 
barrassments, to  legislate  a  new  clause  into  the  charter,  and 
repeal  the  present  express  provisions  as  to  the  contract  and 
the  bond  which  are  expressly  designed  to  enable  the  contractor 
to  secure  labor  and  materials  upon  the  credit  of  the  contract 
and  bond.  By  what  authority  or  reasoning  is  one  selling 
material  to  a  municipal  contractor  made  the  curator  of  public 
interests,  and  required  to  do  independently  the  work  of  the 
counsel  for  the  city  as  to  the  correctness  of  titles,  or  of  the 
engineer  as  to  the  feasibility  of  the  construction  of  a  sewer 
or  its  utility  when  constructed?  "What  considerations  remove 
him  from  the  protection  of  the  presumption  of  performance 
of  official  duty  by  which  persons  dealing  on  the  faith  of  in- 
struments ordinarily  have  the  right  to  rel}^? 

There  is  good  authority  to  the  effect  that  where  the  act 
of  a  corporation  is  done  with  power  to  do  it,  but  witliout 
the  formality  prescribed  for  the  execution  of  the  power,  per- 
sons dealing  with  the  company  are  not  bound  to  do  more 
than  to  ascertain  that  the  power  to  do  the  proposed  act  exists : 
5  Thompson  on  Corporations,  5978;  2  ]\Iorawetz  on  Private 
Corporations,  sees.  678,  686.  Allen,  J.,  in  ]\Ioore  v.  ]\rayor, 
73  N.  Y.  238,  29  Am.  Rep.  134,  said:  "Persons  dealing  with 
corporations  in  respect  to  a  matter  Avithin  the  general  scope 
of  the  puwers  of  the  city  government  need  not  go  behind  the 
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doings  of  the  common  council,  apparently  regular,  to  inquir* 
after  preliminary  or  extrinsic  irregularities It  is  in- 
dispensable to  any  government,  state  or  municipal,  that  full 
faith  and  credit  be  given  to  the  acts  of  the  governing  body, 
and  that  individuals  having  occasion  to  deal  with  agents  of 
the  government  should  be  permitted  to  regard  the  acts  of  the 
government  valid  in  the  absence  of  any  apparent  defect, 
either  in  the  power  or  the  manner  of  its  exercise.  If  the  act 
is  not  within  the  general  powers  ^^"*  of  the  municipality  or 
its  governing  body,  the  case  would  be  different,  for  everyone 
dealing  with  the  agents  of  the  nuinicipality  is  bound  to  know 
the  limits  of  that  power.  It  is  not  allowable,  however,  for  a 
municipal  corporation  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  those  con- 
tracting with  it  upon  the  faith  of  its  laws  and  ordinances, 
api)arently  valid  and  represented  as  such,  by  repudiating 
them  upon  the  allegation  of  some  technical  and  formal  ir- 
regularity in  their  adoption,  an  omission  of  some  collateral 
act,  some  formality  prescribed  by  statute,  not  of  the  substance 
of  the  power  or  jurisdictional  in  its  character."  That  lead- 
ing case  and  this  doctrine  were  approved  by  this  court  in 
Bradley  v.  Village  of  "West  Duluth,  45  ]Minn.  4,  47  N.  W. 
1G6.  And  see  Brownell  v.  Town  of  Greenwich,  114  N.  Y.  518, 
22  N.  E.  24,  4  L.  R.  A.  685 ;  Ohio  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  IMcCarthy, 
96  U.  S.  258,  24  L.  ed.  693;  Miners  D.  Co.  v.  Zellerbach,  37 
Cal.  543,  99  Am.  Dec.  300;  Green's  Brice's  Ultra  Vires,  37, 
and  note  a,  p.  506;  5  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sec.  5967. 
The  policy  of  the  law — and  apparently  the  law  itself — • 
oppose  the  adoption  of  defendants'  views.  Nor  does  the  ad- 
milted  principle  that  the  defendants,  as  sureties,  are  entitled 
to  the  strict  construction  of  the  facts  giving  rise  to  an  action 
against  them,  and  are  generally  favored  in  the  law,  affect 
the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires.  As  a  matter  of  abstract  justice, 
the  sureties  to  whom  a  consideration  of  legal  siifficiency  has 
moved,  although  it  docs  not  appear  that  substantial  benefits 
lia\e  accfucd  to  them,  have  held  themselves  out  a;:  responsible 
for  the  validity  of  the  contract  to  persons  having  the  right 
to  rely  upon  the  security  that  bond  is  ex])ressly  designed  to 
afford.  Moreover,  "Volenti  non  fit  injuria":  Red  Wing 
Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  102  :\linn.  192,  ante,  p.  619,  113 
N.  W.  1.  The  contractor  could  not  assert  the  plea  of  ultra 
vires  against  the  city  to  escape  liability  on  the  contract  or  to 
rrlain  luMwfils  received  under  it.  l^v  parity'  of  reasoning,  the 
aurclit/s  arc  in  no  po.silion  to  raise  the  same  defense  as  against 
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this  materialman :  See  City  of  St.  Louis  v.  Davidson,  102  Mo. 
149,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  14  S.  W.  825 ;  City  of  Fergus  Falls 
V.  Fergus  Falls  Hotel  Co.,  80  Minn.  165,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
249,  83  N.  W.  54,  50  L.  R.  A.  170;  Baker  v.  Northwestern 
Guaranty  Loan  Co.,  36  Minn.  185,  30  N.  W.  464;  Union 
National  Bank  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  621,  25  L.  ed.  188;  10 
Cyc.  1166;  5  Thompson  on  Corporations,  sec.  6030.  This 
reasoning  is  in  exact  accord  with  the  rule  founded  upon 
estoppel,  and  frequently  applied  to  defeat  the  plea  of  ultra 
vires  which  denies  to  a  party  benefited  by  a  contract  ^^^  the 
right  to  question  its  validity:  Brown,  J.,  in  City  of  Buffalo 
V.  Balcom,  134  N.  Y.  532,  32  N.  E.  7.  And  see"^  Boehmer  v. 
Schuylkill  County,  46  Pa.  452;  Supervisors  v.  Bates,  17  N. 
y.  242 ;  ^Mississippi  Co.  v.  Jackson,  51  Mo.  23 ;  McLean  v. 
State,  55  Tenn.  22 ;  Mayor  v.  Merritt,  27  La.  Ann.  568. 

6.  The  defendants  executed  a  bond  which  recited  the  con- 
tract as  being  valid  and  subsisting.  They  are  bound  b}^  that 
recital.  It  is  elementary  that  the  guaranty  of  the  payment 
of  an  obligation  imports  an  agreement  or  undertaking  that 
its  makers  were  competent  to  contract  in  the  manner  they 
have,  and  that  the  instrument  is  a  binding  obligation  upon 
the  malcers :  Mason,  J.,  in  Remsen  v.  Graves,  41  N.  Y.  471. 
And  see  Walden  Nat.  Bank  v.  Birch,  55  Hun,  606,  7  N.  Y. 
Supp.  934;  20  Cyc.  1422.  Counsel  for  defendants,  liowever, 
cU'uue  that  to  such  a  public  bond  as  this  the  principles  of 
estoppel  do  not  apply.  The  authorities  are  to  the  contrary. 
It  was  held  by  this  court  in  Red  Wing  Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v. 
Donnelly,  102  Minn.  192,  ante,  p.  619,  113  N.  W.  1,  that  the 
recital  in  a  public  bond  controls  the  date  of  the  contract. 
The  general  rule  is:  "A  surety  on  a  bond  issued  or  taken  by 
a  municipal  corporation  cannot  make  the  defense  of  ultra 
vires  or  total  lack  of  power  on  the  part  of  the  corporation, 
or  that  it  transcended  its  municipal  powere.  He  is  estopi)ed 
from  defending  on  the  ground  that  in  letting  a  municipal 
contract  legal  formalities  have  not  been  complied  with":  27 
Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  467.  The  authorities  tliere 
cited  in  support  of  this  proposition  we  have  examined,  and 
found  that  they  substantially  sustain  it.  And  see  Stearns  on 
Suretyship,  p.  256;  Pingrey  on  Suretyship  and  Guaranty, 
sees.  59-Gl;  1  Brandt  on  Suretyship  and  Guaranty,  sec.  54. 

The  most  nearly  specific  authority  which  has  been  called 
to  our  atlenlion.  or  which  we  have  been  able  to  find,  is  City 
of  Machisun  v.  American  S.  E.  Co.,  118  Wis.  480,  95  N.  W. 
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1007.  The  court,  per  "Winslovv,  J.,  there  said:  "Taxpayers 
whose  money  is  a])out  to  be  spent,  or  property  owners  whose 
land  is  about  to  be  charged,  may  challenge  the  legality  of 
nuuiieipal  acts  and  contracts  calling  for  such  expenditures 
on  the  ground  that  the  proper  legal  steps  have  not  been  taken, 
but  persons  who  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  city  stand  in 
a  difTerent  position.  Such  a  person  cannot  even  make  the 
defense  of  ultra  vires  or  total  lack  of  power  on  the  part  of 
the  corporation  to  make  the  contract:  Security  Nat.  Bank  v. 
St.  Croix  Power  Co.,  117  Wis.  211,  94  22«  n.  W.  74.  If  the 
defense  of  ultra  vires  cannot  be  made,  it  is  very  evident  that 
the  lesser  claim  of  failure  to  execute  a  given  power  in  the 
statutory  way  must  also  be  ineffective.  By  the  express  terms 
of  the  bond,  the  surety  company  has  made  the  contract  a  part 
of  the  bond.  They  have  contracted  with  the  city,  and  can- 
not now  be  heard  to  say  that  the  city  had  no  power  to  enter 
into  the  contract  or  did  not  make  the  contract  in  the  required 
manner." 

Our  attention  has,  however,  been  directed  to  Conant  v. 
Newton,  126  ^Mass.  105.  There  sureties  on  a  prol)ate  bond 
were  held  not  estopped  to  assert  its  invalidity  because  the 
trustee  hatl  been  api)ointed  orally.  A  luimber  of  questions 
as  to  acts  ultra  vires  of  a  municipal  corporation  were  involved. 
The  case  is  properly  regarded  as  one  of  a  group  in  which  a 
surety  has  been  held  not  estopped  by  a  recital  due  to  fraud 
or  mutual  mistalce,  without  any  fraud  or  negligence  on  his 
part:  P.laney  v.  Rogers,  174  Mass.  277,  54  N.  E.  561.  No 
efiuiiable  relief  was  sought  in  the  case  at  bar  because  of  any 
iiuitual  ]nist;ike  or  fraud.  The  allied  cases  will  be  found  col- 
lected in  1  !!r;Mult  on  Suretyship  and  Guaranty,  see.  57;  cf. 
sec.  5().  AVe  have  ex;imined  all  of  these  cases  in  detail.  Some 
(if  tluMu  tend  to  cenlirm  the  conclusion  here  reached;  some 
ot"  tlii'iu  are  iiu-imsistcnt  with  it  and  with  the  general  trend 
(if  niitiiority  :  Sch^  40  Cent.  Dig.,  "Principal  and  Suri'ty.'"  st'c. 
iU'o.  riidoiiMcdiy  there  are  cases,  and  lines  of  cnscs.  mort! 
(ir  less  out  ol"  harniony  with  the  conclusinn  here  readied,  and 
others  in  addition  to  those  here  rer('rred  to  tending  to  sup- 
port it. 

7.  In  view  of  the  clear  tendency  of  the  courts  to  avoid  in- 
justice from  the  api)lication  of  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires, 
of  the  restricted  sense  in  which  in  any  asuect  this  contract 
may  be  regac'led  as  of  tli;it  eii.'iracter,  of  the  absciiee  of  rea- 
son  for   desti'oying   the   conlraet    beciuse   only   part    wa^s   not 
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directly  within  the  power  of  the  city,  of  the  extent  to  which 
it  has  been  executed,  and  of  the  peculiar  position  of  the  bonds- 
men defending  against  a  materialman  who  in  good  faith  sold 
material  for  the  benefit  of  the  contractor,  in  reliance  on  a 
bond  on  which  he  had  a  right  to  rely,  and  which  recited  the 
contract  as  valid  and  subsisting,  we  are  clearly  of  the  opinion 
that  the  conclusion  of  the  trial  court  on  this  point  was  correct. 

Incidentally,  defendants  have  argued  that,  when  plaintiff 
furnished  the  material  for  the  construction  of  the  sewer,  it 
is  not  shown  where  ^"''  the  material  was  used.  There  is  no 
merit  to  the  contention :  See  Red  Wing  Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v. 
Donnelly,  102  Minn.  192,  ante,  p.  619,  113  N.  W.  1. 

Order  affirmed. 

ELLIOTT,  J.,  Concurring.  The  sureties  cannot  be  heard 
to  assert  that  this  contract  is  ultra  vires.  A  municipal  cor- 
poration with  charter  power  to  construct  sewers  irregularly 
entered  into  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  particular 
sewer  which  was  to  extend  in  part  through  land  over  which 
the  corporation  had  acquired  no  right  by  grant  or  condemna- 
tion. The  contractor  executed  a  bond  with  the  required  sure- 
ties, conditioned  upon  the  faithful  performance  of  the  con- 
tract with  the  city  and  the  payment  of  the  lawful  claims  for 
labor  and  material  used  in  the  work.  This  bond  recited  that 
the  principal  had  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  city,  and 
that  the  contract  had  been  duly  executed  by  each  of  the  con- 
tracting parties.  By  executing  this  bond  the  sureties  ac- 
knowledged that  the  contract  was  valid  and  the  bond  author- 
ized. I  think  it  is  settled  that  a  guaranty  of  payment  of  an 
obligation  or  the  performance  of  an  undertaking  imports  an 
agreement  that  the  instrument  is  valid  and  the  undertaking 
legal. 

If  the  sureties  on  the  bond  can  defeat  the  claims  of  laborers 
and  materialmen,  because  of  irregularities  in  the  making  of 
the  contract  referred  to  in  the  bond,  it  follows  that  every  man 
who  contemplates  selling  a  foot  of  pipe  to  a  contractor,  and 
every  laborer,  before  commencing  work  with  his  shovel,  must 
employ  counsel  learned  in  the  law  to  ascertain  whether  the 
corporation  counsel  has  properly  performed  his  duties  and 
verify  the  formal  statement  of  the  sureties  that  a  contract 
exists  between  the  city  and  the  contractor. 

This  burden  rests  upon  the  sureties,  and  they  are  bound 
by  the  recitals  in  the  bond.  I  would  place  the  decision  upon 
this  ground. 
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The  Doctrine  of  Ultra  Fires  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  In  re  Assi^jn- 
ment  of  Mutual  etc.  Insurance  Co.,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  1.56.  The  general 
rule  is  that  where  a  private  corporation  has  cntcicd  into  a  coiitruet 
which  is  not  opposed  to  public  policy  or  positive  hiw,  the  corporation 
cannot  be  heard  on  the  plea  of  ultra  vires  if  the  contract  has  been 
in  good  faith  performed  by  the  other  party  and  the  corporation  re- 
ceivetl  the  benefits  thereof:  Wliite  v.  Commercial  etc.  Bank,  (JG  S.  C. 
491,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  803;  Wisconsin  Lumber  Co.  v.  Gi-eene  etc.  Tel.  Co., 
127  Iowa,  350,  109  Am.  8t.  Kep.  387;  West  Marvland  R.  E.  Co.  v. 
Blue  Ridge  Hotel  Co.,  102  Md.  307,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  3G2. 


SALLDEN  V.   CITY  OF  LITTLE  FALLS. 

[102  Minn.  358,  113  N,  W.  884.] 

PUBLIC  STREET— Damages  for  Change  of  Grade. — Under 
a  constitutional  provision  that  private  pro[)erty  shall  not  be  taken  or 
damaged  for  public  use  without  just  com|iensation,  a  city  is  liable  to 
the  owner  of  projierty  for  damages  thereto  resulting  from  the  first 
grading  of  the  adjacent  street,      (p.  G37.) 

PUBLIC  STREET— Change  in  Grade.— The  Measure  of  Dam- 
ages to  abutting  property  from  the  first  grading  of  a  street  is  the 
dill'erence  in  the  value  of  the  property  before  and  after  the  acts  com- 
plained of,  unless  the  cost  of  restoring  the  premises  to  their  natural 
condition  is  less  than  the  difi'erence  in  value,  in  which  case  such  cost 
is  the   measure  of  relief,      (p.   638.) 

NEW  TRIAL. — A  Motion  for  Judgment  Notwithstanding  the 
Verdict,  which  the  court  denies,  does  not  bar  a  subsequent  motion  for 
a  new  trial  upon  a  settled  case.     (p.  039.) 

Donah  Trettel,  Louis  W.  Vasaly  and  Arthur  P.  Blanchard, 

for  the  appellant. 

Elmer  A.  Kling,  for  the  respondent. 

^*'*'^  BK'OWN,  J.  Action  to  recover  damages  alleged  to  have 
resulted  to  })laintiff 's  property  from  the  acts  of  defendaiit  in 
grading  one  of  its  streets  in  the  city  of  Little  Falls.  IMaintilT 
had  a  verdict,  and  defendant  appealed  from  an  order  denying 
a  new  trial. 

The  facts,  briefly  stated,  are  as  follows :  Some  time  prior  to 
the  arts  complained  of  l)y  plainlilT,  the  city  formally  estab- 
lished the  grad(!  of  the  stivet  in  (piestion,  and  Die  oflicei's 
thereof  leveled  and  graded  the  same  in  conl'oi'inity  therewith, 
resullini:  in  raising  the  street  in  front  of  plaintilf's  property 
to  a  b'ijht  of  about  three  feet.  This  was  the  first  grade  ever 
('slaMl-,l:('(l  \)\  the  city.  The  nssignnients  of  error  present 
two    oui-t  ioiis    for    consideration:    (1)   AVhether    a    property 
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owner  is  entitled  to  damages  from  the  municipality  resulting 
from  the  first  grading  of  a  public  street;  and  (2)  whether 
the  record  presents  any  evidence  of  injury  to  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty within  the  rule  of  damages  applicable  to  such  cases. 

1.  At  common  law  a  municipal  corporation,  clothed  with 
power  to  grade  and  improve  its  streets,  is  not  liable  to  prop- 
erty owners  for  consequential  damages  necessarily  resulting 
from  the  action  of  its  officers  in  establishing  street  grades  and 
improving  them  in  conformity  therewith,  except  in  those  cases 
where  adjoining  property  is  in  fact  invaded  or  the  work  of 
improvement  has  been  negligently  performed:  Lee  v.  City  of 
^Minneapolis,  22  Minn.  13;  Alden  v.  Minneapolis,  24  ^linn. 
254.  The  theory  of  the  law  in  such  cases  is  that  persons  own- 
ing property  within  the  municipality  are  deemed  to  have  ac- 
quired it  subject  to  the  reserved  right  of  the  authorities  to 
make  such  improvements  in  the  streets  thereof  as  public  in- 
terests may,  from  time  to  time,  require,  and  injuries  nece.ssa- 
rily  resulting  therefrom  the  common  law  declares  damauun 
absque  injuria.  But  the  rule  has  been  changed  in  many  of 
the  states  by  statutory  and  constitutional  provisions  to  the 
effect  that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  "or  damaged" 
for  public  use  without  just  compensation  first  paid  or  secured. 
Under  such  provisions  the  authorities  are  nearly  uniform  in 
holding  the  municipality  liable  for  consequential  damages 
caused  by  a  change  from  an  established  grade;  i.  e.,  wliere  a 
grade  is  once  established  by  public  authority,  and  private 
property  is  improved  with  reference  thereto,  a  subsequent  al- 
teration or  change  in  that  grade  to  the  damage  of  abutting 
property  ^^^  renders  the  municipality  liable :  Dickerman  v. 
City  of  Duluth,  88  ^linn.  288,  92  N.  W.  1119  and  cases  cited. 

But  upon  the  question  here  before  the  court,  namely, 
w^hether  there  is  a  liability  for  damages  resulting  from  the  first 
establishment  of  the  grade  and  improvement  in  conformity 
therewith,  the  authorities  are  not  harmonious.  A  few  courts 
apply  the  coiiniion-law  rule  to  the  first  grade  and  improvonont, 
and  limit  the  liability  of  the  municipality  to  cases  where  injury 
and  damage  result  from  a  change  of  a  previously  established 
grade  with  reference  to  which  private  property  was  improved. 
The  question  presented  in  this  case  is  whether,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  our  amonded  constitution,  tlie  defendant  is  liable 
in  this  action,  the  injury  comphiined  of  having  resulted  from 
the  first  ostnblishmont  of  a  grade.  Originally,  section  13  of 
article  1  of  our  constitution  provided,  in  substance  and  effect, 
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that  private  property  should  not  be  taken  for  public  nse 
■without  just  compensation  beini?  made  therefor.  It  was 
amended  in  1896,  so  that  it  now  provides  that  private  prop- 
erty shall  not  be  taken  "or  damaged"  for  public  use  without 
just  compensation  being  paid.  It  was  held  in  the  Dickcrman 
case,  just  cited,  that  the  effect  of  this  amendment  was  to  ab- 
rogate the  common-law  rule  that  there  was  no  liability  in  such 
cases,  at  least  so  far  as  the  change  from  an  established  grade 
is  concerned. 

A  majority  of  the  courts  discover  no  reason  for  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  first  and  subsequent  grades,  and  give  force 
and  effect  to  constitutional  provisions  such  as  ours  by  holding 
that  liability  exists  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  first,  as 
well  as  from  a  change  of  a  previously  established,  grade.  A 
careful  examination  of  the  subject  suggests  no  valid  legal 
reason  for  a  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of  cases. 
Private  property  may  be  as  much  injured  or  damaged  by 
the  first  improvement  as  by  the  second,  and  unless  an  excep- 
tion in  liarmony  with  the  common-law  rule  is  to  be  read  into 
the  constitution  where  the  finst  improvement  is  involved,  it 
must  be  held  that  lial)i]ity  exists  in  such  cases.  The  change 
in  our  constitution  by  which  compensation  is  secured  where 
private  property  is  taken  "or  damaged"  for  a  public  use 
was  for  the  purpose  of  awarding  appropriate  relief  in  all 
instances  where  public  use  requires  the  invasion  of  private 
rigiits.  and  the  effect  of  its  adoption  as  a  part  of  the  funda- 
mental law  of  tlie  state  was,  as  said  in  the  Dickcrman  case 
(88  :\rinn.  288,  92  N.  W.  1119),  to  abrogate  the  common-law 
3(51  j.,^]p  ^|j.,^  jjQ  damages  resulting  from  improvements  of  this 
character  are  recoverable:  Vanderburgh  v.  City  of  IMinncap- 
olis,  98  ^rinn.  329,  108  N.  W.  480,  6  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  741. 

In  the  following  eases,  under  constitutional  provisions  like 
th'isc  of  this  state,  or  similar  statutory  enactmcnt.s,  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  municipality  for  damages  resulting  from  the  first 
grading  of  the  street  is  affirmed  ;  New  P>rigliton  v.  United  Pi'cs- 
bytcrian  Church,  9G  Pa.  3:51;  ITendrick's  Appeal,  103  Pa.  S.IS ; 
Davis  V.  :MJ^souri  P.  Ry.  Co.,  119  :\ro.  180.  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  648, 
24  S.  AV.  777;  Atlanta  v.  Green.  67  Oa.  386;  !\ro()re  v.  Atlanta. 
70  Ca.  611;  TTutchinson  v.  Parkersburg,  25  AV.  Ya.  226;  Rear- 
don  v.  San  Francisco.  GG  Cal.  402.  6  Pac.  317.  56  Am.  Rep. 
109;  Harmon  v.  Omaha,  17  Xch.  548,  52  Am.  Rep.  420.  23 
N.  Y7.  503;  Hammond  v.  Harvard,  31  Xeb.  635,  48  N.  AV.  462; 
^A''oodburv  V.  Beverly,  153  Alass.  245,  26  X.  E.  852;  Blooming- 
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ton  V.  Pollock,  141  111.  31G,  31  N.  E.  146;  Less  v.  Butte,  28 
:\Iont.  27,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  545,  72  Pac.  140,  61  L.  R.  A.  601 ; 
Blair  v.  City  of  Charleston,  43  W.  Va.  62,  64  Am.  St.  Rep. 
837,  26  S.  E.  341,  35  L.  R.  A.  852;  City  of  Henderson 
V.  McClain,  102  Ky.  402,  43  S.  W.  700,  39  L.  R.  A.  349 ;  Searle 
V.  Lead,  10  S.  Dak.  312,  73  N.  W.  101,  39  L.  R.  A.  345 ;  Hick- 
man V.  City  of  Kansas,  120  Mo.  110,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  684,  and 
note,  25  S.  W.  225,  23  L.  R.  A.  658.  The  question  is  fully 
discussed  in  these  cases,  and  they  demonstrate  that  the  consti- 
tutional and  statutory  enactments  awarding  compensation  for 
damaged  private  property  were  intended  to  apply  to  cases  of 
this  kind.  We  adopt  this  construction  of  the  provisions  of  our 
law,  and  hold  that  the  learned  trial  court  was  right  in  its 
ruling  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  if  the  acts  of 
defendant  resulted  in  any  injury  to  her  property.  The  sug- 
gestion of  counsel  for  defendant  that  the  acts  of  defendant's 
officers  in  improving  the  street  before  the  ascertainment  and 
payment  of  damages  were  void,  and  not  binding  upon  the  city, 
and  hence  that  no  action  therefor  will  lie,  is  disposed  of  in 
Vanderburgh  v.  City  of  Minneapolis,  98  Minn.  329,  108  N.  W. 
480,  6  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  741. 

2.  The  second  question  presented  is  whether  the  evidence 
brings  the  case  within  any  rule  of  damages  applicable  to  in- 
juries of  this  kind.  The  proper  measure  of  damages  is  the 
difference  in  the  value  of  the  property  alleged  to  have  been 
injured  before  and  after  the  acts  complained  of,  unless  the 
cost  of  restoring  the  property  to  its  natural  condition  is  shown 
to  be  less  than  the  difference  in  value,  in  which  case  the  cost  of 
restoration  is  the  measure  of  relief  to  which  the  property 
•^G3  f)-vvner  is  entitled:  Ziebarth  v.  Nye,  42  Minn.  541,  44 
N.  W.  1027.  A  thorough  reading  of  the  record  discloses  in 
this  case  no  evidence  to  sustain  the  verdict,  within  this  rule, 
[n  fact,  there  was  no  competent  evidence  of  damages  to  plain- 
tiff's property  within  any  rule  with  which  we  are  familiar. 
The  only  testimony  bearing  upon  the  subject  was  given  by 
plaintiff's  husband,  to  the  effect  that  "to  the  best  of  his  in- 
formation and  belief"  the  damage  was  one  thousand  dollars. 
No  attempt  was  made  to  show  the  value  of  the  property  before 
or  after  the  acts  complained  of,  and  in  the  absence  of  some 
evidence  in  that  direction  the  cost  of  raising  plaintiff's  build- 
ings to  the  level  of  the  new  grade  cannot  be  made  the  test  in 
determining  the  amount  of  her  recovery.  Such  cost  could  be 
resorted  to  only  when  it  was  shown  to  be  less  than  the  differ- 
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ence  in  value:  Ziebartli  v.  Nye,  42  ]\Iinn.  541,  44  N.  AY.  1027. 
Tlie  total  lack  of  evidence  to  bring  the  case  within  the  appro- 
priate rule  of  damages  requires  a  reversal  of  the  order  deny- 
ing a  new  trial. 

3.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  contends  that  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  affirmed,  for  the  reason,  as  he  urges,  that  de- 
fendant waived  the  right  to  move  for  a  new  trial.  This  con- 
tention is  based  upon  the  fact  that,  after  the  verdict  had  been 
returned,  defendant  moved  the  court  for  judgment,  notwith- 
standing the  same,  which  motion  was  denied.  Thereafter, 
upon  a  settled  ease,  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made,  heard 
by  the  court  without  objection,  and  denied.  We  discover  no 
waiver  in  this  state  of  the  facts.  The  motion  for  a  new 
trial  was,  so  far  as  the  record  discloses,  made  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  the  right  to  make  it 
was  not  barred  by  the  previous  separate  motion  for  judgment. 
The  cases  cited  by  counsel  in  support  of  this  contention 
(Bragg  V.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  81  Minn.  130,  83  N.  W.  511; 
Wright,  Barrett  &  Stilwell  Co.  v.  Robinson,  79  Minn.  272, 
82  N.  AV.  632)  are  not  in  point.  In  those  cases  a  motion  for 
judgment  was  made,  and  upon  that  the  moving  party  rested. 
No  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  at  any  time,  and  the  court 
held  that  the  party  could  not  obtain  a  new  trial  on  an  appeal 
from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  judgment  notwithstand- 
ing the  verdict;  that  by  limiting  and  resting  upon  the  mo- 
tion for  judgment  he  waived  the  right  to  ask  for  a  new  trial. 
In  this  case  the  defendant  did  not  rest  upon  his  motion  for 
judgment,  but  subsequently  made  his  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
which  Avas  denied.     This  was  proper  practice. 

Order  reversed. 


The  Liability  of  Cities  for  Changing  the  Grade  of  Streets  is  the  sub- 
ject of  a  note  to  O'Brien  v.  Philadelphia,  30  Am.  St.  Kep.  835.  Under 
a  constitutional  provision  that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken 
or  da  mailed  for  a  public  use  without  just  conii)(>nsation,  it  has  beeii 
derided  that  a  recovery  can  be  had  for  injuries  received  from  the 
grading  of  a  street  to  the  first  and  only  grade  est.ablished  t;i"reon: 
Less  v.  Butte,  28  Mont.  &7,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  545.  But  see  Leiper  v. 
L)env(  :•.  ;iG  Colo.  110,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  101.  As  to  whether  a  city  is 
li;!b!i'  i'nv  riMMoval  of  lateral  support  in  grading  a  street,  see  Talcott  v. 
City  of  Des  Moines,  134  Iowa,  113,  ante,  p.  419. 
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STATE  V.  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  OP  ROCKFORD. 

[102  Minn.  442,   114  N.   W.  244.] 

DRAINAGE  STATUTE — When  Unconstitutional. — A  statute 
providing  tliat  when  any  swamp  land  may  endanger  the  public  health, 
when  its  drainage  will  result  in  the  reclamation  of  other  waste  lands, 
or  where  the  construction  of  a  ditch  will  benefit  lands  of  adjoining 
owners,  the  owner  of  such  land  may  petition  the  board  of  supervisors 
lor  the  construction  of  a  ditch  as  they  may  deem  proper,  the  pro- 
ceedings in  respect  to  assessments  to  be  analogous  to  those  for  local 
improvements,  is  unconstitutional  because  in  effect  authorizing  the 
taking  of  property  for  private  purposes  and  without  due  proeesa  of 
law.     (p.  642.) 

A.  H.  Cutting,  for  the  relator. 

J.  T.  Alley,  for  the  respondents. 

'*^2  JAGGARD,  J.  The  relator  secured  a  writ  of  certiorari 
to  the  board  of  supervisors  of  a  given  town  to  review  the  pro- 
ceedings had  by  them  in  the  matter  of  laying  out  a  ditch  or 
drain  pursuant  to  chapter  191,  page  215,  of  the  Laws  of  1907. 
The  petitioner  in  those  proceedings  owned  land  adjoining  that 
of  the  relator.  His  petition  set  forth,  inter  alia,  that  on  the 
south  side  of  his  lands  there  were  several  acres  of  wet  and 
marshy  land,  which  on  account  of  its  wet  condition  endangered 
the  public  health,  the  drainage  of  which  would  promote  the 
public  health  and  would  reclaim  several  acres  of  that  wet  land. 
The  proposed  course  of  the  ditch  was  through  the  land  of  the 
relator.  The  essential  question  presented  **^  by  the  appeal  is 
whether  chapter  191,  page  215  of  the  Laws  of  1907  is  constitu- 
tional. Relator  insists  that  the  law  is  unconstitutional  and 
repugnant  to  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution 
of  the  United  States  and  to  the  constitution  of  the  state  of  Min- 
nesota, in  that  it  sought  to  deprive  the  relator  of  his  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  to  take  his  property  for  a 
private  purpose  only,  and  for  no  public  purpose,  and  to  take 
and  assess  his  land  for  a  private  purpose  only. 

The  law  in  question  (Laws  1907,  p.  215,  c.  191)  is  to  be 
distingLHshed  from  the  county  drainage  ditch  act  (Laws 
1901.  c.  258,  p.  413).  The  constitutionality  of  that  act  was 
sustained,  because  the  drainage  of  large  tracts  of  wet  and 
overtlowed  lands  would  operate  beneficially  to  the  public  and 
would  conduce  to  public  health,  and  because,  therefore,  prop- 
erty taken  in  its  enforcement  was  taken  for  a  public  purpose, 
and  not  for  private  advantage :  State  v.  Board  of  Commrs.  of 
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Polk  County,  87  Minn.  :]2!3,  92  N.  W.  21 G,  GO  L.  R.  A.  IGl. 
And  see  Lien  v.  Board  of  Coiiimrs.  of  Norman  County,  80 
Minn.  58,  82  N.  W.  1094.  The  propriety  of  that  eondusion 
is  not  questioned  by  this  appeal,  nor  l)y  this  decision. 

The  act  here  in  question  is  an  essentially  different  one. 
It  purports  by  its  title  "to  provide  for  the  drainage  of 
marsh,  swamp  or  wet  lands  in  any  town  or  township  in  the 
state  of  ^Minnesota  by  the  owners  of  such  lands  when  the 
same  cannot  be  drained  without  atl'ecting  the  lands  of  others, 
and  providing  for  a  penalty  for  obstructing  or  injuring  the 
ditches  or  drains  constructed  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act."  Section  1  provides  in  substance  that  when  any  swamp, 
marsh  or  wet  land,  on  account  of  its  condition,  may  endanger 
the  public  healtl^  or  wliere  its  drainage  will  result  in  the 
reclamation  of  otherwise  waste  lands,  "or  where  the  con- 
struction of  such  ditch  or  drain  is  of  benefit  to  the  lands  of 
adjoining  owner  or  owners,"  the  person  owning  such  wet 
lands  may,  in  case  the  land  owners  shall  be  unable  to  agree 
in  regard  thereto,  file  with  the  designated  officer  a  petition  de- 
cribing  the  lands  through  which  it  is  desired  to  construct  the 
ditch  or  drain  and  its  general  course  or  character.  There- 
upon, after  hearing  by  the  board  of  town  supervisors,  under 
section  2,  upon  notice  and  examination  by  them,  the  super- 
visors "shall  decide  upon  the  application  ^^'^  as  they  deem 
proper."  Further  provisions  follow  with  respect  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  ditch  upon  their  favorable  action^  and  with 
respect  to  ass&ssments  of  benefits  and  damages,  in  accordance 
witli  the  general  analogy  of  local  improvement  assessments. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  proceedings  may  be  had  under  the 
act  (1)  when  public  health  may  be  in  danger;  (2)  or  when 
the  di'aiiiage  would  result  in  the  reclamation  of  waste  lands; 
(3)  or  "where  the  construction  of  such  ditch  or  drain  is  of 
benefit  to  the  lands  of  adjoining  OAvner  or  owners."  The  use 
of  the  disjunctive  in  this  connection  is  significant.  It  is  a 
necessary  and  inherent  part  of  the  act.  Under  the  express 
terms  of  the  law  the  property  of  adjoining  land  owners  may 
be  taK'en  for  a  private  purpose  only,  and  for  no  public  purpose 
whatever.  The  basis  of  the  law,  in  other  words,  has  no  neces- 
sary reference  to  either  the  preserva.tion  of  the  public  health 
or  the  reclamation  of  large  tracts  of  otherwise  waste  land. 
The  law  authorizes  the  taking,  against  the  owner's  will,  of 
enough  of  liis  hinds  to  make  a  ditch,  or  the  imposition  of  a 
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burden  on  that  land  to  that  extent  against  the  owner's  will 
and  for  the  benefit  of  an  adjoining  land  owner.  It  is  phiinly 
designed  to  promote  individual  convenience.  Of  necessity, 
it  affects  the  public  only  indirectly,  as  the  public  may  share 
in  the  profit  of  the  particular  individual.  If  two  adjoining 
land  owners  can  agree  upon  such  a  ditch,  the  law  would  en- 
force a  proper  contract  expressing  the  meeting  of  their  minds; 
but  it  cannot  compel  one  man  to  part  with  any  part  of  his 
land,  nor  impose  a  burden  upon  it  merely  for  his  neighbor's 
advantage.  It  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  this  is  done  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  through  the  general  analogy  of  local  im- 
provement and  assessments. 

It  is  elementary  and  undisputed  that  "a  legislative  act 
which  takes  or  undertakes  to  authorize  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  a  private  object,  either  by  taxation,  or  by  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  or  by  any  other 
means,  is  not  a  law,  but  an  arbitrary  decree  whereby  the  prop- 
erty of  one  citizen  may  be  transferred  to  another.  Such  an 
act  is  beyond  the  limits  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  people 
to  the  legislatures  of  the  states,  and  is  without  legal  force  or 
efToct.  The  legislative  power  of  taxation  and  power  of  em- 
inent domain  are  alike  limited  to  the  exercise  thereof  for  pub- 
lic objects,  and  ^"*'^  they  cannot  be  successfully  prostituted  for 

private  purposes The  legislature  cannot  by  its  mere 

fiat  make  a  private  use  a  public  one.  It  follows  that  a 
statute  which  attempts  to  authorize  the  condemnation  of 
private  property  for  other  than  a  public  use  is  void,  without 
reference  to  any  legislative  declaration  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  use":  I\Iinnesota  Canal  &  Power  Co.  v.  Koochiching  Co.,  97 
Minn.  429,  107  N.  W.  405,  5  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  638.  It  is  equally 
certain  that  no  assessment  can  be  levied  for  a  purely  private 
purpose. 

An  examination  of  other  parts  of  the  same  statute  has 
served  to  emphasize  the  propriety  of  the  conclusion  here 
reached.  Enough,  however,  has  been  set  forth  to  show  that 
Ihe  law  is  clearly  unconstitutional. 

It  is  accordingly  ordered  that  the  order  and  judgment  of 
the  board  of  supervisors  heretofore  made  in  this  proceeding 
be  and  is  in  all  things  reversed  and  held  for  naught,  and  that 
all  orders,  judgments  and  proceedings  had  under  said  law  be 
vacated. 


The  Const itntionality  of  Drainage  Statiites  is  discussed  in  Mound  Citj 
L.'ir.d  etc.  <■<).  V.  Miller.  170  Mo'.  240.  !U  Am.  St.  Ktp.  727;  uote  to 
Ziicle  V.  teouthfin  lly.  Co.,  Iu2  Am.  St.  Eup.  832. 
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HEADY  V.  GROUSE. 

[203  Mo.  100,  100  S.  W.  1052.] 

EQUITY  JURISDICTION  to  Decree  Sale  of  Minor's  Land.— 

Courts  of  equity  have  no  inlierent  jurisdictiou  to  decree  a  sale  of  a, 
minor's  land  for  the  mere  purpose  of  reinvesting  the  proceeds,  (pp. 
651,  652.) 

JUDGMENTS — Who  Bound  by, — If  a  testator,  dying  childless, 
devises  his  land  to  his  widow,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  her 
body,  and  after  she  marries  again  and  has  children,  she  and  her  hus- 
band obtain  a  decree  against  them  authorizing  a  sale  of  the  land  for 
reinvestment,  the  children  of  a  daughter  of  such  widow,  born  after 
the  entry  of  the  decree,  such  daughter  having  died  before  the  widow, 
are  not  bound  by  it,  as  they  derive  title,  not  by  inheritance  from  their 
motlier,  but  directly  from  the  will  as  being  heirs  of  the  body  of  their 
grandmother,      (p.  653.) 

INFANTS — Ratification  of  Invalid  Sale  of  Land. — Tf  a  decree 
of  court  rendered  without  jurisdiction  attempts  to  create  a  lien  on  cer- 
tain land  of  a  father  in  favor  of  his  minor  children  whose  land  he  is 
authorized  to  sell  for  reinvestment,  to  secure  tlierri  in  the  purchase 
money,  and  afterward  divides  all  of  his  land  among  them  by  deeds 
of  gift,  the  acceptance  of  such  deeds  does  not  amount  to  a  ratification 
of  such  invalid  sale  of  the  land  of  the  children,  nor  preclude  them 
from  attacking  it.      (pp.  653,  654.) 

Xorlou,  Avery  &  Young    and  F.  W.  Howell,  for  the  ap- 

pelhints. 

J.  A.  Scddon  and  ^Mcl'lun^ters  &  ITarri.s,  for  the  respond- 
ciils. 

^^►<'  VAUJAXT.  J.  E.]V'-tni(>nt  for  corfain  land  in  Lin- 
coln counly.  Charles  ^1.  Sliclloii  was  the  (•(liinuun  source  of 
litle;  he  died  in  1<S48,  leavini;:  a  wife  hut  no  '**^  child,  and 
lea\iiiu'  also  a  will  by  which  he  devised  the  land  in  quivstion 
to  his  wife,  Jane  S.  Shelton,  for  life,  reniainder  to  the  '"heirs 
of  her  body."  Aflci-  th(^  death  ol'  the  testator  his  widow  mar- 
ried Joseph  i\I.  llcadjv',  by  wIkuu  she  had  six  children,  ^Mary, 

^(;i:i) 
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Charles,  Laura,  Sarah,  Annie  and  Joseph  W.  Mary  married 
John  Carson  and  died  before  her  mother,  leaving  two  chil- 
dren, Avho  are  plaintiffs  in  this  suit;  Laura  married  Hawley 
Chappel  and  died  before  her  mother,  leaving  three  children, 
who  are  also  plaintiffs.  Jane,  the  widow  of  Charles  M.  Shel- 
ton,  afterward  the  wife  of  Joseph  M.  Heady,  died  in  1900 ; 
the  plaintiffs  are  the  surviving  children  and  grandchildren 
above  mentioned,  and  are  the  only  heirs  of  her  body.  Plain- 
tiffs claim  title  under  the  will  of  Charles  M.  Shelton. 

Defendants  claim  title  through  a  sale  of  the  land  made 
under  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Lincoln  county  in  1871. 
The  pleadings  in  that  case  were  not  in  evidence,  and  it  is  said 
in  the  brief  of  counsel  that  they  were  lost  and  therefore  could 
not  be  produced,  but  the  decree  was  in  evidence  and  from  it 
the  following  appears :  The  plaintiffs  were  Joseph  M.  Heady 
and  Jane,  his  wife,  and  the  defendants  were  their  above- 
named  children,  all  of  whom  were  then  living  and  all  of  whom 
were  minors  except  IMary.  The  decree  recites  that  all  the 
defendants  were  personally  served  with  process,  that  Mary 
appeared  by  her  attorney  and  the  minors  by  their  guardian 
ad  litem.  The  court,  after  first  finding  that  the  land  (de- 
scribing it)  belonged  to  Shelton  in  his  lifetime,  and  was  by 
his  will  devised  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of 
her  body,  then  finds  "that  it  will  conduce  to  the  interest  of 
the  defendants,  who  are  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  Jane 
S.  Shelton,  now  Jane  S.  Heady,  to  sell  the  said  real  estate  and 
to  invest  it  in  other  real  estate  more  productive  and  benefii-ial 
to  said  defendants."  Then  the  decree  goes  on  to  recite  that 
the  court  finds  that  *^^  Joseph  M.  Heady  owns  certain  other 
lands  in  that  county,  describing  it;  thereupon  it  was  decreed 
that  Joseph  I\I.  Heady  be  appointed  a  commissioner  to  sell  the 
Shelton  land  for  not  less  than  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  to  the  defendants  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  money  it  was  decreed  to  be  a  lien  in  their  favor 
on  the  land  owned  by  Heady — at  least  that  is  what  respond- 
ents think  it  means,  but  if  so  there  is  a  mistake  in  the  descrip- 
tion.    The  date  of  the  decree  is  :\Lnrch  28,  1871. 

Defendants'  next  offer  was  a  deed  from  Joseph  M.  Heady, 
the  commissioner,  under  the  decree  conveying  the  land  to 
David  H.  Rashback,  trustee,  reciting  that  it  was  sold  for 
ten  thousand  and  seven  dollars,  and  forty-six  cents,  and  that 
I?as]i])nck  had  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  deed  paid  the 
coiiiniis-siouer  six  thousand  dollars,   the   balance  due  on  the 
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sale.  The  deed  was  dated  September  20,  1878,  more  than 
seven  years  after  the  date  of  the  decree.  Tliere  was  no  report 
of  the  sale  to  the  court  for  confirmation,  but  the  deed  was 
acknowledged  in  open  court  on  the  date  last  named.  After 
this  came  other  deeds  purporting  to  bring  the  title,  except  as 
to  an  undivided  one-eleventh,  down  to  the  defendants.  The 
judgment  was  for  the  defendants  and  plaintiffs  appealed. 

1.  When  the  decree  was  offered  there  was  some  o1).iec;tions 
interposed,  chief  among  which  was  its  alleged  invalidity  for 
lack  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court,  and  also  because  it  appeared 
on  its  face  to  have  been  altered  by  erasure  and  interlineation. 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  in  the  circuit  court  in  1871 
to  render  the  decree  is  the  first  serious  question  in  the  case. 

At  the  date  of  the  rendition  of  this  decree  there  was  a 
statute  which  autliorized  the  circuit  court  to  order  a  sale  of 
a  minor's  real  estate  for  investment  in  stocks  or  other  real 
estate  Avhen  it  should  appear  to  the  court  to  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  minor  to  do  so:  Gen.  ^^  Stats.  1865,  p.  470,  sees.  34, 
35.  The  procedure  there  prescribed  was  that  the  guardian  or 
curator  of  the  infant  should  petition  the  circuit  court  setting 
forth  the  condition  of  the  estate  and  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances which  were  deemed  to  render  such  a  proceeding  de- 
sirable or  necessary,  whereupon  the  court  should  investigate 
the  matter,  and  "if  after  full  examination  on  the  oath  of  dis- 
interested and  credible  witnesses"  the  court  should  find  that 
it  would  be  to  the  interest  of  the  ward,  it  might  make  the 
order,  first,  however,  requiring  the  guardian  or  curator  to  give 
bond  and  security  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  the  duty  and 
account  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

The  same  is  suljstantially  the  statute  law  of  the  state  now, 
except  that  the  jurisdiction  is  now  lodged  in  the  probate  court 
instead  of  the  circuit  court:  Rev.  Stats.  1899,  sees.  3510,  3511. 

It  is  now  conceded  that  the  circuit  court  in  making  the  de- 
cree now  in  question  did  not  proceed  under  those  statutory 
provisions,  but  was  assuming  to  act  under  its  general  jurisdic- 
tion as  a  court  of  equity,  and  the  contention  of  respondents  is 
that  the  authority  for  the  decree  is  found  alone  in  the  body 
of  equity  jurisprudence. 

Since  the  pleadings  in  the  case  are  not  in  evidence,  we  can 
only  ascertain  what  they  contained  as  their  contents  are  re- 
flected in  the  decree.  By  the  decree  we  learn  that  the  life 
tenant  and  her  husband  were  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  her 
children,  the  prospective  contingent  remaindermen,  were  the 
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defendants.  The  decree  starts  out  with  the  recital  that  pro- 
cess was  duly  served  on  all  the  defendants,  that  a  guardian  ad 
litem  was  appointed  by  the  court  for  the  minors  and  they  all 
appeared,  and  all  the  issues  were  duly  submitted  to  the  court. 
Then,  as  if  in  response  to  those  issues,  the  court  finds  that 
by  the  will  of  Shelton  the  plaintiff  Jane  took  a  life  estate  in 
the  land,  and  the  heire  of  her  body  *^®  the  remainder,  that 
the  defendants  were  the  heirs  of  her  body,  and  that  it  would 
be  to  the  interest  of  the  defendants  to  sell  the  land  and  invest 
the  proceeds  in  other  real  estate.  Upon  those  findings  the 
decree  was  made,  to  sell  the  land  and  secure  the  proceeds  b}- 
lien  on  other  lands.     There  was  no  order  to  reinvest. 

From  this  it  appears  there  was  no  necessity  suggested  for 
the  sale  of  the  land,  no  apprehension  of  imminent  destruction 
of  title  or  loss  of  the  propert}^,  not  even  a  necessity  for  its 
sale  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  children,  but  tlie 
decree  rests  solely  on  the  foundation  that  it  would  conduce  to 
the  interest  of  the  defendants  to  sell  this  land  and  invest 
the  proceeds  in  other  land — a  mere  business  speculation.  If 
the  decree  can  be  upheld  it  must  be  so  on  the  ground  that  at 
that  time  the  circuit  court  by  virtue  of  its  general  equity  juris- 
diction had  authority  to  appoint  a  commissioner  and  clothe 
him  with  power  to  enter  into  such  a  business  speculation  with 
the  infants'  real  estate  in  the  hope  and  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  bettering  the  infants'  financial  condition.  There  are  some 
authorities  in  this  country  that  hold  that  a  court  of  eriuity 
may  do  that,  but  the  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  contrary, 
and  we  think  reason  and  judicial  prudence  are  against  the 
recognition  of  such  a  power. 

Counsel  on  both  sides  have  referred  us  to  some  ^Missouri 
cases  bearing  on  the  subject. 

In  Kearney  v.  Vaughan.  50  Mo.  284,  plaintiffs  derived  title 
through  a  sale  of  real  estate  of  minors  under  a  decree  of  a 
court  of  common  pleas;  this  court  held  that,  as  against  the 
defendants  in  Kearney  v.  Vaughan,  who  were  strangprs  to 
the  record  in  the  case  wherein  the  decree  was  rendered,  tlie 
decree  was  valid.  But  the  minors  whose  land  was  ordered  to 
be  sold  under  that  decree  were  not  parties  to  the  suit  of 
Kearney  v.  Vaughan,  and  their  right  to  question  the  validity 
of  tlie  de.ree  was  not  involved.  The  court  after  saying  that 
""^^  the  proceeding  under  which  the  decree  was  rendered  for 
the  salo  of  tlie  land  was  not  a  proceeding  under  the  statute, 
said:  "Under  some  circumstances,  however,  it  has  been  held 
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that  a  court  of  equity  will  order  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of 
minors,  though  it  is  not  supposed  that  the  general  power  exists 
independently  of  the  statute.  If  this  were  a  proceeding  by 
the  heirs  to  recover  their  property  notwithstanding  the  sale, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  scrutinize  it,  to  examine  the  author- 
ity of  the  court  to  order  it,  and  see  whether  it  could  be  sus- 
tained. But  the  defendants  have  no  interest  in  that  question  ; 
the  heirs  are  not  contesting,  they  are  not  made  parties,  and 
may  be  satisfied  with  the  sale  and  be  willing  to  abide  by  it." 

Castlcman  v.  Relfe,  50  Mo.  583,  was  a  suit  in  eqviity  by 
the  purchaser  at  the  guardian's  sale  to  set  aside  the  sale  and 
cancel  the  purchaser's  notes  given  for  the  purchase  money 
on  the  ground  that  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court  wherein 
the  decree  of  sale  was  rendered  were  so  irregular  that  no  title 
passed.  Those  proceedings  were  in  the  circuit  court,  under 
the  statute,  by  the  guardian  for  the  sale  of  his  ward's  land,  and 
there  were  some  irregularities  in  the  proceeding,  among  which 
was  the  fact  that  the  sale  had  not  been  reported  to  and  con- 
firmed by  the  court,  but  it  was  held  that  although  in  a  like 
proceeding  in  a  proliate  court  a  report  of  the  sale  and  con- 
firmation thereof  was  necessary,  since  that  was  a  court  of 
limited  jurisdiction,  yet  such  was  not  necessary  in  the  same 
kind  of  a  proceeding  in  the  circuit  court  because  the  latter 
was  a  court  of  gcnci-al  jurisdiction.  In  that  connection  the 
court  used  tliis  language:  "The  circuit  court  is  a  court  of 
general  jurisdiction,  and  when  it  has  acquired  jurisdiction, 
however  erroneous  or  irregular  its  proceedings  may  be, 
they  are  regarded  as  valid  and  binding  until  they  have  been 
reversed  or  annulled  b}'  suital)le  proceedings  instituted  *^- 
for  that  purpose  and  titles  acquired  by  sales  under  them  will 
be  protected. " 

The  language  just  quoted  does  not  mean  that  every  sale 
ordered  by  the  circuit  court  because  it  is  a  court  of  gciun-al 
jurisdii  tion  will  be  upheld  until  the  judgment  is  reversed  or 
annulled  by  suita1)]e  proceedings  instituted  for  tliat  pur- 
pose; it  means  that  the  judgment  will  be  so  upheld  provided 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  appears.  In  that  case  the  court 
was  proceeding  to  exercise  tlie  particular  jurisdiction  the 
statute  had  conferred  and  tlie  validity  of  the  judgment  was 
assailed,  not  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  of 
irregulai-ity  in  the  proceeding.  Tn  the  case  at  bar  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  over  the  subject  is  assailed. 
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In  Woods  V.  Boots,  60  Mo.  546,  this  language  occurs:  "The 
poAver  of  ordering  a  guardian  or  curator  to  sell  lands  of  the 
wards  and  invest  the. funds  existed  originally  in  the  circuit 
court  as  a  court  of  chancery."  That  language  must  be  inter- 
preted in  the  light  of  the  context  and  in  view  of  the  subject 
to  which  it  was  applied.  The  court  was  not  speaking  of 
original  equity  jurisdiction,  but  of  the  jurisdiction  originally 
conferred  on  the  circuit  court  by  this  statute,  which  we  have 
been  discussing,  which  was  originally  enacted  in  1861  and 
was  afterward,  in  1866,  amended  to  confer  the  same  juris- 
diction, concurrently,  on  the  probate  courts  of  certain  coun- 
ties. The  subject  the  court  was  considering  was  an  order  of 
the  probate  court  authorizing  a  guardian  to  invest  certain 
money  belonging  to  his  ward  in  certain  real  estate  and  it  was 
claimed  that  the  order  was  authorized  by  that  statute.  This 
court  held  that  the  statute  did  not  authorize  the  order,  and 
that  the  guardian  was  liable  for  the  money  so  invested  as  for 
a  misappropriation.  Whilst  that  case  treats  only  of  juris- 
diction conferred  by  statute,  and  is  therefore  no  authority 
on  the  question  of  equity  jurisdiction,  the  facts  serve  to 
illustrate  the  unwisdom  and  danger  of  such  a  jurisdiction 
**^  as  is  now  claimed.  There  the  probate  court  had  sol- 
emnly found  it  to  be  to  the  interest  of  the  ward  and  therefore 
ordered  the  guardian  to  invest  the  ward's  money  in  the  land, 
which  the  guardian  did,  leaving  a  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  unpaid  and  a  lien  for  its  payment  on  the  land  so  pur- 
chased; when  the  debt  became  due  the  ward  was  without 
means  and  the  vendor  could  have  had  his  land  back  again  and 
keep  all  the  ward's  money  besides.  The  probate  judge  in  that 
case  was  doubtless  as  conscientious  and  honest  in  his  belief 
that  he  was  acting  for  the  best  interest  of  the  infant  and  as 
careful  in  guarding  that  interest,  as  the  chancellor  was  in  the 
case  at  bar,  or  as  chancellors  generally  are  when  those  whom 
they  suppose  have  the  interest  of  the  minor  most  at  heart 
apply  for  leave  to  sell  and  reinvest  in  any  flattering  scheme. 

In  Hamer  v.  Cook,  118  Mo.  476,  24  S.  W.  ISO.  is  found 
this  language  and  defendants  quote  it  as  sustaining  their 
side  of  the  question:  "Again,  it  is  the  practice  of  the  rourt 
of  chancery  to  permit  guardians,  under  the  direction  of  those 
courts,  to  convert  real  property  into  personalty,  and  person- 
alty into  realty."  Tliat  language  was  not  there  used  to  ex- 
press the  (lor-ision  of  the  court  upon  any  point  in  the  case, 
because,   as  we   will  see  by  reference  to  the  whole  opinion,. 
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the  decree  then  under  review  was  based  on  what  the  trial 
court  had  construed  to  be  a  devise  of  land  in  trust  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose,  and  tlie  order  of  sale  was  to  carry  that  pur- 
l)ose  into  effect,  and  the  point  decided  by  this  court  was  that 
the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction  to  construe  that  will,  and 
if  it  created  a  trust  to  enforce  the  trust,  that  such  a  decree, 
though  it  may  have  been  based  on  an  erroneous  interpreta- 
tion of  the  will,  was  yet  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  and  therefore  not  subject  to  a  collateral  attack.  The 
decree,  the  validity  of  which  was  assailed  in  that  case,  was 
rendered  in  the  circuit  court  of  *^'*  DeKalb  county  and  rested 
on  the  following  facts:  Lewis  ITamer,  owning  certain  land, 
died  leaving  a  widow  and  children  and  leaving  also  a  will  de- 
vising and  bequeathing  all  his  estate  real  and  personal  to 
his  wife  for  life  for  her  support  and  maintenance,  and  to 
raise,  support,  maintain  and  educate  his  children  and  at  her 
death  what  was  left  was  to  go  to  his  children.  The  widow 
married  again  and  afterward  she  and  her  husband  filed  suit 
in  the  circuit  court  against  the  children,  some  of  wliom  were 
minors,  praying  for  authority  to  sell  the  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  will.  It  was  al- 
leged in  the  petition  that  there  was  no  personal  property  then 
remaining,  tliat  but  a  small  portion  of  the  real  estate  was 
improved,  yielding  not  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  taxes  and 
leaving  nothing  for  their  support,  ''that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  and  the  purpose  of  said  will,  as  expressed  in  the 
same,  cannot  be  carried  out  and  effectuated  without  a  sale 
of  the  real  estate."  On  that  showing  the  decree  of  sale  was 
made,  and  it  was  in  reference  to  the  question  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  to  render  that  decree  that  tlie  language 
<iU()1(Ml  was  used.  Tlie  parties  assailing  that  decree  contended 
tliat  under  the  statute  the  county  court  alone  had  power  to 
sell  tlie  land  for  the  education  of  the  minors,  but  this  court 
licid  that  it  w;ts  a  suit  to  obtain  for  the  trustee  autliority  to 
sell  the  land  to  yield  the  fund  to  carry  out  the  ])urp  tse  of 
tlic  will  and  in  that  connection  the  court,  per  Oanlt,  P.  J., 
said:  "It  was  a  part  of  the  ancient  and  well-defined  juris- 
diction of  tlie  courts  of  clianccry  to  construe  wills  and  de- 
clare the  limitations  of  trusts  ci't>ated  thereby,  and  the  crea- 
tion of  our  county  and  prnliate  courts  has  not  devested  them 
of  this  power:  Fir^t  liaptist  Church  v.  Ixobertson,  71  ^lo. 
.S2n.  And  it  is  a  familiar  rule  that  a  court  of  e(iuity  will 
never  permit  a  trust  to  fail  merely  fur  the  want  of  a  trustee, 
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and  if  no  other  trustee  is  designated,  the  courts  of  equity 
will  take  upon  themselves  the  execution  ****  of  the  trust: 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Chambers,  96  Mo.  459,  10  S.  W.  38." 
Then  in  immediate  connection  follows  the  language  first  above 
quoted,  after  which  the  court  said:  "Under  the  allegations 
of  the  petition,  then,  the  circuit  court  of  DeKalb  county  was 
asked  as  a  court  of  equity  to  construe  a  will,  declare  a  trust, 
and  enforce  it  by  a  sale  of  those  lands."  That  decision, 
therefore,  bottoms  itself  on  a  ground  of  equity  jurisdiction 
independent  of  the  ground  on  which  it  is  sought  by  defend- 
ants in  the  case  at  bar  to  rest  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit 
court  of  Lincoln  county  to  render  the  decree  which  these 
plaintiffs  now  assail. 

We  find  nothing  in  our  decisions  to  sustain  the  position  of 
<iefendants  on  this  question. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  character  of  this  subject  that  es- 
pecially distinguishes  it  as  a  creature  of  equity.  That  which 
we  technically  call  equity,  in  contrast  with  what  we  techni- 
cally call  law,  was  of  natural  origin  and  growth  in  our  juris- 
prudence, springing  up  to  meet  the  imperative  demands  of 
justice  at  places  where  the  law  was  inadequate  to  the  occa- 
sion. "Equity  follows  the  law";  it  does  not  override  or 
subvert  the  law;  it  comes  to  the  aid  of  the  law  when  the  law, 
on  account  of  its  rigid  cast,  is  unable  to  adjust  itself  to  the 
demands  of  justice.  Equity  sits  silent  in  the  courts  as  long 
as  the  law  is  able  to  meet  the  demands  of  justice;  it  is  silent 
to  the  call  of  a  mere  legal  right,  its  voice  is  heard  only  when 
a  cause,  not  contrary  to  law,  well  founded  in  right  and  jus- 
tice, would  suffer  without  its  aid.  It  is  cold  to  a  mere  legal 
demand,  but  warm  to  the  prayer  of  helpless  justice.  It  aids 
the  law,  but  is  not  officious  in  its  services ;  it  does  not  take 
hold  of  a  case  merely  because  it  has  peculiar  power. 

Now,  what  was  there  in  the  nature  of  the  case  in  whioh  the 
circuit  court  of  Lincoln  county  in  1871  undertook  to  exer- 
cise its  power  as  a  court  of  equity  that  especially  appealed 
to  equity  for  aid?  What  cry  of  **®  suffering  justice  was 
heard  by  the  chancellor?  The  case  laid  before  the  court  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  that  case.  stripi)ed  of  superfluities,  was  simply 
this :  AVe,  the  plaintiffs,  think  we  can  make  money  for  these 
miiK^r.s  (as  well  as  ourselves)  by  selling  their  contingent  in- 
terest in  this  land  and  investing  the  proceeds  in  otlier  lands, 
and  we  a.sk  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enable  us  to  enter 
into  that  speculation.     It  is  said  in  the  able  brief  of  the 
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learned  counsel  for  defendants  that  equity  has  always  exer- 
cised jurisdiction  over  tlie  estates  of  minors.  That  is  so, 
and  nothing  we  are  now  saying  will  deny  to  courts  of  equity 
their  original  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  minors  and  the  pro- 
tection of  their  property  interest.  But  equity  distinguishes 
between  the  shield  and  the  sword ;  to  protect  the  estate  from 
a  danger  which  the  infant,  because  of  his  tender  years,  is 
unable  to  defend  against,  is  one  thing,  to  commission  some 
one  to  go  into  the  tield  of  trade,  selling  and  buying  on  ac- 
count of  the  infant,  is  another  thing.  Courts  of  equity  have 
original  jurisdiction  over  the  estates  of  minors,  but  conced- 
ing that  jurisdiction  for  certain  equitable  purposes  does  not 
concede  jurisdiction  to  do  any  and  every  thing  whatsoever 
with  the  estate  of  a  minor,  quia  minor — the  act  to  be  valid 
iiiu>t  be  based  on  some  equitable  principle. 

If  jurisdiction  in  chancery  to  sell  the  land  of  infants  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  investing  in  other  property  ever  existed, 
thei'o  is  no  necessity  for  its  exercise  in  IMissouri,  because  un- 
der the  stntnto  above  quoted  ample  power  to  do  that,  under 
the  safeguards  in  the  statute  itself  prescribed,  is  given.  That 
statute  was  in  force  when  this  decree  was  rendered  in  1871 
(Laws  18G0-61,  p.  98),  and  is  sul)stantial]y  the  statute  at 
present,  except  thnt  the  jurisdiction  is  now  given  to  the  pro- 
bate court:  Rev.  Stats.  1809,  sec.  3510.  It  is  true,  as  con- 
tended by  defendants,  that  the  mere  creation  by  statute  of 
a  legal  remedy  where  none  existed  before,  ^^'  or  tlic  mere 
confci'ence  of  the  same  jurisdiction  on  a  court  of  law,  does 
not  lake  away  the  jurisdiction  in  equity  unless  the  statute 
so  dei-hires  or  so  necessarily  implies.  ])ut  the  enactment  of  sucli 
a  statute  witliout  making  any  reference  therein  to  the  juris- 
diction of  courts  of  equity  and  tlie  continuance  of  the  stat- 
ute for  over  forty  years  in  our  law  books,  show  at  least  the 
o])inion  of  the  legisbitive  de])artment  of  the  goveriunent  on 
the  (|uesti()ii.  and  obviate  the  necessity  of  a  judicial  r(^so]v- 
itiGr  of  a  doubtful  (juestion  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
court  of  e(|uity,  or  of  establishing  noAV  for  the  first  lime  a 
]U'cc(^(lctit  in  this  state  for  the  ('xercis(>  of  such  a  jurisdic- 
tion. If  infants  were  suffering  in  tliis  state  because.  uiKhu- 
the  rigid  forms  of  law,  tlieir  guardians  could  not  sell  their 
laiuls  to  invest  the  ju'oceeds  in  llattei-intj:  schcnies  that  {)rom- 
ise  l;ir<jre  gains,  our  courts  iiiiLrlit  seiirdi  fur  a  precedcMit  in 
equity  to  allow  them  to  do  so,  but  as  our  statute  law  now  is, 
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there  is  and  has  been  for  forty  years  no  necessity  for  such  a 
stretch  of  judicial  power. 

In  the  briefs  before  us  this  question  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion is  discussed  with  great  learning  and  ability  on  both  sides, 
and,  if  time  and  space  were  of  no  consideration,  we  would 
like  to  follow  the  counsel  and  review  in  this  opinion,  as  we 
have  followed  them  and  reviewed  in  the  librar}'^,  the  author- 
ities which  they  have  respectively  arrayed.  We  must,  how- 
ever, be  content  to  refer  the  inquirer  for  learning  on  this 
subject  to  the  briefs  of  the  counsel  which  will  be  reported 
with  the  case  and  to  give,  with  but  little  further  discussion, 
our  conclusion,  viz.,  that  the  decided  weight  of  authority 
both  in  England  and  America,  is  against  the  contention  that 
courts  of  equity  have  jurisdiction  to  decree  a  sale  of  a  minor's 
land  for  the  mere  purpose  of  reinvesting  the  proceeds. 

Counsel  for  defendants  seem  to  concede  that  the  **^  mod- 
ern English  decisions  are  against  their  contention,  and  that 
at  least  a  large  and  respectable  list  of  American  decisions 
are  also  against  them,  yet  they  say  that  those  American  courts 
which  have  so  held  have  simply  followed  the  lead  of  the  Eng- 
lish courts  without  questioning  the  firmness  of  the  ground 
on  which  the  English  courts  rest  their  decisions,  and  with- 
out observing  the  difference  that  exists  between  the  two  coun- 
tries in  the  tenures  of  real  property  and  the  constitutional 
restrictions  on  legislation.  Those  distinctions  are  referred  to 
also  in  an  able  opinion  of  the  Illinois  court  (Dodge  v.  Cole, 
97  111.  338,  37  Am.  Rep.  Ill),  on  which  defendants  strongly 
rely.  In  that  case  the  Illinois  court  upheld  the  decree  there 
assailed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  within  the  scope  of  general 
equity  jurisdiction,  yet  in  the  opinion  the  court  said:  "And 
it  must  be  confessed  that  the  decided  weight  of  authority 
establishes  the  proposition  that  a  court  of  chancery  has  no 
inherent  power  to  decree  the  sale  of  lands  belonging  to  luna- 
tics, idiots,  infants,  or  others  laboring  under  disabilities." 

We  discover  no  essential  difference  between  the  foundation 
on  which  the  English  decisions  are  rested  and  that  on  which 
the  decisions  of  our  courts  rest,  or  any  reason  why  the  same 
principle  of  equity  jurisprudence  is  not  as  applicable  to  the 
conditions  in  one  country  as  in  the  other. 

There  is,  as  the  learned  counsel  contend,  in  our  law  an 
absence  of  that  jealous}^  against  alienation  of  real  estate  that 
we  obsei-ve  in  the  English  law.  But  that  jealousy  applies 
in  England  with  equal  force  to  the  alienation  of  land  held 
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by  a  person  sui  juris  as  to  that  held  by  an  infant.  There  is 
no  difference,  so  far  as  the  inalienable  feature  of  the  English 
law  ■\vhieh  we  are  now  considering  is  eoneerned,  between  lajul 
lield  by  a  person  sui  juris  and  land  held  l)y  a  minor;  if  the 
inalienable  feature  exists  in  the  title  by  which  the  land  is 
held,  it  affects  the  one  as  well  as  the  other.  If  in  *^'^  En  in- 
land a  minor  holds  such  title  to  land  that,  if  he  were  of  age, 
he  could  sell  it,  the  only  reason  he  cannot  sell  it  tliere  is  the 
same  reason  that  a  minor  in  like  case  in  this  country  could 
not  sell  his  land — that  is,  not  because  of  the  spirit  of  jeal- 
ousy in  England  against  the  alienation  of  real  estate,  but 
because  he  has  not  reached  the  age  of  discretion. 

It  is  also  true  that  in  this  state  and  some  other  states  of 
this  Unioii  there  are  constitutional  limitations  on  the  power 
of  the  legislatures  to  pass  special  acts  to  authorize  the  sale 
of  particular  minors'  estates,  and  there  is  no  such  restriction 
on  the  power  of  the  British  parliament.  But  our  General 
Assembly  is  as  free  as  the  lawmakers  of  England  to  pass  a 
general  law  to  cover  all  such  cases,  and  it  has  done  so  in 
terms  as  ample  as  could  be  conceived. 

2.  There  are  other  questions  discussed  in  the  briefs,  but  in 
view  of  the  conclusion  we  have  reached  on  the  main  question 
they  are  of  minor  importance  and  need  only  to  be  briefly  men- 
tioned. 

Under  the  Shelton  will  the  land  was  devised  to  the  widow 
for  life  with  remainder  to  the  "heirs  of  her  body" — not  the 
"is^ue  of  her  body  "—as  in  Tindall  v.  Tindall,  167  Mo.  218, 
66  S.  W.  1092.  The  widow  and  her  second  husband,  as  plain- 
tiffs, brought  the  suit  against  their  children  then  living.  Of 
course  she  had  no  heirs  at  that  time  because  she  was  living; 
her  clnldren  had  then  only  contingent  interests  depending 
on  onl living  their  mother;  two  of  them  never  became  Ikm- 
heirs  heciiuse  they  died  before  she  did,  and  their  cliildren. 
who  did  become  heirs  of  her  body,  were  not  born  until  ycu's 
after  tlic  decree  was  rendered.  These  latter  were  not  Ixnuid 
b}'  the  decree,  even  if  tlie  others  had  been,  l)ecause  Du'v  de- 
rived their  title,  not  by  inlieritanco  from  their  motlicr.  in 
whom  no  title  ever  vested,  but  directly  from  the  will  -da  Ijeing 
heirs  of   the  body   of   their   grandmother. 

120  3_  rpi^g  decree  in  (piestion  undertook  to  create  a  lien 
upon  certain  land  therein  said  to  Ije  owned  by  Joseph  M. 
ILvidy  in  favor  of  tlie  childi'cn  whoso  land  IL^idy  was  to 
sell,   to   secure   tlu-m   in   ihr    [)nrcliase   money.     That   was   iu 
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1871.  There  is  no  evidence  that  any  effort  was  ever  made  by 
the  children  to  enforce  any  such  lien.  In  January,  1886, 
Joseph  M.  Heady  and  wife  divided  the  land  owned  by  him 
among  their  children,  giving  each  a  deed  to  his  or  her  share,^ 
wherein  it  was  expressed  to  be  a  deed  of  gift  made  pursuant 
to  their  desire  to  make  an  equal  division  of  the  land  among 
their  children.  In  JNIarch  of  that  year  Heady  died ;  his  es- 
tate was  insolvent.  By  the  acceptance  of  those  deeds,  the  de- 
fendants in  their  answer  say,  the  children  of  Heady  ratified 
his  act  as  commissioner  in  selling  their  land.  We  find  noth- 
ing in  the  evidence  to  justify  that  plea.  Heady  may  at  that 
late  day  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  he  had  wronged 
his  children,  and  that  may  have  been  his  secret  motive  for 
deeding  to  them  his  land  before  his  death,  but  if  so,  it  was 
locked  in  his  own  breast ;  the  deeds  make  no  reference  to  the 
old  transaction  and  the  evidence  was  that  there  was  nothing 
said  on  the  subject;  that  there  was  no  agreement  or  under- 
standing between  the  father  and  the  children  that  these 
deeds  were  given  to  compensate  them  for  their  interest  in 
the  Shelton  land  which  he  had  sold.  Whether  the  children 
could  hold  the  land  as  against  the  creditors  of  their  father's 
estate  was  a  question  between  them  and  the  creditors ;  it  is 
one  in  which  these  defendants  have  no  interest. 

There  are  still  other  questions  discussed  in  the  briefs,  but 
in  view  of  the  conclusions  above  stated  they  are  of  no  impor- 
tance. 

The  life  tenant  died  in  December,  1900.  and  the  plaintiffs, 
the  remaindermen,  brought  this  suit  in  February,  1901. 

^^*  Under  the  evidence  in  the  case  the  judgment  should 
have  been  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the 
circuit  court  of  Lincoln  county  to  be  retried  in  accordance 
with  the  law  as  in  this  opinion  expressed. 

All  concur. 


INHERENT    EQUITY    JURISDICTION    TO    DECREE    SALE     OF 
LAND  OF  MINORS. 
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II.  English  Rule,  Where  Followed,  655. 
Ill,  English  Rule.  Where  not  Followed,  656. 
rv.  Equitable  Estates,  659. 
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I.  English  Rule  of  No  Inherent  Jurisdiction. 
The  question  whether  a  court  of  equity  has  inherent  jurisdiction, 
indeiieiident  of  statute,  to  authorize  a  sale  of  the  real  property  of  an 
infant  under  any  circumstance,  presents  a  problem  involving  an  irrec- 
onoilable  conflict  of  authority  in  this  country.  The  weight  of  au- 
thority is  in  favor  of  such  jurisdiction,  but  perhaps  the  sounder 
doctrine  is  that  ado])ted  by  the  Englisli  courts  of  chancery  wherein 
file  custody  of  the  estates  of  infants  was  originally  taken  up.  In 
England  the  rule  is  that  a  court  of  chancery  has  no  inherent  authority 
to  sell  the  real  estate  of  an  infant,  or  to  convert  it,  ujton  the  ground 
or  idea  tliat  it  will  be  beneficial  to  the  infant:  Calvert  v.  Godfrey,  6 
Beav.  97,  12  L.  J.  Ch.  305;  Brown  v.  Paul],  16  .Tur.  707;  Simson  v. 
.Tones,  2  Euss.  &  M.  365.  The  P^nglish  rule  is  well  stated  in  Losey  v. 
Stanley,  147  N.  Y.  560,  42  N.  E.  8,  where  it  is  adopted.  In  that  case, 
Andrews,  C.  J.,  said:  "The  origin  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of 
chancery  in  England  over  the  persons  and  estates  of  infants  is  in- 
volved in  some  obscurity.  The  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  it 
grew  out  of  the  transfer  by  the  crown  to  the  chancellor  of  the  super- 
vision theretofore  exercised  by  the  king,  as  parens  patriae,  over  jier- 
sons  who,  by  reason  of  nonage,  were  incapable  of  acting  for  them- 
selves: 2  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  1327  ct  seq.  The  chan- 
cellor intervened  for  the  protection  of  minors  and  their  property,  and 
the  precedents  are  numerous  where  the  chancellor  authorized  the  ap- 
plication of  their  jiroperty  for  their  education  and  maintenance,  and, 
at  times  Avlien  the  interests  of  the  infants  seemed  imperatively  to  re- 
quire it,  permitted  even  the  capital  of  the  fund  belonging  to  the  infants 
to  be  anticijiated  or  broken  in  upon  for  such  or  similar  purposes: 
Ilnrvey  v.  Harvey,  2  P.  Wms.  21;  Saunders  v.  Vautier,  4  Benv.  115; 
Eocke  v.  Eocke,  0  B(  av.  66;  In  re  Bostwick,  4  Johns.  Ch.  100.  But 
this  power  of  man;!g"nicnt  and  disposition  exercised  by  the  cii;incfllur 
(if  not  always  so)  canie  to  be  regarded  as  extending  only  to  the  ])vr- 
simal  estate  of  infants,  and  to  the  income  of  their  real  property.  It  did 
not  (^xteiid  to  the  blading  of  the  inheritance.  The  question  caiiu» 
before  Lord  Ha r<l\vicke  in  Taylor  v.  Philips,  1  Ves.  Sr.  229,  and  he 
said:  ''l'iier(>  is  no  instance  in  this  court  binding  the  iidieritance  of 
an  iatant  by  any  discretionary  act  of  the  court.  As  to  pt  isuiial 
things,  as  in  the  coinpusit  ion  of  debts,  it  has  been  done;  but  ne\er  as 
ti)  tlii>  inlii  r'tniicc,  fuv  that  would  be  taking  on  the  court  a  leLj'dat  i  ve 
authority,  doing  that  whi(di  is  pro[ierly  the  subject  of  a  jirivate  biH': 
And  in  i;nss(l  v.  Pair-S(  1.  1  :Mo11.  .32."),  the  lord  chancellor  of  Iridand 
said:  '!  have  no  authority  to  l)ind  an  infant's  legal  estate.  This  was 
decided  long  ago  by  Lord  J 1  a  rdwicke  in  'i:iylor  v.  I'iiilips,  1  Ves.  Sr. 
22it.  The  cliaiieellor  has  never  since  attempted  to  deal  with  the  legal 
ii!lierit;incc  of  infants  without  the  aid  of  parliauieut '  ":  Losey  v. 
btanhjy,  147   N.   Y.  500,  42   N.    C.   8. 

II.     English  Rule,  Where  Followed, 
In   the   case   of   Losey    v.   Stanley,    147   N.    Y.   .360,   42   X.   E.   8.   just 
quoted  from,  the  rule  is  approved  and  adopted  that  a  court  of  equity 
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has  no  inherent  power  to  direct  the  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  real 
property  of  infants,  as  its  power  in  this  respect  is  purely  statutory. 
And  in  Stansbury  v.  Inglehart,  20  D.  C.  Rep.  134,  the  rule  is  adopted 
that  a  court  of  chancery  has  never  had,  except  by  express  legislative 
enactment,  jurisdiction  either  to  sell,  or  to  exchange  an  infant's  real 
estate  on  the  ground  that  the  sale  or  transaction  would  be  beneficial 
to  him.  This  is  also  the  doctrine  sustained  in  Missouri,  although  it  is 
there  held  that  the  sale  of  the  infant's  estate  is  not  void  as  being  a 
nullity,  even  where  the  court  had  gone  beyond  its  powers,  but  the  gen- 
eral power  to  order  a  sale  of  an  infant's  real  estate  does  not  exist  in- 
dependently of  statute:   Kearney  v.  Vaughn,   50  Mo.   284. 

"A  court  of  equity  has  no  inherent  original  authority  to  order  the 
sale  of  real  estate  of  infants.  It  proceeds,  on  the  other  hand,  by  vir- 
tue alone  of  statutory  power,  and,  consequently,  when  a  departure  is 
made  from  that  authority,  the  court  proceeds  without  jurisdiction,  and 
the  acts  performed  are,  necessarily,  void":  Muller  v.  Struppmann, 
55  IIow.  Pr.  521.  If  the  legal  title  to  an  estate  is  vested  in  infants, 
it  is  error  for  an  equity  court  to  make  a  decree  authorizing  any 
person  to  devest  them  of  it,  the  autliority  not  having  been  given 
the  court  by  statute:  Bent  v.  Maxwell,  L.  G.  &  By.  Co.,  3  N.  Mex.  158, 
3  Pac.  721.  A  court  of  equity  has  no  inherent  power  to  appropriate, 
upon  petition  or  motion,  any  part  of  the  real  estate  of  an  infant  to  the 
payment  of  claims  against  her:  In  re  Greenhalgb,  64  Hun,  26,  18  N. 
Y.  Supp.  748.  In  Virginia,  a  court  of  equity  has  not,  under  its 
general  jurisdiction  as  guardian  of  infants,  inherent  authority  to 
sell  their  real  estate  whenever  it  is  for  their  advantage  to  do  so.  Its 
jurisdiction  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  infants  on  the  ground  of  infancy 
merely  is  derived  from  the  statutes:  Pierce  's  Admr.  v.  Trigg  's  Heirs,  10 
Leigh,  406;  Faulkner  v.  Davis,  18  Gratt.  651,  98  Am.  Dec.  098;  Rhea 
V.  Shields,  103  Va.  305,  49  S.  E.  70.  Courts  of  equity  have  no  in- 
herent power  to  sell  the  lands  of  infants,  and  can  do  so  only  as  stat- 
utes enable  them:  Hoback  v.  Miller,  44  W,  Va.  635,  29  S.  E.  1014. 

It  is  the  well-settled  law  in  Kentucky  that  the  powers  of  courts  of 
equity  to  sell  and  reinvest  infant's  real  estate  are  not  inherent,  but 
purely  statutory:  Walker  v.  Smyser's  Exrs.,  80  Ky.  620;  Elliott  v. 
Fowler,  112  Ky.  376,  65  S.  W.  849;  Liter  v.  Fishbeck,  25  Ky.  Law  Eep. 
260,  75  S.  W.  232.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  chancellor  to  sell  the  rcnl 
estate  of  infants  is  derived  solely  from  the  statute,  and  a  sale  made 
in  any  other  way  than  that  provided  by  statute  is  void  and  passes  no 
title:  Ogden  v.  Stevens,  98  Ky.  564,  33  S.  W.  932.  But  courts  of 
chancery  have  inherent  power  to  direct  the  conversion  of  the  property 
of  an  infant  where  it  is  for  his  benefit,  if  it  can  be  so  done  as  not  to 
change  the  nature  of  the  property  or  alter  its  descendible  quality: 
Thompson  v.  Pettibone,  79  Ky.  319. 

III.    English  Rule,  Where  not  Followed. 
As  stated  in  the  beginning  of  this  note,  the  weight  of  autliority  in 
the  United  States  is  to  the  effect  that  courts  of  chancery  have  inker- 
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•ent  pov>-cr  to  decree  a  sale  of  an  infant's  real  estate.  This  rule  is 
firmly  fixed  in  Alabama:  Goodman  v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410,  38  Am.  Rep. 
13;  Tluirinf^ton  v.  Thorinf,'fon.  82  Ala.  489,  1  South.  716;  Gaspenheimer 
V.  Gasscnheimer,  108  Ala.  651,  18  South.  520.  In  Goodman  v.  Winter, 
64  Ala.  410,  38  Am.  Rep.  13,  the  court  said:  "Whatever  may  be  the 
doctrine  prevailing  in  the  court  of  chancery  in  Kufrland,  or  whatever 
contrariety  of  opinion  or  doubt  may  prevail  in  the  different  states  as 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  a  sale  of  the  real 
estate  of  an  infant,  in  this  state,  the  jurisdiction  must  be  rcj^ardcd  as 
existing.  The  jurisdiction  docs  not  spring  from,  nor  is  it  dependent 
upon,  the  character  of  the  estate,  whether  absolute  or  contingent; 
whether  in  possession,  or  the  possession  postponed  until  the  hajjpening 
of  a  future  event.  It  rests  upon  the  power  and  duty  of  the  court 
to  protect  infants,  to  take  care  of  and  preserve  their  estates  while 
under  disability  debarring  them  from  the  administiation  of  ])roperty. " 

E(juity  has  original  jurisdiction  to  order  an  infant's  land  sold  for 
the  j)uri)ose  of  otherwise  investing  the  proceeds,  if  the  lands  are  de- 
teriorating in  value  and  will  continue  to  deteriorate,  or  if  they  do 
not  yield  income  sufficient  to  keep  down  burdens  to  which  they  are 
subject,  or  if  the  income  is  greatly  disproportionate  to  their  market 
value:    Gasscnheimer  v.  Gasscnheimer,   108  Ala.  651,  18  South.  520. 

In  Arkansas,  independently  of  statute,  the  general  jurisdiction  over 
the  persons  and  inojierty  of  minors  belongs  to  the  chancery  courts, 
and  no  other  court  has  authority  to  order  the  sale  of  the  huid  of  a 
minor,  nor 'to  direct  an  investment  of  his  funds  in  land:  Myrick  v. 
Jai'ks,  33  Ai'lv.  425.  The  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  the  estates  of 
wards  in  chancery  is  broad,  comprehensive,  and  plenary  in  Georgia, 
and,  in  the  absence  of  any  legislative  provision  to  the  contrary,  its 
conrls  of  equity  liave  inlieront  jurisdiction  to  order  a  sale  of  the  legal 
estates  of  niinnrs  for  reinvestment  whenever  for  the  minors'  interests: 
T)ain;.ier  v.  McCall,  78  Ga.  G07,  3  S.  E.  563;  Richards  v.  East  Tennessee 
etc.  i;y.  Co.,  106  Ga.  614,  33  S.  E.  193,  45  L.  R.  A.  712;  Reed  v.  Ala- 
bama &  G.  Iron  Co.,  107  Eed.  586,  a  Georgia  case  in  the  United  States 
circuit  court  wliere  tlie  above  rule  is  stated  and  allirnicd. 

In  Illinois,  courts  of  equity  have  full  juris<lietiou,  independently  of 
staiutdvy  ]in'\isi()n,  to  oi-der  tlie  sale  of  the  lands  of  an  infant.  In 
Smith  V.  Saelu'tt,  10  111.  531,  it  was  early  annomiced  that  the  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equity  to  order  the  sale  of  the  hrxls  of  ;  n  in- 
fant '.\'lienever  his  interest  requires  it,  is  in(lis])utal)le.  and  i*  has  al'^n 
been  maintained  that  the  po\vcrs  of  courts  of  cliaTic(>ry,  by  vii-tiie  of 
tlieir  gciusral  jurisdiction,  over  the  estates  of  infants,  to  autlMiii:.'-  tiic 
conveisiiin  of  tlieir  real  estate  into  peisonalty  wlun  it  is  cl('ai'l\-  for 
tlu  ir  intei'esl.T,  is  not  only  suppm'ted  by  tiie  current  of  anth.)i:;y  in 
this  cuuntry,  but  is  so  well  settled  in  this  state  as  to  be  no  longer  an 
open  que.Mion:  Hale  v.  Hale,  146  111.  L'l^T,  33  N.  E.  S-IS,  20  I,,  i;.  A. 
247.  A  court  of  e([uity,  by  virtue  of  its  general  jurisdiction,  and  in- 
de^emlMitly  of  statute,  has  ]>()-.ver  to  antliori/e  tlie  con\-eision  of  a 
minor's  j^roperty  from  n  u\  to  i'er.-^onal,  or  personal  to  real,  when  such 
Am.    St.   Rep.,    Vol.    I'JO  -42 
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conversion  is  clearly  to  their  interest:  Gormnn  v.  Mulling,  172  111. 
349,  50  N.  E.  222;  King  v.  King,  215  111.  100,  74  N.  E.  89.  A  court 
of  equity,  under  its  general  powers,  has  jurisdiction  over  the  estates 
of  infants  and  others  under  disability,  and  may,  on  proper  application, 
order  the  sale  of  an  infant's  unproductive  lands  to  raise  means  for 
discharjring  an  encumbrance  on  productive  property  in  which  it  has  a 
reversionary  interest  in  fee,  though  the  latter  is  situate  in  another 
state,  where  the  bill  seeking  such  relief  shows  that  such  a  course  is 
for  the  best  interests  of  the  infant:  Allman  v.  Taylor,  101  111.  185. 

The  depreciation  in  rental  value  of  real  estate  from  two  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars  per  month  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  to  a 
sum  barely  sufficient  to  pay  taxes,  insurance,  and  repairs,  a  correspond- 
ing depreciation  in  market  value  and  probable  still  further  deprecia- 
tion, before  minors,  who  are  to  take  the  fee  on  coming  of  age,  can  at- 
tain majority,  are  sufficient  grounds  to  authorize  a  court  of  equity 
to  order  the  sale  of  the  property  for  a  fair  cash  value  and  the  in- 
vestment of  the  proceeds  in  interest  bearing  securities:  Gorman  v.  Mul- 
lins,  172  111.  349,  50  N.  E.  222. 

It  was  decided  in  an  early  case  in  Maryland  that  a  court  of  chan- 
cery, independently  of  statute,  has  jurisdiction  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
infants'  estates  and  to  convert  their  real  estate  into  money:  Dorsey  v. 
Gilber,  11  Gil)  &  J.  87;  and  this  ruling  was  followed  in  Downin  v. 
bprecher,  35  Md.  474,  and  Eoche  v.  Waters,  72  Md.  264,  19  Atl.  535, 
7  L.  E,  A.  533.  And  while  a  court  of  chancery,  prior  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion conferred  by  statute,  had  power,  under  some  circumstances,  to  sell 
an  infant's  lands,  where  his  interests  demanded  it,  it  could  not  decree 
a  sale  where  an  adult  had  a  part  interest  in  the  lands:  Roche  v. 
Waters,  72  Md.  264,  19  Atl.  535,  7  L.  E.  A.  533. 

A  statute  may,  and  sometimes  does,  vest  in  courts  of  equity  general 
jurisdiction  to  dispose  of  the  land  as  well  as  the  chattels  of  infants 
for  their  benefit,  and  when  this  is  the  case  there  can  be  no  question 
of  the  power  of  equity  to  decree  the  sale  of  the  infant's  land:  Will- 
iams v.  Harrington,  11  Ired.  616,  53  Am.  Dec.  421;  Eowland  v.  Thomp- 
son, 73  N.  C.  504;  Sutton  v.  Schonwald,  86  N.  C.  198,  41  Am.  Eep.  455. 

In  South  Carolina,  it  is  also  firmly  established  that  courts  of  equity 
have  inherent  jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale  of  the  land  of  an  infant 
when  it  is  made  to  appear  to  be  for  his  benefit:  Clifford's  Exr.  v. 
Clifford,  1  Desaus.  115;  Huger  v.  Huger,  3  Desaus.  18;  Stajileton  v. 
Laiigstaff,  3  Desaus.  22;  Bulow  v.  Witte,  3  S.  C.  308.  The  jurisdic- 
tion of  chancery  to  sell  and  convey  an  infant's  estate,  it  was  decided 
in  Bulow  V.  Buckner,  Eich.  Eq.  Cas.  401,  is  now  too  firmly  estiiblislied 
to  be  shaken.  It  ouglit,  howe\cr,  to  be  exercised  with  oauliou,  and 
the  court,  before  ordering  the  sale,  must  be  satisfied  of  its  necessity 
or  expediency  to  the  infant's  interest. 

A  court  of  equity  has  power  to  alienate  and  sell  either  vested  or 
contingent  estates  of  infants  who  are  properly  made  parties  before  it: 
Bofil  V.  Pisher,  3  Eidi.  Eq.  1,  55  Am.  Dec.  627.  And  such  court  has 
power  to  alieuute  the  contingent  title  of  unborn  remaindermen  or  the 
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contingent  titles  of  interested  persons  in  esse,  wliose  names  and 
residences  are  unknown,  and  a  sale  made  under  such  a  decree  vests 
the  fee  simple  title  in  the  purchaser:  Bofil  v.  Fisher,  3  Rich.  Eq.  1,  55 
Am.    Dec.    (527. 

In  Tennessee  it  was  first  announced  that  the  court  was  prof)ared, 
though  not  without  some  difliculty,  to  assert  the  inlicrcnt  jurisdiction 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  convert  the  estate  of  infants,  by  chaiiyiiig 
realty  into  personalty,  and  ]U'rsonalty  into  realty:  Case  ol'  Brown,  8 
Humph.  200.  But  such  jurisilii  lion  was  driiicd  in  a  later  case,  and 
it  was  held  tliat  sueli  power  in  a  court  of  equity  arose  solely  by  virtue 
of  the  st;itute:  Rogers  v.  Clark,  3  Sneed,  60.").  In  the  latest  cnse  from 
tli.'it  state,  the  court  has  decided  that  in  estates  in  which  the  rights  of 
ininurs  are  involved,  when  a  sale  becomes  necessary,  courts  of  chan- 
cery have  inherent  jurisdiction  and  discretion  to  sell  either  tlie  realty 
or  I  ers(jnalty,  as  appears  best  for  those  concerned:  Jones  v.  fcjharp, 
y  lleisk.  CGO. 

IV.     Equitable  Estates. 

It  has  been  decided  in  a  number  of  cases  that  a  court  of  equity  has 
inherent  power  and  jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale  oi  the  equitable 
estate  of  an  infant,  and  this  rule  prevails  even  in  states  wliere  it  is 
maintained  that  such  courts  have  no  inherent  power  to  sell  an  infant's 
legal  estate:  Pitcher  v.  Carter,  4  Sand.  Ch.  1;  Cochran  v.  Van  ISinlay, 
2U  Wend.  365,  82  Am.  Dec.  570;  Wood  v.  Mather,  38  Barb.  473; 
aliirmed  in  Anderson  v.  Mather,  44  N.  Y.  249;  Bent  v.  ilirauda,  8 
N.  Mex.  78,  42  Pac.  91.  "It  is  a  settled  principle,  that  whenever  the 
pro[)erty  of  infants  consists  of  real  or  personal  estate,  the  legal  title 
to  wiiieli  is  in  tlie  trustees,  the  chancellor,  as  the  general  guardian  and 
protector  of  the  rights  of  all  infants,  may  autliorize  such  a  disposi- 
tion thereof  as  he,  in  the  exei'cise  of  a  sound  legal  discretion,  may 
deem  most  beneficial  to  such  infants":  Cochran  v.  Van  Surlay,  20 
Wend.  365,  32  Am.  Dec.  570.  "The  power  exercised  by  the  court  of 
chancery  as  to  the  sale  of  the  estate  of  infants  of  an  equitable  nature 
is  inherent,  and  not  derived  from  statutory  authority.  The  power  con- 
ferred by  statute  relates  to  lands  of  which  an  infant  is  seised  and  not 
to  his  equitable  estates":  Anderson  v.  Mather,  44  N.  Y.  249. 

A  court  of  e([uity  has  jurisdiction  to  authorize  the  sale  of  real  estate 
held  in  trust  for  infants  and  the  reinvestment  of  the  proe(>cds,  when- 
ever it  appears  that  it  will  be  for  the  best  interests  of  the  trust  estate 
that  sucii  sale  and  reinvestment  shall  be  made:  Hale  V.  Hale,  146  111. 
227,  33  x\.  K.  858,  20  L.  K.  A.  247. 
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MORRELL  V.  LAWRENCE. 

[203  Mo.  362,  101  S.  W.  571.] 

PHYSICIANS — Implied    Contract    to    Pay    for    Services. — A 

promise  to  pay  a  physician  for  his  services  is  not  implied  from  the 
mere  fact  that  a  father  calls  him  to  attend  his  sick  son,  who  is  a  man 
of  mature  age;  but  if  the  circumstances  or  conditions  are  such  a?  U) 
lead  the  physician  to  believe,  and  to  charge  the  father  with  knowledge 
that  the  physician  does  believe,  that  the  father  is  undertaking  to 
pay  for  the  services  to  be  rendered,  the  father  is  liable  under  an  im- 
plied contract,     (p.  665.) 

PHYSICIANS — Compensation — Wealth  of  Patient. — If  a  physi- 
cian is  entitled  to  recover  for  services  rendered  his  patient,  he  is 
entitled  to  recover  only  the  reasonable  value  thereof,  whether  the 
patient  is  a  poor  man  or  a  man  of  great  wealth,     (p.  668.) 

PHYSICIANS — Compensation — Wealth  of  Patient.— The  jury, 
in  estimating  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  rendered  by  a 
physician  to  his  patient,  have  no  concern  with  the  question  of  the 
patient's  ability  to  satisfy  the  judgment,     (p.  668.) 

PHYSICIANS — Compensation — Wealth  of  Patient. — If,  in  an 
action  by  a  physician  to  recover  for  his  services,  the  defendant  intro- 
duces evidence  to  show  that  the  physician  was  accustomed  to  charge 
smaller  fees  for  similar  services  than  those  sued  for,  the  latter  has 
the  right  to  show  in  rebuttal,  if  such  is  the  fact,  that  the  smaller 
fees  were  charged  to  poor  men  because  of  their  poverty,  and  that  the 
defendant's  financial  condition  justified  a  charge  for  fair  and  reason- 
able compensation,  and  this  is  as  far  as  the  wealth  of  the  defendant 
can  be  shown,     (pp.  668,  669.) 

PHYSICIANS — Compensation — Evidence. — A  physician  in  an 
action  to  recover  for  services  rendered  his  patient  is  entitled  to 
show  that  he  is  a  physician  of  learning  and  skill,  and  that  fact  should 
be  taken  as  an  element  in  estimating  the  reasonable  value  of  tlie 
services  rendered,  but  he  has  no  right,  in  such  case,  to  show  what  his 
general  professional  reputation  as  a  physician  is.     (p.  670.) 

TRIAL — Erroneous  Instructions — ^Assuming  Verdict. — An  in- 
struction assuming  that  the  jury  is  going  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
assess  the  value  of  the  services  in  question,  and  which  is  limited  alone 
to  directions  as  to  what  the  jury  should  take  into  account  in  making 
the  assessment,  is  erroneous,     (p.  670.) 

PHYSICIANS — Compensation — Wealth  of  Patient — Evidence. — 
If  a  physician  sues  a  father  on  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  pro- 
fessional services  rendered  his  son,  and  such  physician  knew  iu  a 
general  way  the  financial  standing  of  both  father  and  son,  it  is  error 
to  exclude  evidence  offered  to  show  that  such  son  was  a  man  of  con- 
siderable fortune  and  amply  able  to  pay  for  the  services  rendered, 
(p.  670.) 

TRIAL — Excessive  Verdict. — It  is  peculiarly  within  the  prov- 
ince of  the  trial  court  to  set  aside  a  verdict  as  excessive,     (p.  671.) 

Bogle  &  Priest  and  E.  T.  Miller,  for  the  appellant. 

Dawson  &  Gavin  and  Rassieur,  Sehuurmacher  &  Rassieur, 
for  the  respondent. 
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30S  VALLTANT,  P.  J.  IMaiutiff  sues  on  an  allci-cd  im- 
plied contract  of  defendant  to  pay  him  the  reiisonable  value 
of  his  services  as  a  i)hysician  rendered  to  defendant's  adult 
son  at  defendant's  request. 

The  facts  are:  The  defendant  and  his  son,  Fr;!nk  Law- 
reiu-e,  both  former  residents  of  St.  Louis,  were  at  the  time 
in  question  living  in  New  York  City.  The  son,  forty-two 
years  of  age,  was  not  living  with  his  father  but  at  a  hotel; 
he  was  a  man  of  considerable  means,  carrying  on  a  business 
of  his  own.  Plaintiff  is  a  physician,  residing  in  St.  Louis. 
AVhile  defeiidnnt  and  his  sun  resided  in  this  city  the  latter 
became  in  bad  health  and  came  under  the  care  of  the  plain- 
tiff. The  relation  of  physician  and  patient  had  existed  be- 
tween them  for  several  years.  Plaint iiT's  bills  for  medical 
services  rendered  in  St.  Louis  to  Fraiik  Lawrence  were  pre- 
sented to  and  paid  by  him.  In  1899  plaintiff,  in  St.  Louis, 
received  a  teK'gr;ini  from  defendant,  then  in  Virginia,  *'*'•'  a.sk- 
ing  him  to  go  to  some  place  in  iMichigan,  where  his  son  then 
^\as  sick,  to  minister  to  him  as  a  physician,  and  plaintiff 
v>as  on  the  eve  of  going  wlien  he  received  another  telegram 
^f;l^lng  that  Frank  had  already  started  for  his  home  in  St. 
Louis.  On  liis  arrival  here  plaintiff  rcudcred  him  medical 
servii-es  and  he  i)aid  the  bill.  In  1900  Frank  L;;\\i'on<'e  went 
to  Europe  and  the  plaintiff  went  with  him  as  his  attniding 
pliy-ician.  The  phiintiff  testiHed  that  he  did  not  go  on  that 
journey  at  the  request  of  Frank  Lawrence  alone,  but  on  the 
rc(juest  also  of  Dr.  L;nvrence,  the  defendant,  who  promised 
]>l;!intiff  1liat  he  would  pay  him  or  see  him  well  rennuier- 
ated  for  his  services;  that  after  tlieir  relurn  from  Europe 
lie  spok'c  to  Dr.  Lawrciicc  about  ]);iying  him  and  Dr.  Law- 
ivMne  re])!i'lia1ed  the  contract.  All  the  pay  plaintiff  rei-eived 
for  his  sorvices  on  that  tri]~),  lasting  three  inonihs,  w;is  one 
llio!is;i!id  (h)llar>,  which  1-h'ank  paid.  So  much  for  the  bu-^i- 
iiess  i'('l;iliotis  between  the  parties  prior  to  the  transaction 
now  in  suit. 

On  Ainy  31.  19('2,  Dr.  Lawrence  and  his  son  tlien  living  in 
New  A'nr'.c  ;i!ul  the  pliiMiiifl'  in  St.  Lonis.  tlic  plaintiif  re- 
ceived a  teic'_:r;;ni  from  cKuend.-uit  in  tin*  i'oMow  iim'  words : 
'"FiTiuk  is  (piile  sick.  We  would  lil^e  to  loivc^  you  cdiue  atul 
tr(\ai  him.  Leave  on  noon  ivvln  Sundny  via.  IVig  I<^)uf.  An- 
swer at  once."'  Pliiintiif  answered  June  1st:  "AVill  leave 
on  P)ig  I'i'U.r  at  n'i,)n  1(t-<l;y."  1[(^  ;ic  Mi'IiuLrly  ai-rivcd  in 
New  York  on  tic  aroTiioon  uf  Juor  iM,  was  met  at  the  sta- 
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tion  by  a  messenger  of  Dr.  Lawrence,  conducted  to  the  lat- 
ter's  residence,  and  after  tea  was  conducted  to  the  hotel 
where  Frank  Lawrence  lay  very  ill.  Plaintiff  remained  in 
constant  attendance  on  the  sick  man,  ministering  to  him  day 
and  night  until  he  died,  July  9th.  The  particular  character 
of  the  services  rendered  was  in  evidence,  and  there  was  tes- 
timony on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  tending  to  show  that  the 
services  were  worth  three  hundred  dollars,  four  hun-dred  dol- 
lars, five  hundred  dollars  ^"^^  and  one  tliousand  dollars  a 
(lay.  The  amount  of  the  bill  sued  for  was  sixteen  thousand 
dollars,  itemized  at  four  hundred  dollars  a  day  for  forty 
days.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was  that 
from  four  thousand  dollars  to  six  thousand  dollars  would  be 
ample  pay  for  the  services  rendered.  The  verdict  was  for 
the  plaintiff  for  twelve  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixty-six 
dollars.  The  court  sustained  defendant's  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  error  in  the  instructions,  and  that  the 
verdict  was  excessive;  the  plaintiff  appeah^d. 

1.  Before  we  reach  the  points  on  which  the  trial  court 
based  its  ruling,  we  must  consider  the  point  first  presented 
in  the  brief  for  defendant — that  is,  that  the  plaintiff  made 
out  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury.  The  defendant's  proposition 
is  that  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  shown  by  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence  the  law  implies  no  promise  or  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay  for  the  services  rendered. 
There  is  no  express  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
shown ;  if  he  is  liable,  it  is  on  an  implied  contract.  Accord- 
ing to  the  defendant's  estimate  of  the  evidence  there  is  shown 
a  request  by  defendant  of  plaintiff  to  render  services  for  the 
benefit  of  another  and  nothing  more.  In  their  brief  the 
learned  counsel  quote  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Wood  on  ^Master 
and  Servant,  second  edition,  section  70:  "The  rule  is  that,  in 
order  to  render  one  liable  for  services  rendered  at  his  request, 
tliey  must  be  rendered  for  his  benefit,  or  under  such  circum- 
stances that  the  person  requested  to  render  them  was  justified 
in  understanding  that  they  were  for  his  benefit  or  upon  his 
credit.  But  if  the  person  performing  the  services  knows 
they  are  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  making  the  request, 
and  that  he  is  under  no  legal  obligation  to  pay  therefor,  he 
cannot  predicate  a  claim  against  him,  unless  he  expressly 
proinisod  to  pay  for  them  before  the  services  were  rendered." 

That  is  a  correct  statement  of  the  general  rule  of  law  on 
that  yubject,  but  it  is  not  of  invariable  application.     AYe  see 


April,  1907.]  Morrell  v.  Lawrence.  663 

no  objection  to  applying  it  to  the  case  i^''*  of  one  calling  a 
phyyieian  to  a  sulTering  stranger  when  there  is  nothing  in 
the  situation  to  suggest  to  the  physician  that  the  man  call- 
ing liini  has  any  deeper  interest  in  the  case  than  the  prompt- 
ing of  common  humanity.  And  we  see  no  objection  to  apply- 
ing the  rule  to  the  case  of  a  father  calling  a  physician  to 
wait  on  his  son  if  the  son  is  of  age  and  living  to  himself, 
and  if  there  is  nothing  in  the  conditions  to  indicate  that  the 
father  is  taldng  upon  himself  an3'tliing  more  than  the  office 
(if  messenger  for  his  son.  But  there  is  something  more  than 
the  dictates  of  connnon  humanity  between  father  and  son, 
and  the  fact  of  that  relationsliip  is  to  be  considered  in  con- 
nection with  other  circumstances,  if  there  are  other  cir(_'um- 
stances,  indicating  to  the  physician  tliat  the  father  calls  him 
on  his  own  account  to  serve  his  son. 

In  an  early  Pennsylvania  case  cited  in  the  brief  for  de- 
fendant (Boyd  V.  Sappington,  4  Watts,  247),  it  was  held 
that  no  contract  to  pay  for  the  services  was  implied  from  tlie 
mere  fact  that  the  defendant  called  a  physician  to  attend  his 
adult  son  lying  ill  at  defendant's  home.  The  evidence  showed 
that  the  father  had  called  on  the  pliysician  and  made  the  re- 
quest ;  the  phj'sician  at  first  hesitated,  the  father  insisted  and 
the  pliysician  complied.  The  physician  knew  that  the  son, 
although  living  with  his  father,  was  over  twenty-one  years 
old,  in  business  for  himself,  and  had  property  to  answer  the 
demand.  The  father,  when  he  was  requesting  the  physician 
to  go,  stated  to  him  that  it  was  his  son's  request  that  he  should 
come.  It  was  held  that  out  of  those  facts  an  implied  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  the  father  to  pay  the  bill  did  not  arise. 
The  court  said:  "There  is  nothing  in  the  special  circumstances 
relied  on  to  take  it  out  of  the  general  principle;  and  it  is 
very  clear  that  liad  the  defendant  been  a  stranger,  however 
urgent  he  may  have  been,  and  wliatever  opinions  the  i)liysici;in 
may  have  formed  of  his  lial)ility,  he  would  ^'"^  not  liave  been 
ehai'gealjle  \vi11iout  an  express  agreement  to  pay;  as.  for  in- 
stance, in  the  ease  of  an  innkeei)er,  or  any  other  individual 
whose  guest  may  I'eceive  the  aid  of  medical  advice.  A  dilTer- 
ent  principle  \\()nhl  be  very  ])ernicious;  as  but  few  would  be 
willing  to  run  the  risk  of  calling  in  the  aid  of  a  physician, 
where  the  patient  was  a  sti'anger.  or  of  doubtful  aliility  to 
])ay."  That  is  the  stroiiLj-est  ease  cited  in  the  W'ief  for  de- 
fendant in  supnort  of  Ins  theory  on  this  ])ranch  of  the  case. 
i:^\cL-pi   for  tlie   fact  that  in  that  case  the  sick  man  was  the 
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defendant's  son,  there  was  nothing  to  distinguish  it  from  the 
case  of  calling  a  physician  to  the  aid  of  a  stranger  under  his 
roof.  The  physician  called  was  within  the  field  of  his  daily 
work;  there  was  nothing  unusual  in  the  call. 

In  Crane  v.  Baudouine,  55  N.  Y.  256,  the  patient  was  the 
defendant's  daugliter,  a  married  woman  living  with  her  hus- 
band separate  from  her  father's  family,  and  when  taken  sick 
had  come  to  her  father's  home  to  be  under  the  care  of  her 
mother.  The  father  had  not  requested  the  physician's  at- 
tention to  his  daughter,  but  received  him  when  he  came,  con- 
versed with  him  about  the  case,  and  knew  the  extent  of  the 
services  rendered.  The  court  held  that  the  father  was  not 
liable  for  the  physician's  bill. 

Edelman  v.  McDonell,  126  Cal.  210,  58  Pac.  528,  is  also 
referred  to.  In  that  case  the  physicians  had  undertnlcen  the 
treatment  of  the  defendant's  son  at  his  request,  and  after 
they  had  begun  to  render  their  services  the  father  made  state- 
ments to  them  that  induced  them  to  believe  that  he  intended 
to  pay  the  bill,  and  they  stated  that  they  relied  on  those  state- 
ments and  gave  credit  to  both  father  and  son,  and  the  suit 
was  against  both.  It  did  not  appear  in  the  evidence  what 
services  were  rendered  after  the  alleged  statements  of  the 
father  or  their  value.  The  court  held  that  the  contract  was 
that  of  the  son ;  ^'^  that  the  alleged  statements  of  the  father 
were  not  in  writing,  and  he  was  not  bound. 

In  Rankin  v.  Beale,  68  Mo.  App.  325,  there  was  testimony 
tending  to  show  that  a  father  had  requested  the  physician 
to  attend  his  son,  twenty-three  years  old.  then  sick  in  the 
fatlicr's  house,  and  that  after  the  services  had  been  rendered 
the  father  promised  to  pay  for  the  same;  there  was  testimony 
on  the  other  side  contradicting  this.  The  court  instructed 
the  jury  to  the  effect  that  although  the  son  was  over  twenty- 
one  yenrs  of  age,  yet  if  he  was  sick  in  his  fallier's  house,  and 
the  father  requested  the  physician  to  attend  him,  or  if  the 
father  stated  to  the  physician  that  he  would  pay  the  bill, 
then  he  was  liable.  That  instruction  directed  a  verdict 
against  tlie  father  either  on  an  implied  agreement  or  express 
contract,  the  implied  agreement  resting  alone  on  tlie  fatlier's 
request  to  the  physician  to  attend  his  son,  the  express  under- 
taldng  on  a  promise  to  pay  after  the  services  had  been  ren- 
dered. The  court  held  that  the  mere  request  did  not  imply 
an  agroomcnt  to  pay,  and  that  the  promise  made  after  the 
services  had  been  rendered  was  nudum  pactum. 
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Fi-Oiii  those  decisions  the  learned  counsel  citing  them  draw 
the  conclusion  that  a  promise  to  pay  the  bill  is  not  implied 
from  the  fact  that  a  father  calls  a  physician  to  attend  his 
sick  son,  who  is  a  man  of  mature  age,  and  to  that  extent  we 
think  the  conclusion  is  justified,  but  we  do  not  go  with  the 
counsel  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  a  father  calling  a  physi- 
cian to  attend  his  adult  son  can  be  rendered  liable  only  on 
an  express  contract,  because  we  hold  that  the  circumstances 
or  conditions  may  be  such  as  to  lead  the  physician  to  be- 
lieve, and  to  charge  the  father  with  knowledge  that  the  physi- 
cian does  believe,  that  the  father  is  undertaking  to  pay  for 
tlie  services  to  be  rendered.  Whilst  the  calling  of  a  physician 
to  the  bedside  of  a  sick  man  has  in  the  nature  of  the  case  its 
own  elements  of  exception  '^'''*  to  the  general  rule,  yet  it  is 
not  put  so  far  in  a  class  to  itself  as  to  exempt  it  entirely  fi'om 
the  category  of  implied  contracts.  Whether  the  facts  of  a 
case  are  such  as  to  present  a  question  of  whether  or  not  a 
contract  may  be  implied  is  sometimes  a  question  of  fact  and 
sometiuics  one  of  law ;  if  in  the  facts  relied  on,  taken  as  true, 
there  is  nothing  to  justify  the  inference,  the  court  will  so 
decide  as  a  mallear  of  law,  but  if  they  are  such  as  that  if  cred- 
ited the  inference  might  or  might  not  legitimately  be  drawn, 
it  is  a  question  of  fact.  We  think  the  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case  tends  to  prove  a  condition  of  affairs  from 
which  the  triers  of  the  fact,  if  they  should  see  fit  to  draw  the 
inference,  migiit  v^ith  reason  do  so  that  Dr.  Lawrence  in- 
tended the  plaintiff  to  understand,  and  the  plaintiff  did  un- 
derstand, that  he  would  pay  for  the  services  which  the  tele- 
gram called  the  plaintiff  to  render.  This  was  not  a  call  on 
the  plaintiff  for  services  in  the  field  of  his  daily  work.  It 
called  him  away  from  liis  established  field  of  action;  it  called 
him,  in  effect,  to  resign  his  practice,  to  dedicate  himself  for 
Ihe  time  being  solely  to  the  service  of  the  defendant's  son, 
wliatever  the  conscd.uence  might  be  to  his  general  practice. 
This  is  altogether  outside  of  the  category  of  the  cases  above 
referred  to.  Tlie  patient  was  not  one  of  twenty  or  more  for 
whom  the  physician  might  prescribe  in  a  day;  he  was  one 
for  \\h()m  the  i^hysician  must  give  up  all  other  patients.  The 
call  was  a  very  unusual  one,  and  it  involved  unusual  financial 
eoi!sc([ueiices. 

The  plaintiff  had  made  a  trip  to  Europe  izi  professional 
attendance  on  defetuhint's  son  ond,  accoi'ding  to  his  testi- 
mony, he  had  underlai<en  tluit  journey  partly,  at  least,  on 
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the  request  of  defendant,  but  when  they  returned  defendant 
denied  that  he  had  made  the  request  and  refused  to  recognize 
the  obligation.  The  tastimony  on  that  point  was  meager, 
but  it  indicates  tliat  on  the  return  from  the  trip  to  Europe 
there  was  a  misunderstanding  ^"^^  between  plaintilT  and  de- 
fendant as  to  the  liability  of  the  latter  for  the  services  ren- 
dered on  that  occasion,  the  defendant  denying  that  the  trip 
had  been  taken  at  his  request  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  press 
the  point.  The  matter  ended  with  plaintiff's  receiving  from 
Frank  Lawrence  a  sum  of  money  which  he  regarded  as  inade- 
quate. After  that  came  the  transaction  now  under  considera- 
tion in  which  there  is  no  room  to  question  at  least  one  fact — - 
that  is,  that  the  plaintiff  went  to  New  York  and  entered  upon 
this  service  at  the  request  of  the  defendant.  The  telegram 
was  not  couched  in  form  of  a  message  from  the  sick  man ; 
the  writer  was  not  in  the  character  of  the  conveyor  of  a  re- 
({uest  from  another,  and  did  not  assume  to  express  merely 
another's  wish  or  merely  make  the  announcement  that  there 
was  a  sick  man  there  needing  attention.  He  expressed  his 
own  desire,  uniting  his  own  with  that  of  his  son  or  possibly 
of  some  other  member  of  the  family,  under  the  first  person 
plural  of  the  pronoun:  "Frank  is  quite  sick.  We  would  like 
to  have  you  come  and  treat  him.  Leave  on  noon  train  Sun- 
day via  Big  Four.     Answer  at  once." 

If  the  plaintiff's  testimony  gives  the  correct  version  of  the 
controversy  or  misunderstanding  as  to  the  defendant's  lia- 
bility for  the  services  rendered  on  the  trip  to  Europe,  Dr. 
Lawrence  should  have  known  that  the  plaintiff  would  under- 
stand that  telegram  as  carrying  by  implication  a  promise  to 
pay,  or  at  least  that  he  was  liable  to  put  that  construction 
on  it. 

The  telegram  is  to  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  rela- 
tion of  the  parties  and  of  their  past  transactions  with  eadi 
other.  Whether  in  that  light  the  defendant  had  reason  to 
believe  that  the  plaintiff  would  understand  the  telegram  to 
imply  an  agreement  to  pay,  and  plaintiff  did  so  understand, 
were  questions  for  the  jury  under  proper  instructions,  and 
if  tlie  jury  should  so  find,  the  verdict  should  be  for  the  plain- 
tiff. 

^'^  2.  It  was  shown  in  evidence  over  the  objection  of  the 
defendant  that  he  was  a  very  wealthy  man,  and  on  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  the  court  in  its  instructions  authorized  the 
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jury  to  take  that  fact  into  account.  The  instructions  cover- 
ing that  point  were  as  follows: 

"2.  In  determining  what  is  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
services  ri'udercd  by  the  plaintiff,  the  jury  should  take  inio 
account  the  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which  tlic 
services  were  rendered,  the  length  of  time  employed,  tlie  pro- 
fessional character  and  standing  of  plaintiff,  the  absence  of 
plaintiff  from  his  residence  and  place  of  lousiness,  the  nature 
of  the  ailment  of  the  jjatient,  the  nature  of  the  services  tlseni- 
sclve-;,  the  danger,  if  any,  of  infecti-m  or  contagion  incident 
thereto,  the  professional  skill  and  experience  rcfpiired  for 
their  proper  rendition,  the  ability  of  the  person  liable  there- 
for to  pay,  together  with  all  other  facts  and  circumstances 
sliown  in  evidenee,  relative  to  such  services;  and,  having  con- 
sidered all  such  facts  and  circnmstances,  the  jury  should  fix 
the  value  of  the  services  at  such  an  amount  as,  under  all  the 
evidence,  they  believe  to  be  reasonable  and  proper." 

"3.  Tli.e  ju.ry  are  instructed  that  the  evidence  touching  the 
financial  ability  of  the  defendant  niay  be  considered  by  the 
jury  not  to  enhance  the  fees  above  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion, but  solely  to  determine  whether  the  defendant,  if  they 
find,  under  the  other  instructions,  he  is  liable  at  all,  is  able 
to  pay  a  fair  and  just  and  reasonable  compensation  for  the 
services  rendered  to  his  son." 

The  trial  court  sustained  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground,  partly,  that  those  instructions  were  erro- 
neous.    In  that  ruling  the  court  was  correct. 

We  are  referred  to  some  decisions  as  sustaining  the  propo- 
sition thnt  the  fact  that  a  man  is  amply  able  to  respond  to  a 
judeiiient  for  tlie  debt  sued  for  is  one  ^"^"^  to  be  taken  into 
account  in  rictennining  the  amount  to  be  awarded  against  him. 
hut  to  tlie  e.\'(Mit  that  those  cases  so  hold  we  do  not  agree  witli 
tliem.  Anionir  tliose  cited  are  two  jNIissouri  cases — Hurt  v. 
JoiM  ■<.  10.-,  Va).  a  pp.  lOG.  79  S.  W.  486,  and  Kyans  v.  TTospes, 
107  :do.  'l]-l,  r,7  S.  W.  2S5— but  we  do  not  understand  tliose 
cjises  n<  so  liiibling.  Hurt  v.  Joiu^s.  105  'Slo.  App.  106.  7!) 
S.  W.  -'S6.  is  only  authority  for  saying  that  evidence  show- 
ing a  custom  of  ti'nde  fixing  tlie  value  of  tlu''  stu'vices  of  a 
7-enl  estale  agent  negotiriting  a  s;il(>  at  two  and  ;i  lialf  ])er 
cent  of  tlie  vnlue  of  the  })i'opei'ty  sold  -was  admissible;  the 
ability  (^f  the  defendant  to  jtay  w;c^  not  bi'ought  into  question. 

InRyans  v.  ITospes.  167  .AIo.  ;U2.  67  S.  W.  285,  the  plnin- 
tift'  sued   for  the  rea.soiuible  wiliie  of  his  s(u-vices  as  a  nui'se 
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rendered  to  defendant's  testator  in  his  lifetime,  in  his  last 
illness.  The  defendant  himself  introduced  the  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  estate,  and  made  the  fact  of  the  testator's 
great  wealth  the  basis  of  an  argument  that  a  presumption 
of  payment  must  be  indulged.  There  was  no  instruction  to 
the  jury  to  take  into  account  the  wealth  of  the  testator,  in 
assessing  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services.  The  amount 
awarded  in  the  verdict  was  within  the  value  testified  to  by 
the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  and  there  was  no  evidence  for  de- 
fendant tending  to  show  that  that  estimate  was  excessive. 
In  commenting  on  the  amount  of  the  verdict  the  court  used 
the  language  quoted  in  the  brief  of  plaintiff's  counsel  that 
"while  the  verdict  would  be  large  for  such  services  rendered 
a  person  of  ordinary  means,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
Dr.  Bradford  was  a  man  of  great  wealth ;  that  he  had  no 
family  to  bear  a  portion  of  the  burden  of  nursing  him  in 
his  afllicted  old  age,"  etc.  That  language  was  not  used  in 
deciding  any  question  at  issue  in  the  case,  and  it  seems  ratlier 
to  relate  to  the  nature  of  the  services — that  is,  the  exelusive- 
ness  on  the  plaintiff  of  the  burden  of  nursing.  But  however 
that  may  be.  the  question  we  are  now  to  decide  was  not  in  that 
ease.  ^'^  In  a  case  of  this  kind,  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  at  all,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  reasonable  value 
of  the  services  rendered.  He  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the 
reasiuiable  value  of  his  services,  although  the  defendant  may 
be  a  poor  man;  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  more  tlian 
the  reasonable  value  of  his  services,  although  the  defendant 
may  be  a  man  of  great  wealth.  The  jury,  in  a  case  of  this 
kind,  have  no  concern  with  the  question  of  the  defendant's 
ability  to  satisfy  the  judgment. 

Ward  V.  Kohn,  58  Fed.  462,  7  C.  C.  A.  314,  is  cited  in  the 
brief  for  plaintiff.  Tliere  the  court  commented  on  the  well- 
known  practice  in  our  profession  of  charging  a  poor  man 
less  for  legal  services  rendered  than  those  services  are  worth. 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  of  charging  a  wealthy  client  a  full, 
fair  and  reasonable  compensation,  and  the  court  said:  "The 
fees  the  attorney  deserves  from  such  a  client  should  not  be 
measured  by  the  inadequate  compensation  and  small  fees  the 
gentlemen  of  tlie  bar  usually  received  from  those  who  are 
una!)le  to  pay  at  all  or  to  pay  a  fair  compensation,  but  they 
should  be  mc.i-in-cd  by  the  fi>es  usually  obtained  by  attor- 
neys for  like  sci'vii-o  from  lliose  who  are  able  to  pay  just 
conij)eiisation  fur  the  services  rendered."     That  is  to  say,  in 
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estiriialing  the  value  of  the  services  the  jviry  shouLl  not  take 
for  a  standard  of  measurement  the  fees  a  lawyer  would  charge 
a  poor  man,  in  consideration  of  his  poverty,  but  should  esti- 
mate the  services  at  their  full,  fair  value.  That  is  sound 
diictrine  as  far  as  it  goes,  but  it  does  not  authorize  the  plain- 
tiff to  ."^liow  to  the  jury  the  defendant's  wealth  as  an  ele- 
ment, to  1)0  taken  into  the  account  in  the  measurement  of  tlie 
value  o['  tiie  services,  unless  it  is  in  rebuttal  of  evidence  from 
the  other  side  attemptinGf  to  show  the  custom  of  a  lower 
standard.  If  the  defendant  sliould  introduce  evidence  to 
sliow  th;)t  the  plaintiff  for  similar  services  was  accustomed 
to  charLie  smaller  fees  than  those  sued  for,  the  plaintitf 
:j7f)  -^vould  lia.ve  a  right  to  show,  if  such  was  the  fact,  that 
the  snvdler  fees  were  charged  to  poor  men  because  of  their 
p()\-i  i'ly.  but  that  the  defendant's  financial  condition  justified 
a  (■l;;irgo  for  fair  and  reasonable  compiMisation.  In  the  case 
at  Itar  tlicre  was  no  effort  on  the  part  of  dt^fendant  to  prove 
that  ti!c  plnintiif  or  other  ph.vsicians  were  in  the  habit  of 
(!h;.r-;iii:  smaller  fees  for  lilco  services,  h(mce  there  was  no 
oci  asidi!  for  rebuttal  evidence  to  show  that  smaller  fees  were 
cliiri'od  rut  of  consideration  for  the  poverty  of  tlie  patients 
and  tliat  defendant's  financial  condition  did  not  entitle  him 
to  that  indulgcTice. 

In  ■' ruction  3  did  not  cure  the  error  in  this  respect  of  in- 
strm-tion  2;  it  jr.stii'i-.'d  tlie  jury  in  bi-lieving  that  tliore  was 
a  di:"i'i'i  once  betv/een  the  reasonable  value  of  servi  -es  rondered 
a  ricli  man  and  those  of  the  same  kind  rendered  a  poor  man. 
Tliere  is  no  such  difference. 

3.  Over  defendant's  o1)ioction  testiu'ony  vrent  in  to  show 
that  the  pbiiiililT'  was  a  physician  of  good  reputation  in  the 
community,  and  instruction  numbered  2  autliorir^ed  the  jury, 
in  assessing  the  value  of  the  services,  to  take  tliat  fact  into 
acconnt.  That  was  error.  The  ]ihiintift''s  genci-al  profes- 
sioi;:il  rt^putation  was  not  drawn  in  (juesiion.  and  tlie  jury 
had  no  right  to  consider  it  in  estimating  the  value  of  the 
sei'vii-cs. 

1'!i(^  ])l;M";itiff 's  professional  rp])utation  in  the  cornnunity 
would  d'l'ihtless  h.ave  some  iniluenc(^  on  tlie  amount  of  in- 
c()i!i(>  d'Tived  from  his  praftice,  and  if  that  was  in  dispute 
and  il'  he  was  suin<j:  for  loss  of  iu'-omi^  cau-c^l  by  ao^euj-e 
from  home  in  the  .service  of  dffcndaiit,  evidence  of  tliat  rt^[)u- 
tation  would  be  adinissil)le.  But  tiiore  was  no  f|uestion  o1" 
LluiL  kiud  in  the  case.     The  plaintill'  testified  that  his  income 


670  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.      [Missouri^ 

was  six  thousand  dollars  to  ten  thousand  dollars  a  year,  and 
there  was  no  dispute  of  that.  Besides,  he  is  not  suing  for 
compensation  for  loss  of  income  occasioned  by  absence  from 
home  in  the  service  of  defendant.  His  petition  is  short  and 
to  the  point;  ^^^  in  it  he  says  that  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant he  rendered  professional  services  to  defendant's  son 
and  that  the  services  rendered  were  reasonably  worth  sixteen 
thousand  dollars.  It  is  the  value  of  the  services  alone  that 
he  sues  to  recover. 

It  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  was  a 
physician  of  learning  and  skill,  and  that  fact  should  be  taken 
as  an  element  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  services  rendered. 
But  the  plaintiff's  general  reputation  as  a  physician  had  na 
more  to  do  with  the  case  than  his  general  reputation  as  a 
man. 

4.  Instruction  2  is  faulty  also  in  this:  It  .apparently  as- 
sumes that  the  jury  is  going  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  and 
assess  the  value  of  the  services  in  question,  and  the  instruc- 
tion is  limited  alone  to  directions  as  to  what  the  jury  should 
take  into  account  in  making  the  assessment.  The  instruction 
should  have  given  the  jury  to  understand  that  before  they 
would  reach  the  question  of  quantum  valelmt  thej^  should  find 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  main  issue,  something  fur  example, 
like  this:  If  the  jury  find  for  the  plaintiff,  then,  in  determin- 
ing what  is  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  rendered  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  jury  should  take  into  account,  etc.  We  do 
not  regard  this  as  a  grave  error,  but  since  it  has  been  called 
to  our  attention  we  pass  judgment  on  it  that  it  may  be  cor- 
rected at  the  ret  rial. 

5.  The  court  excluded  evidence  offered  by  defendant  to 
show  that  the  defendant's  son  Frank  Lawrence  was  a  man 
of  considerable  fortune  and  amply  able  to  pay  for  the  services. 
It  was  error  to  exclude  that  testimony.  The  testimony 
showed  that  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  and  the  defendant's 
son  were  well  acquainted  with  each  other.  Plaintiff  knew  in 
a  general  way  the  financial  standing  of  the  father  and  the  son. 
If  it  had  ham  the  fact  that  the  son  was  impecunious  and  tlie 
plaintiff  knew  it,  and  defendant  ^^^  knew  that  the  plaintiff 
kwew  it,  would  not  that  fact  have  naturally  influenced  the 
plaintiff  in  drawing  the  inference  that  the  defendant  intended 
to  pay  for  the  services  he  called  him  to  perform?  And,  on 
thf  otluT  IkukI.  if  it  was  known  to  both  parties  that  the  son 
was  hihioclf  a   man  of  considerable  wealth,   would  that  not 
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naturally  render  the  inference  less  violent?  It  was  a  fact 
by  no  means  conclusive,  but  it  was  one  of  the  many  facts  in 
rlie  case  to  be  taken  into  account  and  given  such  weight  as 
the  jury  should  see  lit  to  give  it. 

6.  The  learned  trial  court  also  assigned  as  a  reason  for 
granting  the  new  trial  that  the  verdict  was  excessive.  Tliat 
is  a  point  peculiarly  within  the  province  of  the  trial  judge ; 
it  is  one  that  he  is  better  qualified  to  judge  than  an  appel- 
late court;  the  law  puts  that  important  responsibility  upon 
him  and  it  advances  the  cause  of  justice  when  the  trial  judge 
courageously  performs  that  duty:  Friedman  v.  Pulitzer  Pub- 
li.shing  Co.,  102  Mo.  App.  683,  77  S.  W.  340.  We  see  noth- 
ing calling  for  a  review  of  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  on 
this  point. 

The  order  granting  a  new  trial  is  affirmed. 

All  concur  except  Woodson,  J.,  not  sitting. 


Evidence  of  the  Value  of  a  Patient's  Estate  is  nsuallv  inadmissible  ia 
detcnnining  the  reasonable  value  of  the  physician's  services  in  at- 
tending him:  Morrissctt  v.  Wood.  123  Ala.  384,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  127; 
Cotnam  v.  Wisdom,  S3  Ark.  601,  119  Am.  St.  Kep.  157. 


STATE  V.  SWAGERTY. 

[203  Mo.  517,  102  S.  W.  483.] 

AUTOMOBILES,  Operated  and  Propelled  in  a  manner  not  in- 
compatible with  the  safety  of  the  traveling  public,  have  equal  riglits 
witli  other  voliicles  upon  the  public  highway,  subject  to  such  rubs 
and  regulations  as  are  prescribed  by  law.      (p.  674.) 

COlSrSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Class  L3gisIation.— Tf  conditions 
reasonably  justify  the  distinguishing  of  a  class,  and  the  law  alTects 
P(|nally  all  who  come  within  that  class,  such  law  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  class  legislation,      (p.  674.) 

AUT0M0EIL:^S — constitutional  Law — Special  Legislation. — A 
statute  regulating  the  operation  and  speed  of  autoTiiobiles  on  the  pub- 
lic streets,  roads,  and  liigluvays  is  not  UTiconstitutional  as  special 
Icgislntion  on  tlie  ground  that  it  does  not  apply  to  all  vehicles  using 
tl.e   public  highv.-;iys.      (p.  G74.) 

AUTOMOBILES— Police  Regulations. — A  statute  regulating  the 
operaliiin  and  spied  of  aiif  (unohi  l(>s  on  streets,  m.-uls  and  liighways,  if 
otherwise  valid,  is  a  jioliee  regulation,  antl  clearly  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  enact,      f p.  67.1) 

AUTOMOBILES— Regulation  of  Speed.— The  validity  of  a  sec- 
tion of  a  statute  lixing  tiie  rate  of  speed  at  which  automobiles  may 
be  oreriited  upon  the  jniblic  liighway  does  not  depend  upon  the 
validity  of  nTicflier  sc'tioii  o !'  serh  statnl'^  requiring  the  obtainitig 
of  a  license  to  operate  an  autuuiobile.      (p.  U77.) 
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AUTOrviOEILE.S — Regulation  of  Speed.— A  statute  limiting  tlie 
rate  of  speed  at  whieh  automobiles  may  ho  run  on  the  pul)lie  high- 
ways to  nine  miles  per  hour  is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  enact,  and  cannot  be  declared  void  on  the  ground  that  it  is  un- 
reasonable,    (p.  677.) 

II.  S.  ITadley,  attorney  general,  and  N.  T.  Gentry,  assis- 
tant  attorney   general,   for  the   state. 

R.  H.  Stevens  and  Kehr  &  Tittmann,  for  the  appellant. 

^'^  BURGESS,  J.  On  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  October, 
1905,  there  was  filed  by  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  St.  Louis 
county,  before  R.  F.  Stevens,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said 
county,  an  information  charging  that  defendant,  J.  L.  Swag- 
erty,  did  willfully  and  unlawfully,  at  said  county,  on  said 
twenty-ninth  day  of  October,  1905,  operate  and  run  a  certain 
autoiTiobile.  propelled  by  steam,  gasoline,  electricity  or  other 
motive  power,  at  a  greater  rate  of  speed  than  nine  miles  per 
hour,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  cases  made 
and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  state. 

Thereafter,  on  November  16,  1905,  said  justice  heard  said 
cause,  and  found  the  defendant  guilty,  and  assessed  his  pun- 
ishment at  a  fine  of  one  hundred  dollars  and  costs.  Defend- 
ant appealed  from  this  judgment  to  the  circuit  court  of  St. 
Louis  county,  where,  on  the  twenty-third  day  of  May,  1906, 
the  cause  was  again  tried  by  the  court,  a  jury  being  waived, 
and  the  defendant  again  convicted,  and  his  punisliment  fixed 
at  a  fine  of  one  hundred  dollars  and  costs.  In  due  time 
defendant  filed  motions  for  a  new  trial  and  in  arrest,  which 
were  overruled,  and  defendant  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  evidence  showed  very  conclusively  that  on  Sunday,  the 
twenty-ninth  day  of  October,  1905,  the  defendant,  on  the 
Clayton  road,  one  of  the  public  highways  of  St.  Louis  county, 
operated  an  automobile  at  a  speed  of  ^'^  twenty  miles  per 
hour,  and  that  the  automobile  was  propelled  by  gasoline. 
The  state  asked  for  no  declarations  of  law.  The  defendant 
asked  the  court  to  declare  the  law  to  be  that  the  act  in  ques- 
tion was  unconstitutional  and  void,  which  the  court  refused 
to  do,  and  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

This  prosecution  is  based  upon  the  act  of  1903.  entitled, 
"An  act  regulating  the  operation  and  speed  of  automoliiles 
on  the  public  streets,  roads  and  highways  of  this  state,  fixing 
the  amount  of  license,  and  presi-ribing  a  penalty  for  violat- 
ing same,"  approved  ^lareh  23,  19U3.     It  is  as  follows; 
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"Section  1.  Ev(M'y  ix'rson,  corporation,  company  or  copart- 
ncrsliip  ciiuaLiod  in  operating  any  automobile  by  steam,  gaso- 
line ()]•  elect  I'icity  or  otber  motive  power  upon  any  of  the  pub- 
lic streets,  roads  or  highways  of  this  state,  shall  keep  a  vigilant 
Avatch  for  veliicliN,  carriages  or  wagons  drawn  by  animals,  and 
especially  vehicles,  carriages  or  A\agons  driven  by  women  or 
children,  and  shall  when  apx)roaching  any  such  vehicle,  car- 
riage or  A\agon  so  drawn  by  animal  or  animals,  stop  such  au- 
tomo1)ile  for  such  a  time  as  to  enable  such  person  in  charge  of 
an}'  such  vehicle,  carri;ige  or  wagon  to  pass,  or  if  going  in  the 
same  direction,  shall  before  attem[)ting  to  pass  give  said  driver 
or  person  in  charge  of  any  such  vehicle,  carriage  or  wagon 
drawn  by  animal  or  animals  sufficient  notice  of  his  ov  their 
intention  to  pass,  by  the  sounding  of  a  bell  or  whistle,  and 
if  necessary  to  prevent  the  frightening  of  such  animal  or 
animals  bring  said  automobile  to  a  stop  in  order  to  give  such 
driver  or  person  an  opportunity  to  alight  from  such  vehicle, 
carriage  or  wagon. 

"Sec.  2.  All  persons,  corporation,  company  or  copartner- 
ship engaged  in  operating  any  automobile  as  aforesaid,  shall, 
wlien  required  by  the  driver  or  person  in  charge  of  any  ve- 
hicle, carriage  or  wagon  drawn  by  any  animal  or  animals,  give 
the  right  of  way  to  such  •'♦-^  driver  of  such  vehicl(^  carriage 
or  wagon,  and  shall  not  run  such  automobile  at  a  greater  rate 
of  speed  than  nine  miles  per  hour. 

"Sec.  3.  All  automobiles  operated  or  run  upon  any  of  the 
public  streets,  roads  or  highways  of  any  city  or  county  in  this 
state  shall  have  a  number  corresponding  to  the  number  of  the 
license,  placed  at  a  conspicuous  place;  and  if  run  or  operated 
in  the  night,  shall  have  two  lighted  lamps  on  the  front  part 
of  said  automobile,  and  on  said  lamps  shall  be  painted  in  legi- 
ble flunres,  at  least  three  inches  long,  the  number  thereof. 

"Sec.  4.  Every  person,  corporation,  company  or  copart- 
nership de-^irincT  to  o]ierate  atiy  automobile  propclliul  by  steam, 
gasolitie  or  elc.li'icily  or  any  other  motive  power,  sliall  ol)tain 
a  license  fi'om  the  licens(>  connnissioner,  if  in  a  city  having 
such  coiTiniissioncr,  or  if  desired  to  operate  same  in  any  cor.nty 
outride  the  corporate  limits  of  any  such  city  or  any  of  the 
pulili;'  liiLi'IPAays.  streets  or  roads  of  this  state,  shall  ol)[ain 
a  license  from  tlie  county  clerk  of  such  county  authorizing 
tlie  o|)ei'a1ing  of  such  automobile,  and  shall  ])ay  to  the  liciMise 
coiiuui-siuiier.  if  in  a  city  haviuL:'  such  coniniissiouor.  or  it'  in 
-UM}'  coui!l\-  to  the  <-oiitily  clerk  of  such  county,  tlie  sum  of  two 

Am,    St.    Key.,    Vul.    lUU      -13 


G74  American  State  Reports^  Vol.  120.       [Missouri, 

dollars  per  annum  for  each  automobile,  so  operated  and  run 
on  the  streets,  roads  and  highways,  which  said  sum  shall  be 
I)aid  into  and  become  a  part  of  the  general  road  fund. 

"Sec.  5.  Any  person,  corporation,  company  or  copartner- 
ship violating  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall,  upon 
conviction,  be  adjudged  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  pun- 
ished In'  a  fine  of  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars  nor  more 
than  one  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  in  the  county 
jail  not  less  than  thirty  days  nor  more  than  six  months,  or 
by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment":  Laws  1903,  p.  162. 

Automobiles,  operated  and  propelled  in  a  manner  ^^*'*  not 
incompatible  with  the  safety  of  the  traveling  public,  have 
equal  rights  with  other  vehicles  upon  the  public  highway, 
subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are  prescribed  by  law. 

While  it  is  conceded  by  defendant  that  the  right  to  license 
or  tax  vehicles  or  the  use  of  vehicles  on  the  public  streets,  and 
to  regulate  such  use,  is  acknowledged  by  the  courts  of  this 
state  (St.  Louis  v.  Green,  7  Mo.  App.  4G8,  70  Mo.  562;  Kansas- 
City  V.  Richardson,  90  Mo.  App.  450),  it  is  insisted  that  an 
analysis  of  those  cases  shows  that  the  legislative  acts  construed 
applied  to  all  vehicles  using  the  streets,  and  demonstrates 
that  when  the  reason  of  the  rule  on  which  these  decisions  are 
based  is  considered,  the  act  in  question  is  special  legislation, 
and,  therefore,  unconstitutional  and  void. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  an  act  which  relates  to 
persons  or  things  as  a  class  is  a  general  law,  wliile  an  act 
which  refers  to  particular  persons  or  things  of  a  class  is  a 
special  law:  State  v.  Tolle,  71  :Mo.  645.  It  is  well  settled, 
liowev.;*.  in  this  state  that,  when  the  conditions  reasonably 
justify  the  distinguishing  of  a  class,  and  the  law  affects 
equally  all  who  come  within  that  class,  such  law  is  not  within 
the  constitutional  inhibition:  State  v.  Loomis.  115  'Mo.  307.  32 
S.  AV.  350.  21  L.  R.  A.  789;  State  v.  Miller,  100  Mo.  439.  13 
S.  W.  677;  State  v.  Granneman,  132  Mo.  326,  33  S.  AY.  784; 
State  V.  Washburn.  167  Mo.  680,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  430.  67  S. 
W.  492;  Ex  parte  Loving.  178  Mo.  194.  77  S.  W.  508. 

The  principal  objection  urged  agjiinst  tlie  act  is  that  it  is 
a  special  law  because  it  legislates  only  upon  automobiles,  and 
(Iocs  not  attempt  to  lygislale  upon  all  veliicles  using  the  pul)lie 
liiL:hways.  We  are  unable  to  concur  with  the  deffrndsint  in  tliis 
view.  The  act  applies  to  and  affects  alike  all  members  of 
the  snmc  class:  that  is.  every  person,  corporation.  com]iniiy 
or   coi);irtiicrship    engaged    in    operating   any    automobile    by 
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steam,  gasoline,  eleetricity  or  oilier  motive  power,  upon 
^*^^  any  of  the  public  roads  or  hicchways  of  this  state.  It 
does  not  refer  to  particular  persons  or  thing's  of  a  class,  and 
is,  therefore,  a  f^ceneral  and  not  a  special  law.  The  act  is  a 
jiolice  regulation  and  its  passage  was  clearly  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature.  It  is  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  ex- 
enise  the  police  power  whenever  the  public  healtli,  comfort  or 
safety  seems  to  require  it.  In  passing  upon  the  constitution- 
ality of  a  similar  act  passed  by  the  legislature  of  Illinois,  the 
snpnMue  court  of  that  state,  in  Christy  v.  Elliott,  21(j  111.  81, 
108  Am.  St.  Rep.  196,  74  N.  E.  1035,^1  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  215, 
said : 

"Th(;  act  in  (piestion  was  designed  to  secure  the  safety  of 
travelers  upon  the  public  highway.  It  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowlod'jfc  that  an  automobile  is  likely  to  frighten  horsi^s.  It 
is  propelled  by  a  power  within  itself,  is  of  unusual  shape  and 
form,  is  ca])able  of  a  high  rate  of  speed,  and  produces  a  pufling 
noise  when  in  motion.  All  this  makes  such  a  horseless  vehicle 
a  source  of  danger  to  persons  traveling  upon  the  highway  in 
vehicles  drawn  by  horses.  Such  laws  as  the  act  here  in  ques- 
lion  liave  never  been  regarded  as  class  legislation,  simply  be- 
cause they  al'fect  one  class  and  not  afioliici-.  iiuismuch  as  they 
arf(V't  all  mcMubers  of  the  same  class  alik'e.  and  the  ckis^ifica- 
tion  involved  in  the  law  is  founded  upon  a  reasf)nal)le  basis. 
'If  llieso  laws  be  otherwise  unobjectionable,  all  that  can  be 
r('(|uired  in  these  cases  is  that  they  be  general  in  tlieir  a])pli- 
cation  to  the  class  or  locality  to  which  they  a])i)]y:  and  tiie\- 
are  then  ]'»ub]ic  in  character,  and  of  their  [)roj)!'icty  and  pol- 
icy the  l(>'_;-islature  must  judge':  C'ooloy's  Con^til  u.t  i  >nal  I.inii- 
1  at  ions,  (ith  ed..  pp.  479-481.  In  Bari)ier  v.  rotinnlly.  118  U. 
S.  •_'7,  -l  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  857,  28  L.  al.  f(28..  the  su]iive.ie  courj 
of  the  Tnited  Stales  said:  'Class  legislntion.  discriminating 
aijainst  some  and  favoring  others,  is  ]ir()liibited  ;  but  Icuisla- 
tion  which,  in  carrying  out  a  public  purpose,  is  limited  in  its 
applic.-it  ion,  if  \\-ithin  the  sphere  of  its  operation  if  afi'ects 
;ili!N-e  all  persons  similarly  situated,  •"'•-•"'  is  not  \viiliin  the 
aineiubneiit. '  which  amendiiKMit  I'eferred  to  l»y  the  court  is 
the  fourlecnlh  aniendinetit  to  the  constitulion  of  llie  l'ni(.-(l 
States,  which  p;'ovi(h's  that  'no  stale  shall  ....  deny  lo  any 
pel-soil  \'ilhin  its  juri-di'-t  ion  the  (Mpial  pri»ieclio;i  of  th(>  laws.' 

''  'Laws  public  in  their  oh.ii'cts  nia}-  he  coniin^'d  to  a  par- 
ticiila!'  class  of  persons,  if  llic\-  he  gein'i'al  in  theii'  a[ip!ica- 
tion  to  the  cl:iss  to  wliidi  tliey  apply,  piovided  the  disliuctioii 
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is  not  arbitrary,  but  rests  upon  some  reason  of  public  policy 
growing  out  of  the  condition  of  business  of  such  class':  Allen 
V.  Pioneer  Press  Co.,  40  :Minn.  117,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  41 
N.  W.  936,  3  L.  R.  A.  532.  In  Minneai)olis  &  St.  L.  R.  R.  v. 
Pec'kwith,  129  U.  S.  26,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207,  32  L.  cd.  585,  it 
Avas  said:  'The  concluding  clause  of  the  first  section  of  tlie 
fourteenth  amendment  simply  requires  that  such  legislation 
shall  treat  alike  all  persons  brought  under  subjection  of  it. 
The  equal  protection  of  the  law  is  afforded  when  this  is  ac- 
complished  The  discriminations  which  are  open  to  ob- 
jection ....  are  those  where  persons  engaged  in  the  same 
business  are  subjected  to  different  restrictions,  or  are  held 
entitled  to  different  privileges,  under  the  same  conditions. 
It  is  only  then  that  the  discrimination  can  be  said  to  im- 
pair that  equal  right  w^hich  all  can  claim  in  the  enforcement 
of  the  law.'  The  statute  in  controversy  in  the  case  at  bar  cer- 
tainly applies  to  all  drivers  of  automobiles  without  distinction, 
and  is  therefore  general  as  to  that  class,  and,  for  the  reason 
that  such  horseless  vehicles  constitute  a  source  of  danger  to 
travelers  upon  the  highway,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  classifi- 
cation is  not  a  reasonable  one In  Sanitary  District  v. 

Bernstein,  175  111.  215,  51  N.  E.  720,  this  court  held  that  dis- 
crimination between  different  classes  of  litigants,  which  was 
merely  arbitrary  In  its  nature,  is  a  denial  of  the  right  of  liti- 
gants to  equal  protection  of  the  law,  but  that,  if  there  is  a 
reasonable  ground  of  distinction,  the  legislature  has  discre- 
tion to  impose  reasonable  conditions  or  restrictions,  which  it 
^^"  deems  in  furtherance  of  justice.  In  Lasher  v.  People, 
183  111.  226,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  103,  55  N.  E.  663,  47  L.  R.  A. 
802,  it  was  said  by  this  court:  'The  legislature  have  power  to 
foi-m  classes  for  the  purpose  of  police  regulation,  if  they  do 
not  arbitrarily  discriminate  between  persons  in  substantin.lly 
the  same  situation.  The  discrimination  must  rest  upon  some 
reasonable  ground  of  difference.'  In  IMinneapolis  &  St.  L.  R. 
R.  V.  Beckwith,  129  U.  S.  26,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207,  32  L.  cd. 
585,  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  said:  'Whon  the 
calling  or  profossion  or  business  is  attended  with  dangor  or 
requires  a  certain  degroe  of  scientific  knowledge  upon  wliich 
others  must  rely,  then  legislation  properly  steps  in  to  inuvsc 
conditions  upon  its  exercise.'  It  is  certainly  true  that  the 
business  of  the  man  who  operates  and  propels  an  automobile 
alnntr  the  public  highway,  called  a  clianffeur,  is  such  a  1)iis'i!ess 
as  is  above  alluded  to.     It  is  attended  with  danger  and  re- 
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quires  a  degree  of  scientific  knowledge  upon  wliicli  others 
must  rely.  These  horseless  vehicles  are  certainly  capable  of 
being  propelled  at  a  greater  rate  of  speed  than  any  ordinary 
vehicles  known  to  the  traveling  public  prior  to  their  inven- 
tion, and  if  they  travel  at  any  rate  of  speed  of  which  they 
are  capable,  persons  injured  would  have  no  remedy,  except 
such  negligence  as  the  common  law  gives  a  remedy  for." 

This  prosecution  is  for  the  violation  of  se(;tion  2  of  said 
act,  which  prohibits  the  running  of  automobiles  at  a  greater 
rate  of  speed  than  nine  miles  an  hour  upon  any  public  road 
or  highv.-ay  in  this  state,  and  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
section  4  of  said  act,  which  requires  every  person,  corporation, 
company  or  copartnership,  desiring  to  operate  any  automobile 
propelled  by  steam,  gasoline  or  electricity,  or  any  other  motive 
power,  to  obtain  a  license  from  the  proi)er  authority  for  that 
purpose,  and  to  pay  a  license  fee  of  two  dollars  therefor.  The 
validity  of  section  2  of  the  act  does  not  depend  upon  the  val- 
idity of  section  4.  St.  Louis  v.  Green,  7  j\Io.  A  pp.  468,  and 
Kansas  City  v.  ^^"^  Richardson,  90  Mo.  App.  450,  were  both 
actions  against  the  operators  of  vehicles  in  said  respective 
cities,  in  disregard  of  ordinances  of  said  cities  which  required 
all  such  persons  to  pay  a  lieense  tax  for  the  privilege  of  so 
doing,  and  are  not  in  point  in  this  case.  Numerous  criticisms 
are  passed  upon  the  diiferent  sections  of  the  act,  none  of  which, 
however,  have  any  bearing  in  this  case  cxee])ting  such  asi  have 
reference  to  that  provision  of  section  2  which  limits  the  rate 
of  speed  at  which  automobiles  may  be  run  to  nine  iniles  per 
hour.  It  is  claimed  by  defendant  that  this  speed  limit  is 
unreasonable,  because  it  applies  only  to  automobiles  and  not 
to  any  other  kind  of  vehicle,  and  because  a  limit  of  nine  miles 
an  hour  is  a  rate  of  speed  less  than  that  at  which  vehicles  as 
W'cU  as  persons  on  horseback  frequently  go. 

It  is  of  common  knowledge  that  automobiles  are  frequently 
run  at  a  very  high  rate  of  speed  on  the  public  highways,  and 
because  of  this,  and  their  peculiar  shape,  appearance  and  noise, 
they  frequently  frighten  horses  and  cause  them  to  become  un- 
manageal)le,  and  do  much  injury  to  both  persons  and  property. 
To  prevent  such  occurrences  the  act  in  question  was  passed. 
AVith  the  reasonableness  or  unreasonableness  of  the  act  this 
court  has  nothing  to  do.  That  was  for  the  determination  of 
the  lei:islature,  whose  power  as  a  law-making  body  is  pre- 
scribed and  limited  only  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 
In  Flint  Iviver  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Foster,  5  Ga.  191,  48  Am. 
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Dec.  248,  Judge  Lumpkin,  in  a  very  able  and  exhaustive  opin- 
ion in  which  he  discussed  the  authority  of  the  supreme  court 
to  declare  invalid  an  act  of  the  legislature  because  of  unreason- 
ableness, said:  "  'I  should  conceive  that  in  no  case  whatever 
can  a  judge  oppose  his  own  opinion  and  authority  to  the  clear 
Mill  and  declaration  of  the  legislature,  as  long  as  it  acts  within 
the  pale  of  its  constitutional  competency.'  The  province  of 
the  court  is  to  interpret  ^-**  and  obey  the  mandates  of  the 
supreme  power  of  the  state,  however  absurd  and  unreasonable 
they  may  appear." 

The  law  in  question  is  plain,  and  was  within  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  enact.  It  is  as  binding  upon  the  courts  as 
upon  the  citizen.  If  the  law  is  harsh,  the  remedy  is  by  repeal 
or  amendment. 

Finding  no  reversible  error  in  the  record,  the  judgment  is 
affirmed. 

All  concur. 


l^he  Law  of  the  Automobile  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Christy  v. 
Elliott,  108  Am.  St.  Eep.  212.  The  emjiloyment  of  an  autoniubile  on 
a  public  highway  as  a  means  of  transportation  is  a  lawful  use  of  the 
roaJ:  MeTntyre  v.  Orner,  IGG  Ind.  57,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  359.  The 
use  of  automobiles  on  streets  and  highways  is,  however,  subject  to 
reaftonable  legislative  or  municipal  regulation:  In  re  Berrv,  147  Cal. 
523,  109  Am.  St.  Eep.  160;  Christy  v.  Elliott,  216  111.  31,  108  Am.  St. 
Eep.  196. 


STATE   V.   WILLIAMSON. 

[203  Mo.  591,  102  S.  W.  519.] 

ASSAULT  with  Intent  to  Kill. — The  gravamen  of  the  offense 
of  assault  with  intent  to  kill  is  the  intent  with  which  the  act  is 
done.     (p.  680.) 

ASSAULT  with  Intent  to  Kill — Shooting  at  One,  Hitting  An- 
other.— If  a  person  shoots  at  one  person  with  intent  to  kill  him,  but 
accidentallv  shnots  another,  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  an  assault  with 
intent  to  kill  the  latter,     (p.  680.) 

T.  B.  Harvey,  for  the   appellant. 

IT.  S.  TTadley,  attorney  general,  and  N.  T.  Gentry,  assistant 
attorney  general,  for  the  state. 
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^^•'  BURGESS,  J.  Upon  au  iiifornuition  filed  by  the  assis- 
tant circuit  attorney  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  in  the  circuit 
court  of  said  city,  charging  the  defendant  with  an  assault 
with  intent  to  kill  one  Elmer  Dorn,  the  defendant  was  con- 
victed and  his  punishment  assessed  by  the  jury  at  imprison- 
ment in  the  penitentiary  for  five  years.  The  defendant  in  due 
time  filed  motions  for  new  trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
which  were  overruled.  His  sentence  was  afterward  conmiuted 
to  three  years'  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary,  and  judg- 
ment passed  accordingly.     Defendant  appealed. 

The  information,  omitting  the  formal  parts,  is  as  follows: 

"Richard  M.  Johnson,  assistant  circuit  attorney,  in  and  for 
the  city  of  St.  Louis,  aforesaid,  within  and  for  the  body  of 
the  city  of  St.  Louis,  on  behalf  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  upon 
his  official  oath,  information  makes  as  follows :  That  Walter 
Williamson  on  the  twenty-second  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord,  one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  five,  at  the  city 
of  St.  Louis  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  in  and  upon  one 
Elmer  Dorn  feloniously,  willfully,  on  purpose  and  of  his 
malit-e  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault;  and  the  said  Walter 
AA^illiamson,  with  a  certain  weapon,  to  wit,  a  pistol  loaded 
with  gunpowder  and  leaden  balls,  then  and  there  feloniously, 
willfully,  on  purpose  and  of  his  malice  aforethought  did 
shoot  off,  at,  against  and  upon  the  said  Elmer  Dorn  then  and 
there  giving  to  the  said  Elmer  Dorn  in  and  upon  the  head 
and  body  of  him  the  said  Elmer  Dorn  with  the  pistol  afore- 
said, one  wound,  ^^^  with  the  intent  then  and  there  him  the 
said  Elmer  Dorn  feloniously,  willfully,  on  purpose  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought  to  kill ;  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  stat- 
ute in  such  case  made  and  provided  and  against  the  peace  and 
dignity  of  the  state." 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  state  tended  to  prove  tliat 
the  prosecuting  witness,  Elmer  Dorn,  was  a  newsboy,  ten  years 
old,  and  that  on  the  twenty-second  daj^  of  April,  lOOr).  he  was 
near  tlu'  corner  of  Twenty-first  street  and  Fi-anklin  avenue, 
St.  Louis,  soiling  newspapers,  wlien  the  defendant,  who  was 
disputing  with  another  man  at  the  corner  of  said  streets,  drew 
a  pistol  and  fired  twice,  one  of  the  bullets  striking  Elmer  Dorn 
in  the  knee.  Thomas  i\T.  Sayman,  a  witnes,s  for  the  state, 
testified  that  he  was  driving  along  the  sti'eet  in  a  buguy,  and, 
upon  liearing  the  report  of  a  pistol,  looked  up  and  saw  th(^  de- 
fendnnt  fire  two  or  thvov  sliots  at  anotlier  man,  wliose  n;i)iie 
was  Ed.   Woehrle.     Witness   did   not  notice  the  boy,   Elmer 
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Dorn,  at  all,  and  only  learned  some  two  hours  afterward  that 
the  boy  had  been  struck  by  one  of  the  bullets.  After  the 
shooting,  which  occurred  between  6  and  7  o'clock  in  the  even- 
ing, the  defendant  ran  north  on  Twenty-first  street,  dodged 
into  an  alley  and  disappeared.  The  evidence  sliowed  that  the 
wounded  boy  was  confined  in  a  hospital  for  about  four  weeks, 
and  remained  in  bed  some  two  weeks  longer  after  he  had  been 
taken  home. 

Only  the  defendant  explained  the  cause  of  the  difficulty. 
He  testified  that  he  was  at  Hannibal,  IMissouri,  engaged  at  his 
occupation  as  foreman  of  a  shoe  factory,  and  received  a  letter 
from  a  friend  giving  him  some  inftu-mation  about  his  wife, 
living  in  St.  Louis.  Thereupon  he  returned  to  St.  Louis, 
where  he  resided,  and  found  a  number  of  letters  in  a  ward- 
robe, which  caused  him  to  look  for  the  said  Woehrle.  He  also 
discovered  that  a  little  iron  bank  or  box,  containing  over 
thirty  dollnrs  in  money,  was  missing,  and  that  it  was  ^^'^  in 
the  possession  of  Woehrle.  Defendant  met  Woehrle  on  the 
street  and  told  him  to  return  the  bank.  Woehrle  at  first  denied 
having  it,  but  afterward  told  the  defendant  that  he  would 
go  to  his  house  for  the  bank,  and  asked  defendant  to  meet  him 
at  the  corner  of  Twenty-first  and  Franklin  avenue,  where  he 
would  deliver  the  bank  to  him.  That  a  short  while  thereafter 
he  met  Woehrle  at  the  appointed  place,  when  the  latter  cursed 
him,  and  thrust  his  hand  in  his  pocket  as  if  reaching  for  a 
pistol,  and  that  thereupon  he  (defendant)  pulled  out  his  pistol 
and  fired  at  Woehrle.  A  day  or  two  after  the  shooting  the 
defendant  went  to  Chicago,  where  he  remained  about  four 
weeks,  and  then  returned  to  St.  Louis  and  gave  himself  up. 

The  only  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is  as  to  whether 
there  was  any  substantial  evidence  to  support  the  verdict. 
This  point  was  raised  by  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  is 
now  insisted  upon  in  this  court. 

In  order  to  convict  the  defendant  of  the  crime  charged  in 
the  information  in  this  case,  it  devolved  upon  the  state  to 
prove  that  he  shot  at  Elmer  Dorn  with  intent  to  kill  him  ;  not 
that  he  shot  at  Woehrle,  and  that  the  shot  took  effect  upon 
Dorn :  State  v.  I\rulhall,  199  Mo.  202,  97  S.  W.  583,  7  L.  R.  A., 
N.  S.,  630.  The  gravamen  of  the  offense  was  the  intent  with 
Avhich  the  shot  was  fired;  and  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence 
that  the  defendant  did  not  intend  to  shoot  Dorn,  for  there  is 
no  evidence  that  lie  even  saw  him  at  the  time  he  fired  the  shot 
which  entered  his  leg. 
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There  is,  we  think,  an  entire  failure  of  evidpnee  to  support 
the  verdict,  and  the  jiid'4'meiit  shoidd,  therefore,  be  reversed 
and  the  defendant  discharged.     It  is  so  ordered. 

All  concur. 


One  Unlav'fully  Firing  at  A  and  hitting  B  is  gniltv  of  an  assniilt  with 
intent  to  kill  B:  Dunavvav  v.  People,  110  111.  33;5"i  51  Am.  Rep.  686; 
State  V.  Gilinan,  69  Me.  163,  31  Am.  Rep.  2.57.  See,  too,  the  note  to 
.Tohnson  v.  State,  90  Am.  St.  Rop.  ,582.  Some  courts,  however,  have 
thought  otherwise:  Lacefield  v.  State,  34  Ark.  275,  36  Am,  Rep.  8. 


HEWITT  V.  PT?TCE. 

[204  Mo.  31,  102  S.  W.  647.] 

JURISDICTION— Suits  Involving  Title  to  Lnnd.— A  statute 
which  requires  suits  for  the  possession  of  real  estate  or  whereby  the 
title  thereto  may  be  affected,  to  be  brought  in  the  county  wherein 
such  real  estate  lies,  does  not  apply  to  actions  in  whicli  the  question 
of  title  is  merely  incidental  to  the  main  controversy,      (p.  68.").) 

TRUST  DEEDS— Foreclosure — Rights  of  Purchaser— Jurisdic- 
tion of  Eciuity. — A  person  holding  a  trust  deed  cannot,  by  a  decree 
of  a  court  of  equity,  be  comiirllcd  to  pay  a  sum  fixed  by  the  court  as 
the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  trustee's  sale,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  purchasing  it.      (p.  687.) 

TRUST  DEEDS— Foreclosure— Rights  of  Purchaser.— The  pur- 
chase of  land  at  trustee's  sale  under  a  deed  of  trust  nm-^t  be  entirely 
voluiitnry,  and  if  the  sale  is  valid  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  hold  the 
land;  if  it  is  invalid  by  reason  of  any  informality  in  conducting  the 
sale  or  by  any  fraud  perpetrated  by  the  purchaser,  it  must  be  set 
aside,      (p.  687.) 

TRUST  DEEDS — Foreclosure — Fraud — Burden  of  Proof. — Tf  it 

is  sought  to  set  aside  a  trustee's  sale  under  a  deed  of  trust  upon  the 
gromnl  of  misre;ires(>ntatinn  or  fraud,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
the  ]>er?on  chnrging  such  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  (pp.  687,  fN'^.) 
TRUST  DEEDS— Foreclosure— Fraudulent  Sale— Remedy.— 7 1  a 
trust!  ('"s  y;ilc  under  a  d(M'd  of  trust  is  unfair  and  surrounded  by  a 
stnte  of  f;icts  wliich  shows  to  the  reasonable  satisfjici  iun  of  IIk  ch;m- 
celliu-  thnt  to  permit  it  to  stand  would  work  a  fraud  upon  the  riglits 
of  the  innrtgngin-s,  then  sucli  sale  should  be  set  aside  and  tlie  parties 
plac((l  in  the  imhition  tliey  occupied  before  any  sale  took  phicc.  or,  at 
tlii>  election  of  tlie  mortgagors,  the  sale  may  be  set  aside  upon  the 
condition  that  the  amount  of  the  nu)rtgnge  debt,  together  with  in- 
terest, be  fully  paid  and  satislied.      (p.  OSS.) 

Action  by  J.  A.  Hewitt  atzTiinst  S.  C.  and  Clara  A.  Price 
to  recover  a  b.-ilance  claimed  to  be  due  upon  a  promissory  note 
(Executed  in  -luly,  18!)1,  tlic  payineiit  of  wliicli  was  secured  by 
a  trust  deed  iu  which  L.  D.  Bell  was  named  as  trustee.     The 
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complaint  enumerated  the  credits  to  which  the  phiintiff  ad- 
mitted the  defendants  were  entitled,  and  averred  that  the  re- 
mainder of  the  note,  together  with  interest,  remained  unpaid. 
The  defendants  in  their  answer  sought  to  set  up  what  they 
styled  an  ecpiitable  counterclaim,  by  which  they  allepfed  that 
fraud  was  practiced  upon  them  by  the  fact  that  the  trust 
deed  was  to  be  forclosed  was  concealed  from  them,  and  that 
they  had  been  misled  by  statements  made  by  plaintiff;  that 
the  price  brought  at  the  trustee's  sale  was  grossly  inadequate, 
and  the  defendants  had  no  notice  that  the  sale  was  going  to 
take  place;  that  the  defendant  S.  C.  Price  had  received  an 
injury  incapacitating  him  from  attending  to  business,  and 
while  so  incapacitated,  the  plaintiff  visited  the  defendant  and 
falsely  informed  him  that  no  proceedings  to  foreclose  had  been 
taken,  and  that  if  such  defendant  had  not  been  so  misled,  he, 
or  some  one  representing  him,  would  have  attended  the  sale, 
and  the  property  would  have  brought  more  than  enough  to  pay 
the  note. 

After  trying  the  cause  and  hearinf^  all  the  evidence  offered, 
the  trial  court  found,  among  other  things,  that  on  August  31, 
1898,  the  trustee,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  sold  the  real 
property  described  at  public  auction  for  $385,  and  executed 
to  him  a  deed  pursuant  to  such  sale;  that  after  paying  the 
reasonable  costs  of  the  sale,  its  net  proceeds  were  $366.80 ; 
that  the  reasonable  value  of  the  property  sold  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  was,  and  still  is,  $1,350;  that  neither  of  the  defend- 
ants was  present  or  represented  at  the  sale,  or  had  any  knowl- 
edfje  thereof,  and  that  if  they  had  been  present  or  had  knowl- 
edge, they  would  have  caused  the  real  estate  to  brincr  its 
reasonable  value ;  that  they  were  kept  in  ijznorance  of  the  in- 
tended sale  by  the  plaintiff,  who  led  them  to  believe  that  it 
was  not  to  take  place,  and  that  they  ought  now  to  be  permitted 
to  redeem  by  pairing  the  full  amount  due  on  the  note,  which 
the  court  found  to  be  $1,520.70.  The  court,  therefore,  or- 
dered that  the  defendants  pay  such  sum  to  the  clerk  of  the 
court  on  or  before  the  21st  of  October,  1901,  with  interest, 
and  that  if  such  payment  were  made,  the  plaintiff  sliould 
deposit  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  a  quitclaim  deed  conveying 
the  property  to  the  defendant  S.  C.  Price.  An  interlocutory 
decree  was  entered  in  accordance  with  these  findings^  Septem- 
ber 21,  1901.  On  the  21st  of  January'  following,  the  court 
entorod  the  final  decree,  in  which  it  declared  that  the  de- 
fendants had  duly  complied  with  the  order  of  the  court,  and 
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that  tlie  plaintiff  had  refused  to  comply  therewith  by  depos- 
iting M'ith  the  clerk  a  quitclaim  deed  for  the  property,  and 
that  plaintiff  might  and  should  keep  the  land  at  its  reason- 
able value  on  the  date  of  the  trustee's  sale,  which  the  court 
now  tinds  to  be  $1,350,  and  credit  defendants  therewith  on 
their  indebtedness,  and  that  the  amount  due  from  the  de- 
fendants to  plaintiff  at  the  date  of  the  sale  was  $1,200.93, 
and  that  the  defendants  recover  of  the  plaintiff  the  differ- 
ence, to  wit,  $50.07,  and  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff 
each  pay  the  costs  made  by  himself. 

The  plaintiff  moved  to  set  aside  the  finding,  judgment,  and 
decree  of  the  court  and  for  a  new  trial.  The  motion  for  a 
new  trial  was  overruled  and  an  appeal  prosecuted  from  the 
decree  and  judgment  of  the  trial  court. 

II.  8.  i\riller  and  S.  W.  IMoore,  for  the  appellant. 

Cole,  Burnett  &  ]\Ioore,  for  the  respondents. 

^^  P^OX,  P.  J.  The  record  in  this  cause  discloses  numerou.s 
assignments  of  error  as  ground  for  the  reversal  of  this  judg- 
ment. We  will  treat  of  the  complaints  of  appellant  and  give 
them  such  consideration  as  in  our  opinion  tlieir  importance 
requires. 

1.  It  is  insisted  by  learned  counsel  for  appellant  that  the 
trial  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  this  cause  because  the 
matters  and  things  stated  in  the  respondents'  answer  affect 
the  title  to  real  estate  which  was  not  located  in  Jasper  county, 
where  the  suit  was  instituted,  nor  in  Barton  county,  where 
the  cause  was  transferred  by  order  of  change  of  venue,  and 
where  it  was  finally  tried,  but  that  the  land,  the  title  of 
which  is  sonaht  to  be  affected  by  respondents'  answer,  is  lo- 
cated in  Newton  county.  The  insistence  of  appellant  is  that 
tlie  respondents'  answer  sets  up  an  equitable  defense  and  also 
pr.-iys  for  affii'mative  relief,  which,  under  the  code,  is  iii  etrect 
a  cross-bill  for  affirmative  relief.  This  is  true,  and  in  our 
opinion  there  can  be  no  doul)t  but  what  the  legal  effc'ct  of 
such  an  ans\v(>r  was  to  convert  this  suit  into  an  ecjuitable  pro- 
cecdin<::  Dunn  v.  :\b-Coy,  150  ^lo.  548,  52  S.  W.  21. 

It  licing  conceded  that  the  answer  of  r(\^j)()n<Ieiits  siM'k's 
affirmative  relief  by  which  the  title  to  renl  estate  would  l)e 
affected,  it  is  earnestly  insist e(l  l)y  appelhmt  that  our  statute, 
which  provides  tliat  "snits  for  the  possession  of  real  estate, 
or  whereby  the  title  thereto  may  be  affected,  shall  be  brought 
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hi  the  county  in  wliidi  such  real  estate,  or  some  part  thereof, 
is  situate"  (Rev.  Stats.  18!)0,  sec.  564),  deprived  the  Barton 
circuit  court  of  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  the  issues 
presented  by  respondents'  answer.  Upon  this  proposition  we 
will  say  tliat  if  this  suit  be  viewed  as  simply  one  in  chancery, 
to  cancel  the  trustee's  deed  Avhich  ^*  conveyed  the  title  to  the 
land  in  Newton  county  to  the  appellant  and  leave  out  of  con- 
sideration the  nature  and  character  of  the  suit  as  made  by  the 
pleadings  in  the  case,  it  might  very  properly  be  regarded  as 
a  local  action,  and  therefore  should  have  been  brought  in  the 
county  where  the  land  is  situated,  as  provided  by  section  564, 
above  mentioned ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  if  we  consider  the 
answer  or  cross-bill  as  stating  but  a  part  of  the  contract  which 
was  entered  into  between  appellant  and  respondents,  and  that 
the  other  part  thereof  is  stated  in  the  petition,  and  that  the 
two  when  considered  together  constitute  the  real  and  entire 
transaction  between  the  parties,  then  quite  a  different  con- 
clusion may  be  reached.  Our  code  has  made  very  liberal 
provisions  respecting  the  settlement  of  controversies  between 
litigants  and  has  made  ample  provision,  where  suits  are 
brought,  for  the  defendants  by  way  of  cross-bill  or  counter- 
claim to  assert  every  right  to  which  they  may  be  entitled  con- 
nected with  the  subject  matter  of  the  cause  of  action  alleged 
in  the  petition.  Section  604  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899 
provides  that  "the  answer  shall  contain  a  general  or  special 
denial  of  the  allegations  of  the  petition  and  a  statement  of 
any  new  matter  constituting  a  defense  or  counterclaim." 
Section  605  provides:  "The  counterclaim  mentioned  in  the 
last  section  must  be  one  existing  in  favor  of  a  defendant  and 
against  a  plaintiff,  between  whom  a  several  judgment  miglit 
be  had  in  the  action,  and  arising  out  of  any  of  the  following 
causes  of  action :  First,  a  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  the 
contract  or  transaction  set  forth  in  the  petition  as  the  founda- 
tion of  tlie  plaintiff's  claim,  or  connected  with  the  subject  of 
the  action;  second,  in  an  action  arising  on  contract,  any 
other  cause  of  action  arising  also  on  contract,  and  existing 
at  the  commencement  of  the  action.  The  defendant  may  set 
forth  by  answer  as  many  defenses  and  counterclaims  as  he 
may  '*^  have,  whether  they  be  such  as  have  been  heretofore 
denominated  legal  or  equitable,  or  both." 

It  will  be  oljserved  that  the  first  section  as  above  quoted 
requires  the  defendant  to  plead  any  new  matter  or  counter- 
claim he  may  have  to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  petition, 
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and  the  second  section  defines  what  the  defenses  or  counter- 
claims may  consist  of  which  the  former  requires  to  be  pleaded, 
and  one  of  them  is  a  cause  of  action  arisin?^  out  of  a  contract 
or  transaction  set  forth  in  tlie  petition  as  the  foundation  of 
l^laiiiliff's  chiim  or  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action. 
In  our  opinion  the  respondents'  defense  and  counterclaim 
clearly  fall  within  the  provisions  of  this  section.  The  deed  of 
trust  in  pursuance  of  which  the  sale  of  respondents'  land  was 
made,  concerning  which  they  now  by  their  answer  seek  relief, 
was  directly  and  inlimately  connected  with  the  note  in  tliis 
controversy  upon  which  the  plaintiff  predicates  his  cause  of 
action.  The  execution  of  the  note  and  the  deed  of  trust 
must  be  considered  together  and  constitute  the  entire  trans- 
action between  the  ]iarties.  aiul  it  was  by  reason  of  the 
plaintiff  being  the  legal  holder  of  the  note  upon  which  he 
bronglit  suit  which  entitled  him  to  request  the  sale  and  have 
the  land  sold  in  payment  of  such  note.  In  our  opinion  the 
respondents  had  the  right  to  set  up  the  equitable  defense  and 
as]<  for  affirmative  relief,  and  it  is  very  questionalile,  if  they 
had  failed  to  malvc  such  defense  in  an  action  upon  this  note. 
Avhether  or  not  they  could  have  sought  such  relief  and  had  the 
questions  litigated  by  presenting  them  in  a  diiTerent  form  to 
the  court  for  determination:  Donnell  v.  "Wright,  147  IMo.  6;]9, 
49  ?;.  AV.  874. 

AVhile  in  the  case  at  bar  the  main  controversy  and,  in  fact, 
the  cause  of  action  as  stated  by  the  plaintiff,  was  upon  the 
note,  yet  the  deed  of  trust  which  was  given  as  security  for  the 
note  was  clearly  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  cause  of 
action  upon  the  note  as  stated  by  "**  the  plaintiff  in  his  peti- 
tion, and  while  it  may  be  said  that  the  deed  of  trust  was 
merely  incidental  in  this  proceeding  to  the  main  controveisy. 
yet  it  is  so  (learly  connected  wilh  the  subject  of  tlie  cause  of" 
action,  that  in  our  opinion  there  can  be  no  question  as  to 
the  right  of  the  respondents  to  present  such  equitable  def<'iise  : 
as  tliey  may  linve  growing  out  of  the  sale  under  the  {\o:^i\  of 
trust  to  satisfy  the  jiayitient  of  tlie  note  upon  wliii-li  this  suit 
was  l)roiii''it.  AVe  are,  therefoi'e,  of  the  opinion  that  serlion 
.Kil  (W  ]v''vised  Statutes  of  1899,  as  heivlof.ire  indi-ated. 
whicli  rc((iii rc>  suits  for  the  ])osse-s!on  of  real  estate  or 
\\liei'eby  the  title  tlierc^to  may  be  a(T(>ctcd  to  be  brouglit  in 
the  counly  \\h(>rein  such  real  estate  lies,  do(>s  not  apply  to 
nctioiis  in  wliicli  the  (piestion  of  ti1le  is  merely  incid(nital  to 
tlie   ,!,;!;n.  <-iinl  rovei'.sv  :   lvo\ston  v.   lin\s1on.  21  (ia.   ffil. 
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In  Massie  v.  Watts,  6  Craiu-h,  1,  148,  3  L.  ed.  181,  Chief 
Justice  IMarshall,  in  discussing  the  subject  of  jurisdiction, 
announced  this  principle.  lie  said:  "But  where  the  question 
changes  its  character,  where  the  defendant  in  the  original  ac- 
tion is  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  either  in  consequence  of  contract 
or  as  trustee,  or  as  the  holder  of  a  legal  title  acquired  by  any 
species  of  mala  fides  practiced  on  the  plaintiff,  the  principles 
of  equity  give  a  court  jurisdiction  wherever  the  person  may 
be  found,  and  the  circumstance  that  a  question  of  title  may  be 
involved  in  the  inquiry,  and  may  even  constitute  the  essential 
point  on  which  the  ease  depends,  does  not  seem  suriicient  to 
arrest  that  jurisdiction." 

In  Olney  v.  Eaton,  66  Mo.  563,  which  was  a  case  to  enforce 
a  vendor's  lien,  the  answer  consisted  of  a  general  denial,  and 
pleaded  specifically  that  plaintiff  agreed  to  receive  lands  in  the 
state  of  Kansas  as  part  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  and 
in  pursuance  of  that  agreement  tendered  a  deed  and  prayed 
for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract.  The  reply  in  that 
case  admitted  the  contract  for  the  purchase  of  tlie  Kansas 
'*^  lands,  but  averred  it  was  a  separate  and  distinct  transac- 
tion having  no  connection  with  the  first.  While  the  court 
found  that  the  two  contracts  were  separate  transactions,  yet 
it  was  expressly  held  that  if  the  finding  had  been  the  other 
way,  that  the  transactions  were  to  be  considered  together  as 
an  entirety,  then  the  judgment  should  have  been  for  the  de- 
fendant, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  land  was  located 
in  another  state.  The  rule  was  announced  in  that  case  that 
"decrees  of  courts  of  equity  do,  indeed,  primarily  and  prop- 
erly act  in  personam,  and,  at  most,  collaterally  only  in  rem ; 
hence,  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
lands  h'ing  in  a  foreign  country  will  be  decreed  in  equity, 
whenever  the  party  is  a  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court." 

2.  This  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  decree  finally 
rendered  in  this  cause.  It  is  the  final  decree  that  constitutes 
the  judgment  in  this  cause  and  in  which  the  rights  of  tlie 
])arties  are  declared,  and  is  tlie  only  one  with  which  we 
have  to  deal:  therefore,  we  will  omit  any  reference  to  the  in- 
terlocutory decree.  In  our  opinion  this  decree  is  erroneous. 
It  will  l)e  noted  that  the  chancellor  sought  to  ascertain  the 
vfilue  of  the  land  and  from  the  testimony  heard  place  a  cer- 
tain value  upon  it.  Then  follows  the  recital  in  the  final 
deercu  that  the  plaintiff  nuxy  and    sliall    keep    tiic    land    in 
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controversy  at  its  roa.sona1)le  value  on  the  date  of  said  Inn- 
tee's  sale,  wliieli  the  court  found  and  now  finds  to  be 
$1,1)50,  and  credit  defendants  therewith  on  their  said  indebt- 
edness to  plaintifT.  This  decree  is  illo.u^ical,  and  was  dtiublless 
l)as(>d  upon  the  theory  that  the  land  had  been  sacriliced  at 
the  sale;  however,  it  certainly  cannot  be  the  law  that  the  clian- 
cellor  can  fix  the  price  upon  the  land  upon  which  a  deed  of 
trust  is  ,i,dven  and  compel  the  plaintif?  to  take  it  at  the  price 
so  fixed.  The  plaintiff  in  this  '^^  case  has  the  rit^ht  upon  his 
own  accord  to  bid  upon  this  land  at  the  sal(>,  and  if  such  sale 
was  made  in  accoi'dance  with  the  provisions  of  tlie  deed  of 
trust,  not  surrounded  by  any  conditions  which  would  operate 
a  fraud  upon  the  ric^hts  of  the  defendants,  then  he  has  the 
ri<_;ht  to  keep  the  land  at  the  price  paid  for  it.  If  the  sale  was 
unfair  and  tlie  defendants  misled  by  the  false  and  fraudulent 
representations  of  the  plaintiff  to  not  attend  the  sale  or 
have  some  one  to  represent  them,  and  to  permit  such  sale  to 
stand  would  operate  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  the  defend- 
ants, then  the  chancellor  should  set  it  aside,  but  we  know  of 
no  rule  in  equity  which  vrould  authorize  the  chancellor  to 
fix  the  })rice  upon  land  held  as  security  under  a  deed  of  trust, 
1o  say  by  a  decree  that  you  must  take  this  land  at  this  price. 
The  purchase  of  land  in  cases  of  this  character  must  be  en- 
lirt^ly  volujifary,  and  if  the  purchase  and  sale  are  valid,  the 
[tarty  purchasing  is  entitled  to  hold  the  land;  if  it  is  invalid 
l)y  reason  of  any  informality  in  conducting  the  sale  or  h\^ 
any  fraud  perpetrat(Kl  by  the  purchaser,  then  it  ouglit  to  be 
set  aside,  l)nt  we  are  unwilling  to  say  that  a  party  holding  a 
deed  of  trust  can  be  by  a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity  co;n- 
])elled  to  ])ay  any  fixed  sum  for  the  land  upon  which  the  deed 
of  trust  is  g;\-cn. 

3.  It  is  next  insisted  that,  under  all  the  evidence  elicited 
at  llie  trial,  the  (inding  upon  the  issues  as  presented  by  the 
ci|nit;d)]e  defense  in  the  answcM-  should  have  bt^en  for  tlu^ 
plaintilT.  AVe  repeat  tliat  we  shall  not  undertake  to  review 
all  the  tesliiiioiiy  inti'oduced  upon  the  issues  as  pi'eseiited  Iiy 
the  answer.  I'ntil  tliere  is  a  decree  whicli  cleai'Iy  sc^ts  foi'lh 
the  findinLT  of  tlw  court  that  the  sale  of  this  land  was  either 
f rauduleiit  or  not  fraudulent,  there  is  no  neeesMJy  for  doing 
so.  'I'lie  law  is  Well  settU'tl  in  tliis  state,  as  well  as  in  otiier 
jurisdictions,  where  it  is  sought  to  set  aside  a  sale  upon  the 
'^~  grniiiid  of  fals(>  ]'epi'e--en1at  ions  or  fi'mid.  tliat  thi^  l)ur- 
den  of  proof   re^ls  witli  tlie   i>arty   chai'-ing  such  fraud   and 
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false  representations,  and  if  upon  the  retrial  of  tliis  cause  the 
ehan('(.'llor  finds  that  tliis  sale  was  unfair  and  surrounded 
by  a  state  of  facts  which  shows  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction 
of  the  chancellor  that  to  permit  it  to  stand  would  work  a  fraud 
upon  the  ri^dits  of  the  defendants,  then  such  sale  should  be 
set  aside  and  the  parties  placed  in  the  position  they  occupied 
before  any  sale  took  place,  or,  at  the  election  of  the  defendants, 
the  sale  may  be  set  aside  upon  condition  that  the  amount  of 
plaintiff's  debt,  together  with  interest,  be  fully  paid  and  sat- 
isfied. 

•4.  Appell;int  complains  at  the  admission  of  testimony  re- 
specting the  value  of  the  land  embraced  in  the  sale  under 
the  deed  of  trust.  It  is  earnestly  insi-<ted  that  the  court  er- 
roneously admitted  testimony  showing  the  value  of  the  land 
in  dispute  by  comparison  with  the  value  of  other  property. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  upon  this  proposition  that  the  law  is 
well  settled  in  this  state  upon  that  subject,  and  while  the  value 
or  selling  price  of  similar  property  may  be  taken  into  consid- 
eration in  determining  the  value  of  the  piece  of  property  in 
litigation,  it  is  equally  true  that  the  location  and  character 
of  such  property  should  be  similar  and  the  sales  of  such  other 
property  should  at  least  be  reasonably  near  in  point  of  time 
to  the  time  at  which  the  inquiry'  of  the  value  of  the  property 
in  dispute  is  directed. 

For  the  reasons  as  herein  indicated  the  decree  and  judg- 
ment should  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 

All  concur. 


Saks  Under  Poirers  Contained  in  Mortnanea  and  Trwit  JJerrfs  are  'lis- 
cusscd  in  the  notes  to  Tyler  v.  Herring,  \\)  Am.  .St.  Kep.  2GU;  HoubLun 
V.  National  etc.  Loan  Assn.,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  573. 
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NATIONAL  EXCHANGE  BANK  v.  KILPATRIG. 

[204  Mo.  119,  102  S.  W.  499.] 

PLEDGE— Collateral  Security — Duty  to  Make  Available.— If  a 
lord,  note,  bank  stock,  or  accej)tc(l  order  on  a  third  person  is  trans- 
ferred and  delivered  to  a  creditor  as  collateral  security,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  pledgee  to  use  reasonable  care  and  diligence  to  make  such  col- 
la'  'ral  available  and  effectual  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
pledged,  and  if  through  his  negligence  or  wrongful  act  or  omission, 
the  collateral  is  lost,  he  is  accountable  and  liable  to  the  pledgor  for 
its  value,     (p.  69G.) 

PLEDGE — Collateral  Security — Loss  of  Through  Negligence. — 
If  the  payment  of  a  note  given  to  a  bank  is  secured  by  the  pledge  of 
bank  etock  as  collateral  security,  and  when  such  bank  stock  is  worth 
par  value,  the  pledgor  directs  the  bank  holding  the  note  to  sell  such 
stock  and  aj)ply  the  proceeds  on  the  note,  and  the  bank  fails  and 
neglects  to  do  so,  it  must,  in  the  event  that  the  bank  stock  subse- 
quently becomes  worthless,  bear  the  loss,  the  amount  of  which  must 
be  credited  on  the  note.     (p.  697.) 

Sebree  &  Farrington  and  G.   Pepperdine,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  11.  Livingston,  for  the  respondent. 

1-1  FOX,  P.  J.  This  canse  is  now  before  this  court  upon 
appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  in  the  Texas  circuit 
court  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  Lurah  T.  Kilpatric.  The 
suit  was  predicated  upon  a  promissory  note  executed  by  Lurah 
T.  Kilpatric  and  Nancy  E.  Sitton  for  the  sum  of  $5,200.  This 
petition  is  in  the  ordinary  form  declaring  upon  a  promissory 
note  and  there  is  no  necessity  for  reprotlucing  it  here.  To 
this  petition  the  defendants  interposed  the  following  answer: 

"Defendants,  for  amended  answer  to  plaintiff's  petition, 
admit  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  note  sued  upon  in 
this  action. 

"For  furtlier  answer,  defendants  say  that  the  note  sued 
upon  was  given  and  executed  by  them,  at  the  instanr-e  and 
reqnest  of  plaintiff  and  for  its  accommodation,  and  that  no 
consideration  whatever  passed  to  defendants  for  the  same; 
wherefore,  defendants  pray  judgment  with  costs. 

"Defendants,  for  further  answer  to  plaintiff's  pelition. 
say  that  in  the  year  1807,  T.  J.  Boyd  &  Co.  executed  a  note 
to  the  Central  National  Bank  of  Spriii'jffield,  ^^^  ^Missouri, 
for  $11,000  and  to  secure  the  payment  tliereot  delivei-ed  to 
said  i)ank  as  collateral  security  $."),000  Alton  Bank  slock, 
$tJ.()00  Orei^'on  County  Bank  stock,  .$400,  Thayer  Canning 
Comiiany  stock,  and  $4,000  Thayer  Hardware  Company  stock; 
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that  soon  thereafter  said  T.  J.  Boyd  &  Co.  failed ;  that  the 
said  Central  National  Bank  disposed  of  the  Alton  Bank  stock 
for  $3,500  and  gave  credit  therefor  on  said  Boyd  &  Co.  note, 
leaving  a  balance  due  of  $7,500 ;  that  after  the  failure  of  said 
Boyd  &  Co.,  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Central  National  Bank  re- 
quested defendant  to  execute  their  note  for  said  sum  of  $7,500 
in  lieu  of,  and  in  place  of  the  said  Boyd  &  Co.  note,  and  allow 
the  $6,500  Oregon  County  Bank  stock  to  be  issued  to  them  and 
still  to  allow  said  stock  to  remain  as  collateral  security,  to- 
gether with  the  $4,000  Thayer  Hardware  Company  stock  and 
the  $400  Thayer  Canning  Company  stock,  for  the  paj^- 
ment  of  said  note  of  $7,500;  that  under  these  terms  and  condi- 
tions defendants  executed  said  note  at  the  instance  and  request 
and  for  the  accommodation  of  said  Central  National  Bank ; 
that  the  stock  in  the  Oregon  County  Bank,  Avhile  being 
in  defendants'  names,  was  actually  held  and  controlled 
by  the  said  Central  National  Bank,  and  that  all  dividends 
thereon  and  assets  therefrom  were  received  by  said  Central 
National  Bank;  that  said  contract  and  agreement  was  made 
between  said  bank  and  defendants  in  order  that  it  might 
be  enabled  to  get  the  said  Boyd  &  Co.  note  out  of  the 
past  due  files,  so  that  the  amount  thereof  might  be  used  as 
a  live  asset  in  said  bank;  that  after  the  execution  of  said 
note  as  aforesaid,  by  defendants,  said  Central  National 
Bank  sold  $1,500  of  said  Oregon  County  Bank  stock,  and 
123  gave  credit  therefor  on  said  note  of  $7,500,  executed  to  it 
by  defendants  as  aforesaid;  that  defendants  executed  to  said 
bank  a  renewal  note  for  $5,100  and  secured  the  same  by  depos- 
iting the  collateral  securities  as  aforesaid  with  the  said  Central 
National  Bank.  And  defendants  further  say  that  they  are  in- 
formed and  believe  that  some  time  in  the  year  1898  the  said 
Central  National  Bank  was  merged  into  the  National  Exeliange 
Banlv,  the  plaintiff  herein ;  that  by  reason  of  said  merger  as 
aforesaid  this  plaintiff  came  into  possession  of  the  $5,100  note 
exer-uted  by  defendants  to  said  Central  National  Bank,  to- 
gether with  all  of  the  above-mentioned  stock  deposited  as  col- 
lateral security  for  the  payment  of  said  note,  in  all  amounting 
to  $9,500;  that  after  said  plaintiff  had  come  into  the  poss'^ssion 
of  said  note  and  collateral  security,  and  about  eiglit  months 
after  the  maturity  of  said  note,  these  defendants,  at  the  re- 
quest of  plaintiff  and  for  its  accommodation,  executed  to  plain- 
tiff the  $5,200  note,  now  in  suit,  and  deposited  as  collateral 
security  for  the  payment  thereof  the  $1,000  Thayer  Hardware 
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Company  stock,  $400  Thayer  Canning  Company  stock,  and 
the  $5,100  Oregon  County  Bank  stock,  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned; that  no  consideration  whatever  passed  to  defendants 
for  the  execution  of  said  note  and  for  the  deposit  of  said  stock 
as  security  therefor;  that  after  said  note  was  executed  to  plain- 
tiff by  defendant  as  aforesaid,  plaintiiT  sold  the  $4,000 
Thayer  Hardware  Company  stock,  at  par  value,  and  that  no 
part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said  stock  was  ever  credited 
upon  said  note,  but  that  plaintiff  wrongfully  and  without 
authority  converted  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said  stock  to 
its  own  use.  Wherefore,  defendants  pray  that  plaintiff  be  re- 
({uired  to  make  an  accounting  to  them  for  the  amount  realized 
from  the  ^^'^  sale  of  the  said  Thayer  Hardware  Company 
stock,  and  the  disposition  of  the  other  collaterals  aforesaid, 
and  that  upon  such  accounting  defendants  have  judgment 
against  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  found  to  have 
been  received  by  it  for  the  sale  of  said  stock  and  otiier  col- 
laterals aforesaid  and  not  credited  upon  said  note,  and  for 
all  proper  relief. 

"Defendants  further  say  that  while  plaintiff  held  the  Ore- 
gon County  Bank  stock  as  aforesaid  as  collateral  security  for 
the  payment  of  said  note,  they  had  several  offers  to  sell 
said  stock  at  par  value  of  $5,100,  and  thereupon  requested 
said  plaintiff  to  sell  said  stock  or  permit  defendants  to  sell 
said  stock  and  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof  toward 
the  payment  of  said  note,  which  plaintiff  refused  to  do;  that 
said  stock  had  now  become  worthless,  and  by  reason  of  plain- 
tiff's refusal  to  sell  or  permit  the  same  to  be  sold  these  de- 
fendants have  been  damaged  in  the  sum  of  $5,100,  for  which 
they  ask  judgment  against  plaintiff,  with  costs  of  this  suit. 

"Defendants  further  state  that  in  the  year  1898  the  said 
Oregon  County  Bank  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and 
that  at  said  time  it  owed  this  plaintiff  $28,000  and  owed  de- 
positors and  other  creditors  about  $35,000;  that  said  Oregon 
Counly  Banl<  was  possessed  of  property  and  assets  amount- 
ing to  $100,000;  that  before  the  appointment  of  the  receiver 
of  the  said  Ofcgon  County  Bank  as  afoi-csaid,  said  Oregon 
County  Bank  had  turned  over  to  this  plaintiff  as  collateral 
security  for  the  payment  of  its  debt  to  said  plaintiff  about 
$50,000  worfli  of  its  assets  to  secure  the  payment  of  its  said 
debt,  which  said  assets  plaintiff  has  never  accounted  for  to 
the  stocklioldcrs  of  said  Oregon  County  Baiik  or  the  receiver 
thereof;  that  after  the  a])poinlment  of  the  receiver  of  said 
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Oregon  County  Bank  as  aforesaid,  said  receiver,  *-""^  by  an 
order  of  the  circuit  court  of  Oregon  county,  Missouri,  made 
therein  approving  the  same,  made  an  agreement  with  said 
phiintiff,  whereby  plaintiff  took  possession  of  all  the  assets 
of  the  said  Oregon  County  Bank  and  was  to  pay  out  of  the 
collections  of  said  assets  its  debt  of  $28,000,  and  other  debts 
and  liabilities  to  go  to  the  depositors  and  other  creditors  of 
said  Oregon  County  Bank,  amounting  to  $35,000,  making  a 
total  liability  of  said  Oregon  County  Bank,  which  plaintiff 
was  to  pay,  of  $63,000,  and  after  the  payment  of  the  said  debts 
aforesaid,  plaintiff  was  to  turn  over  to  the  stockliolders  of 
said  Oregon  County  Bank  the  balance  of  said  assets,  and 
that  said  assets  of  said  bank  have  never  been  turned  over 
to  the  stockholders  by  plaintiff.  Defendants  further  say  that 
said  Oregon  County  Bank  was  capitalized  at  $10,000,  of  which 
$5,100  was  in  the  names  of  these  defendants,  and  deposited  as 
collateral  securit}^  for  the  payment  of  the  note  in  suit.  And 
defendants  say  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  fifty-one  hundredth 
part  of  the  sums  of  money  in  the  hands  of  plaintiff  after  the 
paj'-ment  of  its  debt  aforesaid  and  the  payment  of  the  depos- 
itors and  other  creditors  of  said  Oregon  County  Bank,  and 
that  the  amount  to  which  they  are  entitled  is  about  $18,000. 
Wherefore,  defendants  pray  that  plaintiff  be  required  to  make 
an  accounting  as  to  all  the  assets  received  by  it  of  the  Oregon 
County  Bank,  and  the  disposition  thereof;  tliat  upon  such 
accounting,  after  the  credit  of  the  amount  of  the  debt  due  to 
plaintiff  from  the  said  Oregon  County  Bank  and  the  payment 
of  all  the  depositors  and  other  creditors  of  said  bank,  de- 
fendants have  judgment  against  plaintiff  for  a  fifty-one  hun- 
dredth part  of  all  money  received  by  it  in  excess  of  the  afore- 
said debts  and  belonging  to  the  stockholders  of  said  Oregon 
County  Bank,  and  for  all  proper  relief." 

*^^  The  reply  of  the  plaintiff  was  in  effect  a  general  denial 
of  the  allegations  of  the  new  matter  set  up  in  the  answer. 

This  cause  was  originally  brought  in  Howell  county.  Mis- 
souri, but  the  venue  of  said  cause  was  changed  hy  order  of 
court  to  Texas  county,  where  the  cause  was  finally  disposed  of. 
The  testimony  introduced  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause  sub- 
stantially tended  to  prove  about  the  following  state  of  facts: 

In  1897.  T.  J.  Boyd  &  Company  was  a  mercantile  company 
at  Thayer  in  Oregon  county.  The  Bank  of  Alton  was  a  bank 
located  in  Alton  in  Oregon  county  and  the  Oregon  County 
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Bank  was  a  bank  of  $10,000  capital  stoek  located  at  Thay(?r, 
Oregon  County,  Missouri.  The  Central  National  Bank  was  a 
bank  located  at  Springfield,  IMissouri,  and  was  afterward 
merged  with  or  absorbed  by  the  National  Exchange  Bank, 
the  appellant  here.  In  1897  the  firm  of  T.  J.  Bo;^'d  &  C!om- 
])any  failed  and  made  an  as.signment.  At  the  time  of  the 
failure  of  this  firm  the  Central  National  Bank  held  its  note 
for  $11,000  and  collateral  for  its  security  as  follows:  Five 
thousand  dollar  stock  in  the  Bank  of  Alton,  $6,600  stock  in 
Oregon  County  Bank,  $4,000  stock  in  Thayer  Hardware  Com- 
jiany  and  $400  stock  in  a  canning  company  at  Thayer,  ^lis- 
souri.  All  these  securities  were  as.signed  by  Boyd  &  Company 
to  the  Central  National  Bank  as  collateral  for  the  $11,000  note. 
After  the  failure  of  Boyd  &  Comj)any,  the  cashier  of  the  Cen- 
tral National  Bank,  doubtless  with  a  view  of  holding  the  Ore- 
gon County  Bank  intact  (however,  this  does  not  clearly  appear 
from  the  disclosures  of  the  record),  arranged  with  the  de- 
fendants, Lurah  T.  Kilpatric  and  her  mother,  Nancy  E.  Silton. 
to  execute  their  note  in  lieu  of  the  note  of  Boyd  &  Com])aiiy, 
and  have  the  stocks  of  the  different  corporations  reissued  to 
tliejii,  but  all  to  be  ^''  held  by  the  Central  National  Bank. 
'I'll is  was  done  witliout  any  consultation  with  Boyd  &  Com- 
pan3^  So  far  as  tlie  disclosures  of  the  record  are  concoriied, 
it  seems  that  neither  the  defendant,  Lurah  T.  Kilpatric.  nor 
her  mother,  ]\Irs.  Sitton,  had  but  very  little  to  do  with  the 
transaction,  except  to  sign  their  names  to  the  note  and  transfer 
stoclv,  so  that  the  Boyd  note  might  be  kept  up  as  a  live  asset 
of  the  baTik.  B^-  this  arrangement  the  Central  National  Bank 
controlled  a  large  X)art  of  the  stock  in  the  Oregon  County 
Bank.  The  Central  National  Bank  sold  the  Alton  P)ank  sto-k 
for  $5,000  and  gave  credit  on  the  Boyd  note,  and  \vhen  tlie 
(icfendants  executed  the  first  note  in  lieu  of  the  Boyd  note,  the 
aiiionnt  was  for  $7,500.  It  was  understood  between  the  Cen- 
tral National  liank  and  Ca])tain  Sitton,  htisband  of  ?^!rs.  Sitton 
and  father  of  ]\lrs.  Kilpatric,  that  he  sell  $1,500  stock  in  the 
()reg(;n  County  Bank,  which  would  leave  the  Central  Bank 
still  holding  $5,100,  which  was  a  controlling  interest  therein. 
Tlie  $1,500  in  stock  of  the  Oregon  Count.v  liaiik  was  sold  and 
the  $7,500  note  credited  with  the  amount  thereof.  TIumi  the 
(IcfiMulants  executed  tluMr  iiote  for  $6,000.  juid  on  this  note 
ai)pears  a  credit  of  $800,  wliicli  sciMns  to  lia\'e  l)e(Mi  nla(M»d 
there  out  of  a  balance  reali/.''(l  fi-om  the  Thayei-  Ihir- Iware 
stock  after  dischai-giiig  anotlier  Boyd  iiote  they  held,  but   in 
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no  way  connected  with  this  transaction.  Whether  this  credit 
was  placed  on  the  note  by  the  Central  or  Exchange  Bank  does 
not  appear.  About  this  time  or  soon  after  the  Central  Na- 
tional Bank  was  absorbed  or  its  business  taken  over  by  the 
appellant,  Mr.  Sanford,  cashier  of  appellant  bank,  went  to 
Thayer  and  obtained  a  renewal  of  the  note  for  $5,200,  being 
1he  note  sued  on,  '^^  and  delivered  up  the  last  note  given  to 
the  Central  National  Bank.  Plaintiff  had  also  the  $5,100  of 
the  Oregon  County  Bank  stock,  $4,000  of  the  Thayer  Hard- 
ware stock  and  $400  Canning  stock  still  assigned  to  it  as 
collateral  for  the  note  sued  on.  Captain  Sitton,  the  husband 
of  Mrs.  Sitton  and  father  of  Mrs.  Kilpatric,  testified  in  this 
cause,  and  he  states  that  he  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  the 
defendants  and  requested  the  plaintiff  to  sell  the  Oregon 
County  Bank  stock,  or,  to  the  same  effect,  to  give  him  permis- 
sion to  sell  it  and  apply  it  to  the  payment  of  the  note  in  suit, 
and  that  the  Exchange  Bank,  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  re- 
fused to  take  any  steps  toward  the  sale  of  the  stock  or  to 
permit  the  agents  of  the  defendants  to  do  so.  Sometime 
afterward  this  bank  stock,  which  was  held  by  plaintiff  as  col- 
lateral, became  worthless.  At  the  time  the  sale  of  the  stock 
was  suggested  to  the  plaintiff  and  a  request  made  to  permit 
its  sale  and  apply  it  to  the  payment  of  the  note,  the  testimony 
is  undisputed  that  the  stock  was  worth  one  hundred  cents  on 
the  dollar,  and  would  have  brought  its  par  value.  The  Thayer 
Hardware  stock  was  sold  and  it  is  admitted  by  plaintiff  that 
the  sum  of  $2,000  was  realized  from  such  sale. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  court  gave  numerous  der-lnr- 
ations  of  law;  however,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  burden 
this  opinion  with  a  reproduction  of  them.  This  cause  was 
submitted  to  the  court  sitting  as  a  jury  and  the  issues  were 
found  to  be  for  the  defendant.  Timely  motions  for  new 
trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment  were  filed,  and  by  the  court 
overruled.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  defendant  in  accord- 
ance with  the  finding  of  the  court,  and  from  this  judgment 
the  plaintiff  prosecuted  this  appeal  and  the  reeord  is  now 
before  us  for  consideration. 

*2»  The  record  in  this  cause  discloses  but  one  legal  propo- 
sition for  our  consideration,  that  is,  in  which  the  propriety 
of  the  action  of  the  trial  court  is  challenged  in  allowing  tlie  de- 
fendant credit  on  the  note  in  suit,  for  the  $5,100  stork  in  the 
Oregon  County  Bank,  whir-h  was  lield  by  the  plaintiff  as  col- 
lateral security,  and  while  being  so  held  became  worthless. 
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It  is  practically  conceded  that  there  was  $2,000  realized 
from  the  hardware  stock,  which  was  held  by  the  plaintiff  as 
collateral ;  therefore,  our  attention  will  be  directed  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  action  of  the  court  in  allowing  credit  upon  the 
note  for  the  Oregon  County  Bank  stock.  The  trial  court  in  ef- 
fect held  that  as  the  plaintiff  permitted  the  Oregon  County 
Bank  to  become  insolvent  and  the  stock  held  by  it  as  colla- 
teral security  for  the  note  sued  on  to  become  unavailable,  the 
plaiiitifT  should  stand  the  loss  of  such  stock. 

We  have  carefully  read  in  detail  the  testimony  as  applicable 
to  this  subject,  and  there  is  no  escape  from  the  conclusion  that, 
if  plaintiff  had  undertaken  to  sell  this  stock  at  the  time  sug- 
gested by  Captain  Sitton,  it  would  have  realized  its  full  value 
and  been  amply  sufficient,  together  with  the  Hardware  stock, 
to  have  fully  satisfied  this  note.  The  testimony  of  Captain 
Sitton,  who  was  acting  as  agent  of  his  wife  and  daughter,  who 
had  executed  this  note,  stands  absolutely  without  any  contra- 
diction, and  in  our  opinion  his  testimony  can  only  be  treated 
as  a  direction  to  the  plaintiff  who  held  this  stock  as  collateral 
to  dispose  of  it,  and  informed  them  that  it  could  be  sold  for 
one  hundred  cents  on  the  dollar.  Plaintiff  offers  no  reason 
why  the  suggestion  to  dispose  of  this  stock  was  not  followed, 
and  there  is  no  valid  reason  assigned  why  the  stock  was  not 
sold.  '"^  Plaintiff  simply  held  it  as  collateral  and  it  was  its 
plain  duty  when  the  defendants,  through  their  agent.  Captain 
Sitton.  insisted  that  the  stock  should  be  sold  and  applied  to 
the  payment  of  this  note,  to  do  so.  It  does  not  answer  the 
contention  of  respondent  for  appellant  to  say  that  the  only 
way  in  which  Captain  Sitton  would  have  been  authorized  to 
have  sold  this  stock  was  to  first  tender  the  amount  due  upon 
the  note.  His  testimony  does  not  bear  out  the  insistence  of 
the  appellant  that  the  defendants  were  trying  to  get  posses- 
sion of  the  collateral.  His  testimony,  when  reasonably  con- 
strued, simply  means  that  the  collateral  would  remain  in  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  he  simply  asked  permission 
to  contract  for  the  sale  of  it  and  the  money  realized  from 
such  sale  to  be  turned  over  to  the  plaintiff  and  applied  to  the 
payment  of  this  note  and  the  stock  transferred  to  whomsoever 
it  ]iiiu'ht  be  sold.  In  other  words,  the  testimony  of  Captain 
Sitton  cannot  be  regarded  as  wanting  to  obtain  the  possession 
of  thf^  stock  without  any  sale  of  it,  but  wlien  fully  considere<l 
it  was  a  floar  dirci-tion  to  those  who  had  a  right  to  make  direc- 
tions in  relation  to  a  collateral  tliat  belonged  to  them,  that  it 
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be  sold  when  it  would  bring  its  full  value.  Plaintiff  refused 
to  take  any  steps  toward  the  sale  of  this  stock  when  its  full 
value  could  have  been  realized  and  defendant's  obligation 
fully  satisfied.  This  stock  afterward  becoming  worthless,  in 
our  opinion  the  trial  court  properly  and  correctly  held  that 
the  plaintiff  should  stand  this  loss. 

The  law  upon  this  subject  is  very  correctly  stated  in  22 
American  and  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  second  edition, 
899,  where  it  is  said  in  the  text  and  fully  supported  by  the 
cases  cited  in  the  notes  that  "it  is  well  settled  that  when  a 
chose  in  action,  such  as  a  bond,  note,  or  accepted  order  on  a 
third  person,  is  transferred  and  delivered  to  a  creditor  as 
collateral  securit.y,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  pledgee  to  use  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  to  make  *^*  such  collateral  available; 
that  he  is  bound  to  use  proper  exertions  to  render  the  col- 
lateral effectual  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  pledged; 
that  if  necessary  he  must  bring  an  action  against  the  maker 
of  the  collateral;  and  that  if,  through  his  negligence  or  wrong- 
ful act  or  omission,  the  collateral  is  lost,  he  is  accountable 
and  liable  to  the  pledgor  in  the  same  manner  as  a  pledgee 
of  goods  and  merchandise  is  liable  to  the  pledgor  if  they  are 
lost  or  destroyed  through  the  pledgee's  failure  to  give  them 
the  necessary  protection  and  care":  Hanna  v.  Ilolton,  78  Pa. 
334,  21  Am.  Rep.  20;  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank  v.  Thompson, 
71  Fed.  113,  17  C.  C.  A.  638. 

In  State  Bank  of  St.  Louis  v.  Bartle,  114  Mo.  276,  21  S. 
W.  816,  it  was  expressly  ruled  that  it  was  the  duty  of  a 
party  holding  a  collateral  as  security  to  carefully  and  faith- 
fully perform  all  acts  necessary  to  make  the  collateral  avail- 
able, and  that  it  was  a  duty  owed  to  the  surety,  and,  failing 
in  it,  by  which  the  collateral  is  lost,  the  surety  will  be  dis- 
charged to  the  extent  he  is  thereby  injured:  Taylor  v.  Jeter, 
23  'Mo.  244 ;  Brandt  on  Suretyship  and  Guaranty,  1st  ed.,  sees. 
384-387;  Kemmerer  v.  Wilson,  31  Pa.  110;  Pickens  v.  Yar- 
borough's  Admr.,  26  Ala.  417,  62  Am.  Dec.  728;  Grisard  v. 
Ilinson,  50  Ark.  229,  6  S.  W.  906. 

The  learned  text-writer,  Mr.  Brandt,  on  Suretyship  and 
Guaranty,  first  edition,  section  384,  thus  states  the  law  ap- 
plicable to  this  subject:  "If  the  principal  places  in  the  hands 
of  the  creditor,  as  collateral  security  for  the  debt,  an  obliga- 
tion of  a  third  person,  the  creditor  is,  without  any  special 
agreement  to  that  effect,  bound  to  use  due  diligence  to  col- 
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lect  llie  same,  and  to  cliarge  all  the  parties  tliereto,  and  if 
anything  is  lost  on  account  of  his  failure  to  \ise  such  dili- 
iienee,  not  only  the  surety  but  the  principal  also  is  dischari;t'd 
to  the  extent  that  he  is  injured.  AVitli  reference  to  this  it 
has  been  said  that:  'The  assi,'j;'nor  of  collaterals  parts  with 
his  coiitrol  over  them,  and  the  assii^Miee  should  be  b(»\ind  to 
use  proper  *^^  exertions  to  render  them  etfectual  for  the 
pur{)0se  for  which  they  were  assi'i'ned.  The  principle  is  that 
when  a  right  of  action  or  a  judgment  is  transferred  by  a 
debtor  to  his  creditor,  to  secure  the  debt,  or  as  collateral  secur- 
ity, ordinary  diligence  must  be  used  to  make  it  available,  and 
if  a  loss  occurs  by  negligence,  even  passive  negligence,  which 
is  unreasonable  and  results  in  loss,  it  will  be  a  good  defense 
to  a  suit  on  the  original  debt.'  It  has  also  been  said  tliat 
'the  necessary  care  and  attention  should  be  bestowed  to  pre- 
serve the  value  of  whatever  is  thus  voluntarily,  and  with  a 
view  to  one's  own  interest,  taken  under  his  control.'  It  has 
been  held  that  the  question  'what  is  due  diligence'  is,  wIkmi 
the  facts  are  ascertained,  one  of  law;  and  where  a  note  was 
due  when  the  creditor  took  it  as  collateral,  and  the  maker 
was  then  solvent,  but  the  creditor  did  not  bring  suit  on  it 
for  three  months,  when  the  maker  had  become  insolvent,  it 
\s'as  held  that  this  was  such  negligence  as  charged  the  cred- 
itor with  the  loss  of  the  note." 

"While  it  may  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  had 
alxsolute  dominion  over  this  bank  stock  as  collateral,  as  long 
;is  the  note  of  defendants  remained  unpaid,  yet  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  the  defendants,  who  are  the  real  owners 
of  the  collateral,  are  absolutely  deprived  of  all  interest  in  it. 
and  it  was  tlie  [ilain  duty  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  wlio 
could  only  l)e  legally  interested  in  the  collateral  to  the  ext^Mit 
of  having  the  proceeds  of  it  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  iiote 
in  suit,  and  the  Oregon  County  Bank  being  solvent,  and  the 
]iointed  demand  being  made  by  the  defendants,  who  weri^ 
]\'ir1  icul;irly  intiM'cslcd  in  this  collateral,  that  it  be  sold  and 
Ihe  proceeds  applied  to  their  note,  in  our  opinion  it  was  the 
])lain  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  then  and  there  sell  this  stock 
for  its  par  value  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of 
tlie  note,  and  their  failure  to  do  so,  and  the  bank  sul)sequently 
becoming  insolvent,  and  the  stock  worthless,  in  our  opinion 
const it\ites  ^•^•'  such  negligence  as  fully  wan-anted  the  trial 
court  in  crediting  the  amount  of  such  loss  upon  the  note. 
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\Ve  have  carefully  analyzed  this  record  and  the  judgment 
of  the  lower  court  was  clearly  for  the  right  party,  and  it 
should  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

All  concur. 


The  Holder  of  Collateral  Securities  must  use  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence to  make  them  available;  and  if  by  ucgligeuce,  wrongful  act, 
or  omission  on  his  part,  loss  is  sustained  it  must  be  borne  by  liim: 
Cooprr  V.  Simpson,  41  Minn.  46,  16  Am.  St.  Pep.  667;  Eumsey  v. 
Laidley,  34  W.  Va.  721,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  935;  Montague  v.  Stelts,  37 
S.  C.  200,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  736;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  O'Con-oll,  84 
Iowa,  377,  35  Am,  St.  Eep.  313;  Sampson  v.  Fox,  109  Ala.  662,  55 
Am.  St.  Rep,  950. 


HINKLE  V.  LOVELACE. 

[204  Mo.  208,  102  S.  W.  1015,] 

DIVORCE — Void  Judgment  in — Affidavit. — Under  a  statute  re- 
quiring a  petition  in  divorce  to  be  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  plain- 
tiff, such  affidavit  cannot  be  mnde  by  a  next  friend,  and  if  thus  made, 
the  decree  of  divorce  is  void.     (p.  705.) 

AFFIDAVITS — Statutory  Requirements. — If  the  statute  specifi- 
cally points  out  who  may  make  a  certain  affidavit,  it  cannot  be  made 
by  another,     (p.  706.) 

DIVORCE — Affidavit,  When  Jurisdictional. — If  a  statute  re- 
quires that  a  petition  in  divorce  be  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  plain- 
tiff as  to  the  absenee  of  collusion,  fear  or  restraint,  and  good  faith, 
such  affidavit  is  jurisdictional,  and  the  absence  thereof  to  that  effect 
made  by  plaintiff  personally,  is  fatal  to  the  decree  of  divorce  and 
renders  it  void,     (p,  707.) 

DIVORCE — Verification  of  Petition,  Delay  of. — A  verifientinn 
by  a  plaintiff  of  her  petition  in  divorce  on  the  day  of  the  final  decree, 
by  her  making  the  required  statutory  affidavit,  does  not  cure  a  prior 
fatal  defect  to  the  petition,  consisting  of  an  affidavit  made  by  a  next 
friend,     (p.  709.) 

DIVORCE — Collateral  Attack. — A  petition  in  divorce  cannot  be 
amended  in  a  matter  of  substance,  after  publication  of  notice,  so  as 
to  make  a  valid  judgment  thereon  against  a  defen<lant  who  does  not 
a]ipear.  and  a  judgment  rendered  under  such  circumstances  is  subject 
to  collateral  attack,     (p.  709.) 

DIVORCE — Verification  of  Petition,  Absence  of. — The  verifica- 
tion required  by  statute  to  be  made  and  annexed  to  a  petition  in 
divorce  proceedings  is  a  matter  of  substance,  and  the  court  acquires 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  without  it.      (p.  709.) 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS— Minority— Marriage.— If  a  wife, 
during  her  minority,  executes  a  conveyance  of  her  land,  and  afterward 
obtains  a  void  decree  of  divorce  and  contracts  a  second  marriage,  and 
on  attaining  her  majority  executes  a  second  conveyance  to  the  same 
grantee,  after  which  her  first  husband  dies,  and  both  her  conveyances 
are  void,  the  statute  of  limitations  against  any  action  by  her  to  re- 
c^'ver  tlif  l.'ind  commences  to  run  on  the  death  of  her  first  husband, 
(pp.  709,  710.) 
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Thomas  &  Hackney,  for  the  appellant. 
McReynolds  &  Halliburton,  for  the  respondent. 

21,3  "WOODSON,  J.  This  is  an  action  in  ejectment,  and 
the  petition  is  in  the  usual  form,  instituted  in  the  ein-uit 
court  of  Jasper  county,  whereby  the  plaintifT  sought  to  re- 
cover the  undivided  one-half  interest  in  and  to  certain  real 
estate  situated  in  said  county  with  damages  for  the  detentiui) 
thereof,  and  rents  and  profits. 

The  answer  admitted  the  possession  of  certain  portions  of 
the  land,  and  denied  he  had  the  possession  of  the  remainder; 
that  he  had  bought  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  land,  paying 
three  hundred  dollars  therefor,  and  that  he  had  expended 
money  for  improvements;  that  plaintiff  had  stood  by  and 
knew  of  defendant  making  improvements  without  objection 
and  making  no  claim  to  the  land;  that  she  had  not  tendered 
back  the  purchase  money  nor  paid  for  the  improvements  and 
taxes ;  and  that  she  was  estopped  by  her  conduct  from  prose- 
cuting her  action. 

Defendant  pleaded  the  ten,  twenty-four  and  thirty  years' 
statute  of  limitations;  and  that  plaintiff's  marriage  to  Daniel 
Hinkle  in  1867  was  void;  that  her  first  husband,  Daniel  Ed- 
monds, was  alive  at  said  time  and  ^^^  did  not  die  until  some 
years  afterward;  and  that  she  was  divorced  from  Daniel 
Hinkle  in  March,  1903. 

The  plaintiff's  reply  denied  the  allegations  of  the  answer, 
and  further  averred  that  at  all  the  times  mentioned  in  the 
answer  she  was  a  married  woman  and  continued  so  until 
March,  1903. 

It  was  admitted  on  the  trial  that  Emberson  Herold  was 
the  connnon  source  of  title ;  that  he  died  intestate  in  June, 
1804,  owniiig  tlirce  hundred  and  twelve  and  one-half  acres 
of  land,  of  which  the  land  in  controversy  is  a  part,  and  l:^av- 
ing  surviving  him  as  his  heirs  at  law  his  six  cliildreu,  one 
of  whom  is  tlie  plaintiff;  and  that  the  value  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  land  sued  for  is  two  dollai-s  per  acre  per 
year. 

'j'lie  recnrd  of  a  partition  suit  in  the  common  pleas  court 
of  Jasper  county  was  read  in  evidence.  l)y  ^\ili(■ll  it  appeared 
that  in  an  ai-tion  Ijetween  part  of  the  heirs  of  Eiulxu'son 
IIcr-iM.  (](>c(>ased,  and  tlie  defendant  and  others,  the  defend- 
anl  had  elaimed  the  one-sixth  inttM'ost  of  plaintiff  and  also 
audtlicr  one-sixth  interest  piircha.sed  by  him  from  one  of  the 


700  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.       [Missouri^ 

other  heirs,  and  that  the  land  in  controversy  was  set  off  to 
him  as  his  two-sixths  interest  in  the  estate.  The  plaintiff" 
was  not  a  party  to  that  suit. 

It  was  shown  by  the  plaintiff's  testimony  that  plaintiff 
was  born  on  June  7,  1850;  had  been  twice  married,  first  to 
Daniel  Edmonds  in  the  fall  of  1865,  and  with  whom  she 
lived  three  months  and  was  then  divorced  from  him  Octo- 
ber 1,  1867 ;  that  she  married  Daniel  Ilinkle  January  1,  1868, 
and  continued  as  his  wife  until  divorced  from  him  June  22, 
1903;  that  Daniel  Edmonds  died  after  plaintiff's  marriage 
with  Hinkle;  that  defendant  was  plaintiff's  stepfather  after 
having  married  plaintiff's  mother,  the  widow  of  Emerson 
Herold. 

Defendant's  evidence  established  the  following  facts,  ta 
wit: 

****  That  plaintiff  and  Daniel  Edmonds  were  married  in 
November,  1865,  and  separated  in  March,  1866 ;  that  on  Jan- 
uary 9,  1867,  plaintiff  filed  a  petition  for  divorce  from  Daniel 
Edmonds.  Said  petition  was  sworn  to  by  J.  Lovelace  as 
agent  for  plaintiff,  the  affidavit  otherwise  being  in  statutory 
form  for  divorce  proceedings.  In  the  body  of  the  petition 
is  the  following  allegation:  "That  defendant  is  a  nonresident 
of  this  state,  or  that  he  has  absconded  or  absented  himself 
from  his  usual  place  of  abode  in  this  state,  so  that  the  or- 
dinary process  of  law  cannot  be  served  upon  him."  Upon 
which  allegation  an  order  of  publication  was  made,  notify- 
ing Daniel  Edmonds  to  appear  at  the  ]March  term,  1867.  At 
which  term  there  was  an  interlocutory  decree  in  favor  of 
plaintiff.  At  the  October  term,  1867,  on  October  1st,  plain- 
tiff by  leave  of  court  amended  her  petition,  the  amendment 
consisting  of  the  statutory  affidavit  being  written  onto  the 
original  petition  and  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  plaintiff, 
and  on  the  same  day  final  decree  was  entered  in  favor  of 
plaintiff.  On  January  1,  1868,  plaintiff  went  through  a  mar- 
riage ceremony  with  Daniel  Ilinkle  and  lived  with  liim  as 
his  wife  until  sometime  in  1903.  The  record  shows  tliat 
Daniel  Edmonds  died  in  Joplin,  Missouri,  some  four  or  five 
years  after  said  decree  of  divorce  and  plaintiff's  marriage  to 
ilinkle. 

Defendant  rcr-oived  two  deeds  from  plaintiff  for  her  in- 
terest in  this  kmd.  one  in  January,  1868.  while  still  under 
age.  and  one  in  De<-onilier,  1868,  after  she  became  of  age.  but 
while  living  with  Daniel  Ilinkle  as  his  wife,  both  ackuowl- 


May,  1907.]  IIinkle  v.  Lovelace,  701 

edged  b}--  plaintiff  and  Daniel  IIinkle,  but  in  neither  does  tlie 
certi fit-ate  show  she  was  examined  separate  and  apart,  etc. 

Defendant  took  and  held  possession  of  said  land,  under 
said  deeds,  for  thirty-five  years,  and  paid  all  the  taxes  there- 
on, and  the  legal  title  and  equitable  title  ^^^  thereto  eman- 
ated from  the  United  States  more  than  thii-ty-five  years  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  this  action. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  the  court  without  the  interveJition 
of  a  jury,  at  the  re(|uest  of  plaintiff,  the  court  gave  five  in- 
structions, and  refused  the  following:  "The  court  declares 
the  law  to  be  that  the  decree  of  divorce  granted  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  against  Daniel  Edmonds  on  the  first  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 18G7,  was  valid  and  effective  to  divorce  the  plaintiff 
from  said  Daniel  Edmonds." 

To  which  action  of  the  court,  in  refusing  said  instruction, 
th(>  plaintiff  duly  excepted. 

The  court  over  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff  gave  declara- 
tion.s  of  law  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  to  the  effect  that  the 
decree  of  divorce  ol)tained  by  the  plaintiff  from  Daniel  Ed- 
monds was  void,  for  the  reason  that  the  statutory  oath  at- 
taclied  to  the  petition  was  sworn  to  by  the  next  friend  in- 
stead of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  marriage  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Daniel  IIinkle  was  void,  and  that  in  conseriuence 
the  thirt}^  years'  statute  of  limitation  was  a  bar  to  the  re- 
covery by  the  plaintiff. 

Otlier  declarations  of  law  were  given  and  refused,  all 
showing  that  the  theory  of  the  finding  for  the  defendant 
was  that  the  decree  obtained  from  Daniel  Edmonds  was  void, 
and  that  the  marriage  to  Daniel  IIinkle  was  likewise  void, 
and  that  the  statute  of  limitations  commenced  to  run  against 
the  plaintiff  at  the  instant  of  the  death  of  Daniel  Edmonds. 

The  conrt  found  the  issues  for  defendant,  and  rendered 
judiziiient  acr'ordingly.  Plaintiff  in  due  time  filed  motions 
for  a  new  trial  and  in  arrest,  wliich  were,  by  the  court,  over- 
ruled, and  exceptions  were  duly  saved,  and  plaintiff  has 
brought  the  cause  here  by  appeal. 

2*''  1.  Plaintiff's  contention  is  that,  when,  in  18G4,  her 
father,  Emlx-rson  Herold  died,  seised  of  the  land  described 
in  the  petition,  she,  under  the  statute  of  descent  and  distribu- 
tion, inherited  an  undivided  one-sixth  of  it,  and,  being  a 
minor  at  the  time  and  married  before  she  attained  her  ma- 
jority, the  statute  of  limitations  would  Tiot  run  against  her 
until  the  dissolution  of  her  uuirriage  contract,  which  was  ou 
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June  22,  1903;  and  that  -when  the  land  was  partitioned  and 
her  portion  was  decreed  and  set  over  to  defendant,  eject- 
ment will  lie  against  him  for  her  share  of  the  land,  notwith- 
standing the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  two  deeds  by  her 
to  the  defendant,  purporting  to  convey  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, for  the  reason,  as  she  contends,  both  of  them  are  void, 
because  she  was  not  examined  separate  and  apart  from  her 
husband  when  she  acknowledged  them,  as  required  by  statute. 

The  defendant,  upon  the  other  hand,  contends  that  the  de- 
cree of  divorce  rendered  in  plaintiff's  favor  against  Daniel 
Edmonds,  her  first  husband,  on  October  1,  1867,  was  abso- 
lutely null  and  void,  and  that  she  continued  to  be  his  laAV- 
ful  wife  until  his  death,  which  occurred  in  1872  or  1873, 
and  that  on  that  account  her  marriage  to  Daniel  Hinkle,  on 
January  1,  1868,  was  absolutely  null  and  void,  because  she 
could  not  have  two  lawful  husbands  at  the  same  time. 

Under  that  state  of  facts,  defendant  contends  that  when 
Daniel  Edmonds,  her  first  husband,  died,  she  was  of  age, 
and  the  statute  of  limitations  began  to  run  against  her,  which 
was  at  least  thirty  years  before  the  institution  of  this  suit. 

From  these  contentions  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  it 
is  readily  seen  that  the  vital  and  turning  point  in  the  case 
is  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  that  decree  of  divorce.  If 
it  is  valid,  then  the  plaintiff  must  recover  ^**  the  land;  but 
if  it  is  invalid,  then  the  defendant  must  be  adjudged  the  law- 
ful owner  thereof.  So  this  presents  squarely  the  question, 
Is  that  decree  valid  or  invalid? 

In  the  first  place,  the  defendant  assails  the  sufficiency  of 
the  petition,  upon  which  the  decree  is  based,  for  two  rea- 
sons; because,  first,  it  alleges,  "that  defendant  is.  a  nonresi- 
dent of  this  state ;  or  that  he  has  absconded  or  absented  him- 
self from  his  usual  place  of  abode  in  this  state  so  the  or- 
dinary process  of  law  cannot  be  served  upon  him." 

Defendant  contends  that  these  allegations  are  contradictory 
of  each  other,  because  a  party  cannot  be  a  nonresident  of  this 
state  and  abscond  or  absent  himself  from  his  usual  place  of 
abode  in  this  state  at  the  same  time ;  and,  for  that  reason,  the 
allegations  were  not  sufficient  and  did  not  authorize  the  order 
of  publication  made  in  the  divorce  proceedings  instituted 
against  the  defendant  in  that  case. 

The  statute  in  force  at  the  time  that  suit  was  begun  re- 
specting service  by  publication  was  as  follows:  "In  suits  in 
....  divorce  ....  if  the  plaintiff,  or  other  person  for  him. 
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shall  allege  in  his  petition  ....  that  part  or  all  of  the  de- 
fendants are  nonresidents  of  the  state,  or  have  absconded 
or  absented  themselves  from  their  nsual  place  of  abode  in 
this  state,  etc.,  the  clerk  shall  make  an  order  of  publicntion," 
etc. :  Cen.  Stats.  1865,  c.  164,  sec.  13. 

In  discnssing  a  similar  question,  which  arose  under  this 
same  section,  Judge  Brace  used  this  language:  "It  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  record  in  the  tax  suit  tliat  service  of 
notice  b}^  publication  was  ordered  on  the  ground  that  the 
court  had  been  'duly  informed  by  evidence  of  the  plaintiff 
herein  that  said  Samuel  Burton  is  a  nonresident  of  the  state 
of  Mi.ssouri.'  In  order  that  nonresidence  may  afford  a  basis 
for  an  order  of  publication,  the  statute  requires  the  allega- 
tion of  ^*®  that  fact  in  the  petition  or  in  an  affidavit  tiled 
with  the  same,  or  some  time  thereafter.  The  petition  in  that 
suit  contained  no  such  allegation,  nor  was  any  affidavit  con- 
taining such  an  allegation  tiled  therewith  or  thereafter.  On 
the  contrary,  the  petition  was  silent  on  that  subject,  the  said 
defendant  was  sued,  and  the  summons  issued  against  him  as 
a  resident  defendant,  and  the  allegation  contained  in  the  only 
affidavit  filed  in  the  case  was  that  the  said  defendant  'had  ab- 
sconded and  absented  himself  from  his  usual  place  of  aliode 
in  this  state.'  Thus,  it  appeared  both  affirmatively  and  neg- 
atively that  said  defendant  was  a  resident  and  not  a  non- 
resident of  the  state,  and  under  the  statute  the  court  had  no 
authority  to  order  service  on  him  as  a  nonresident  by  pub- 
lication": Parker  v.  Burton,  172  Mo.  85,  72  S.  W.  633. 

And  Judge  Sherwood,  in  construing  said  section,  said:  "So 
that  we  have  here  presented  a  defendant  sued  as  a  nonresi- 
dent, summons  issued  against  him  as  a  resident,  and  publica- 
tion issued  against  him  as  a  resident  who  could  not  be  found. 
In  short,  the  order  of  publication  was  a  clear  departure  from 
the  allegations  of  the  petition  and  affidavit":  Harness  v.  Cra- 
Ye!is.  126  Mo.  233,  28  S.  W.  971. 

The  two  cases  last  cited  show  that  the  word  "altode"  as 
used  in  said  section  13  means  and  is  used  in  the  same  sense 
as  the  word  "residence"  is  used. 

Judge  Brewer,  in  discussing  a  similar  statute,  said:  "The 
grounds  for  the  attaclnncMit  alleged  in  the  affidavit  were,  'that 
tlie  defendant  is  a  foreign  corporation,  or  a  nonresident  of 
Brown  county.'     There  are  two  objections  to  this — one,  that 

it  is  in  the  disjunctive:  Drake  on  Attachni(>nt,  sec.  101 

There  was,  therefore,  no  warrant  for  the  issue  of  the  attach- 
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ment,  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  obtained  no  lien  on  the 
goods  by  the  service  of  the  writ":  Dickenson  v.  Cowley,  15 
Kan.  2G9. 

^^^  "An  affidavit  is  insuffieient  which  states  in  the  alter- 
native the  grounds  on  which  relief  is  sought":  2  Cyc,  p. 
22,  par.  3c ;  Collins  v.  Beebe,  54  Hun,  318,  7  N.  Y.  Supp. 
442 ;  Leonard  v.  Bowman,  21  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  237,  15  N.  Y. 
Supp.  822;  Billings  v.  Noble,  75  Wis.  325,  43  N.  W.  1131; 
Harness  v.  Cravens,  126  Mo.  233,  28  S.  W.  971. 

We  are  unable  to  understand  how  a  party  can  be  a  "non- 
resident of  this  state"  and  at  the  same  time  have  "a  usual 
place  of  abode  or  residence  in  this  state,"  and  vice  versa — 
he  cannot  have  "a  usual  place  of  abode  or  residence  in  this 
state,"  and  at  the  same  time  be  "a  nonresident  of  the  state." 
The  one  allegation  contradicts,  counteracts  and  nullifies  the 
other  as  completely  as  if  neither  had  been  written  in  the  peti- 
tion, and  for  that  reason  there  was  no  allegation  in  the  peti- 
tion or  affidavit  filed  in  the  case  which  authorized  and  upon 
which  to  base  the  order  of  publication  against  the  defend- 
ant in  the  divorce  proceedings.  The  foregoing  conclusions 
are  fully  sustained  by  the  authorities  cited:  See,  also,  Tooker 
V.  Leake,  146  Mo.  419,  48  S.  W.  638. 

The  plaintiff  controverts  the  conclusions  above  stated,  and 
contends  that  the  alternative  allegation  of  nonresidence  of 
defendant,  or  his  abscondence  from  his  usual  place  of  abode 
in  this  state,  is  not  a  jurisdictional  matter,  but  is  simply  a 
defect  which  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  special  de- 
murrer or  motion  to  make  the  pleading  more  definite  and 
certain.  No  authority  is  cited  supporting  that  position,  while 
all  the  authorities  to  which  our  attention  has  been  directed 
hold  to  the  contrary.  We  are,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that 
the  defendant  in  that  suit  was  not  properly  served. 

It  may  not  be  out  of  place  to  state  here  that  when  construc- 
tive service  is  authorized,  instead  of  personal,  there  must  be 
a  strict  compliance  with  the  statutory  requirements :  IVIyers 
V.  McKay,  114  Mo.  377,  21  S.  W.  730. 

^^^  2.  It  is  next  contended  by  defendant  that  the  decree 
of  divorce  is  a  nullity,  because  the  petition  upon  which  it  is 
based  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  because  it  was  sworn  to  by  one  J.  Lovelace  as  agent 
and  not  by  the  plaintiff  herself,  as  required  by  the  statute 
which  was  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  that  suit, 
which  is  as  follows: 
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"See.  2.  The  circuit  court  shall  have  juristlietion  in  all 
cases  of  divorce  and  alimony  or  maintenance;  and  all  such 
cases  shall  be  tried  by  the  court,  and  the  like  process  and 
proceedings  shall  be  had  in  such  causes  as  are  had  in  other 
civil  suits,  except  the  answer  of  the  defendant  shall  not  be 
under  oath.  The  petition  shall  be  accompanied  l)y  an  affi- 
davit, annexed  thereto,  that  the  facts  stated  therein  are  true 
according  to  the  best  knowledge  and  belief  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  complaint  is  not  made  out  of  levity,  or  by  col- 
lusion, fear  or  restraint  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  being  separated  from  each  other, 
but  in  sincerity  and  truth,  for  the  causes  mentioned  in  the 
petition.  The  proceedings  shall  be  had  in  the  county  where 
the  plaintiff  resides;  and  the  process  may  be  directed,  in  the 
first  instance,  into  any  other  county  in  the  state  where  the 
defendant  resides":  Gen.  Stats.  1865,  c.  114,  p.  4G0,  sec.  2. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  statute  requires  that  "the  peti- 
tion shall  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  annexed  thereto, 
that  the  facts  stated  therein  are  true  according  to  the  best 
knowledge  and  belief  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  complaint 
is  not  made  out  of  levity,  or  by  collusion,  fear  or  restraint 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  l)eing  separated  from  each  other,  but  in  sincerity  and 
truth,  for  the  causes  mentioned  in  the  petition." 

From  a  careful  consideration  of  this  statute,  it  is  clear  the 
legislature  intended  that  the  plaintiff  in  divorce  ^-^  suits 
should,  in  person,  swear  to  the  petition.  It  not  only  in  ex- 
press terms  commands  that  to  be  done,  but  it  goes  further 
and  prescribes  the  things  to  be  stated  in  the  afiidnvit  which 
rest  peculiarly  and  exclusively  Avithin  her  own  knowledge, 
and  in  the  very  nature  of  the  things  to  be  sworn  to  by  her, 
no  one  else  could  know  whether  they  are  true  or  false.  ITow 
could  anyone  save  the  plaintiff  know  that  the  complaint  is 
not  made  out  of  levity,  by  collusion,  fear  or  restraint,  or  tliat 
the  suit  was  not  brought  for  the  mere  purpose  of  being  sepa- 
rnted  from  each  otlier,  or  that  she  is  sincere  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  suit?  They  are  m.att(>rs  that  are  securely  loclced 
up  in  the  mind  and  conscience  of  the  moving  party,  and  no 
one  else  could  know  those  things  at  the  inception  of  tlie  di- 
vorce suit  before  investigation  had.  It  is  not  pretended  tliat 
there  is  express  authority  for  an  agent  to  nialce  the  affidavit, 
and  it  is  not  perceived  liow  it  can  l)e  ren«onal>ly  implied  I'imiu 
anything  in  the  s1-itu1e.     I'li-'se  viewrf  are  fully  sustaiiied  by 

Am.    St.    Kep-.    V.)l,    l-^n      -!.-> 
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the  following?  authorities:  Bryant  v.  ITarding,  29  ^lo.  347; 
Ilnthsing  v.  Maus,  36  Mo.  101-  Norvell  v.  Porter,  62  I\Io.  309; 
Quigley  v.  Mexico  S.  Bank,  80  Mo.  289,  50  Am.  Rep.  503; 
In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19  Pac.  926;  Western  Bank  v. 
Tallman,  15  Wis.  92;  Iladden  v.  Lamed,  83  Ga.  636,  10  S. 
E.  278. 

The  right  to  bring  a  suit  for  divorce  is  strictly  personal, 
and  under  the  exclusive  volition  and  control  of  the  injured 
party. 

"If  a  guardian  or  next  friend  has  the  power  insisted  upon, 
we  desire  to  learn  whence  it  is  derived.  It  certainly  is  not 
given  by  express  provision  of  law,  nor  can  it  legitimately  be 
deducted  from  the  personal  custody  of  the  ward,  which  im- 
poses certain  duties  on  the  guardian  which  he  must  perform. 
Whether  after  gross  and  repeated  infidelities  the  wife  will 
continue  to  regard  him  as  her  husband  and  live  with  him  as 
his  wife  is  for  her  decision  only.  Death  only  can  dissolve 
the  marriage  relation  without  her  consent,  and  no  divorce 
^^^  can  or  ought  to  be  had  in  his,  or  any  case,  but  through 
the  agency  and  will  of  the  injured  party":  Worthy  v.  Wor- 
thy, 36  Ga.  45,  91  Am.  Dec.  758;  2  Bishop  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  5th  ed.,  sec.  306a. 

This  personal  character  of  the  suit  shows  more  clearly  why 
the  plaintiff  only  can  make  the  affidavit  to  the  petition :  Rich- 
ardson V.  Richardson,  50  Vt.  119;  Besore  v.  Besore,  49  Ga. 
378;  2  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  6th  ed.,  sec.  306a; 
Win.sloAV  V.  Winslow,  7  Mass.  96;  Birdzell  v.  Birdzell,  33  Kan. 
433,  52  Am.  Rep.  539,  6  Pac.  561;  Jones  v.  Jones.  18  Me. 
308;  Amos  v.  Amos,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  171;  Wright  v.  Wright,  3 
Tex.  168. 

Where  the  statute  specifically  points  out  who  may  make  a 
certain  affidavit,  it  can  be  made  by  no  one  other  than  those 
specified:  2  Cyc,  p.  5,  pars.  A,  P;  Steinbach  v.  Leese,  27 
Cal,  295 ;  State  v.  Washoe  County,  5  Nev.  317 ;  Ex  parte  Aid- 
rich,  1  Denio,  662;  In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19  Pac.  926; 
Ex  parte  Shuniway,  4  Denio,  258;  Baker  v.  Knickerbocker, 
25  Kan.  288. 

According  to  these  authorities,  clearly  Lovelace  could  not 
make  the  afBdavit  for  the  plaintiff,  verifying  the  petition,  in 
the  divorce  proceedings,  and  for  that  reason  the  petition  in 
law  stands  as  though  it  had  never  been  sworn  to. 

The  plaintiff  cites  many  authorities  sustaining  the  propo- 
sition that  the  next  friend  may  make  an  affidavit  for  the 
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minor  when  necessary  to  be  filed  by  plaintiff  at  the  commence- 
ment or  dnring  the  progress  of  the  suit,  but  none  of  tlie  cases 
were  suits  for  divorce.  The  rules  governing  cases  involving 
property  riglils  are  not  applicable  to  divorce  eases:  Ayres  v. 
Gartner,  90  Mich.  380,  51  N.  W.  461;  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins, 
132  N.  C.  22,  43  S.  W.  508;  Rayl  v.  Rayl  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.), 
G4  S.  W.  309 ;  DeArmond  v.  DeArmond,  92  Tenn.  40,  20  S. 
W.  422. 

3.  The  affidavit  of  the  absence  of  collusion,  fear  or  restraint 
and  of  gcMid  faith  is  jurisdictional,  and  the  absence  of  such, 
affidavit  to  that  effect  is  fatal. 

''^^^  In  discussing  a  similar  statute  of  IMichigan,  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state  said:  "This  is  a  statutory  require- 
ment and  is  mandatory Nor  can  this  defect  be  waived 

by  any  act  of  defendant.  The  policy  of  the  statute  is  to 
prevent  collusive  proceedings  between  the  parties  for  divorce. 
If  in  the  power  of  defendant  to  waive  the  provision,  the  stat- 
ute may  be  easily  nullified":  Ayres  v.  Gartner,  90  Mich.  380, 
51  N.  W.  461. 

In  the  last  case  cited  the  supreme  court,  by  mandamus, 
compelled  the  court  below  to  dismiss  the  cause  pending  be- 
fore it  because  it  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  try  the  cause, 
in  the  absence  of  such  an  affidavit. 

In  discussing  this  same  question,  the  supreme  court  of  North 
Carolina  used  this  language: 

"The  verification  is  in  the  following  words:  'Julia  A.  Hop- 
kins, being  duly  sworn,  says  she  has  heard  read  the  forego- 
ing complaint ;  that  the  facts  set  forth  therein  are  true  of 
her  own  knowledge,  except  the  facts  therein  set  forth  on  in- 
formation and  belief,  and  as  to  them  she  believes  it  to  be 
true.'  This  verification  does  not  conform  to  the  requirements 
of  the  Code,  section  1287.  In  the  case  of  Nichols  v.  Nichols, 
128  N.  C.  108,  38  S.  E.  296,  this  court  has  said:  'It  is  neces- 
sary, in  order  that  the  court  may  take  jurisdiction  of  the 
matter  of  divorce,  that  each  and  all  of  the  requisites  men- 
tioned in  the  affidavit  required  by  the  Code,  section  1287, 
shall  be  set  out  aiul  sworn  to  by  the  plaintilf.  The  require- 
ments are  mandatory.'  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  com- 
plaint in  an  ordinary  action  which  nuiy  or  may  not  be  veri- 
fied under  section  257  and  258  of  the  Code,  as  tlie  plaintiff 
elects.  The  plaintiff  is  not  required  b}^  these  sections  to 
verify  his  plcadinus.  but,  in  the  case  of  a  complaint  in  an 
action  of  divorce,  the  law  is  different,  as  the  very  language 


708  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.      [Missouri, 

and  purpose  of  section  1287  of  the  Code  show  it  was  intended 
that  its  provisions  relating  to  the  verification  of  the  com- 
plaint should  be  mandatory  and  a  failure  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  that  section  is  fatal  to  ^-'*  the  plaintiff's 
case,  as  the  court  is  without  jurisdiction  unless  the  proper 
verification  of  the  complaint  is  made.  Verification  in  the 
very  manner  prescribed  by  the  section  is  essential  to  confer 
jurisdiction  upon  the  court  to  entertain  the  action  or  pro- 
ceeding therein."  Motion  to  dismiss  was  sustained:  Hopkins 
V.  Hopkins,  132  N.  C.  22,  43  S.  E.  508;  Martin  v.  I\Tartin, 
130  N.  C.  27,  40  S.  E.  822;  HoUoman  v.  Holloman,  127  N. 
C.  15,  37  S.  W.  68;  Rayl  v.  Rayl  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.),  64  S. 
W.  309. 

Tlie  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  said : 

"The  defects  in  the  affidavit  in  question  are: 

"1.  It  does  not  state  that  the  complaint  is  not  made  out 
of  'levity.' 

"2.  It  docs  not  state  that  the  complaint  is  not  made  out 
of  collusion  'with  the  defendant.' 

"3.  It  does  not  state  that  the  complaint  is  made  for  the 
'causes'  mentioned  in  the  bill 

"The  peace  and  happiness  of  society  largely  depend  upon 
maintaining  the  marriage  relation,  and  the  policy  of  the  state 
is  to  encourage  and  maintain  that  relation.  For  the  protec- 
tion of  society  against  the  manifold  evils  that  would  neces- 
saril}''  flow  from  the  wanton  and  indiscriminate  severing  of 
that  relation,  the  legislature  has  declared  that  divorces  shall 
not  be  granted,  except  for  certain  causes,  which  are  distinctly 
set  out  in  the  statute;  and  has  prescribed  what  allegations 
shall  be  made  in  the  bill  or  petition  for  divorce,  and  how  the 
bill  or  petition  shall  be  verified.  All  these  requirements  of 
the  statute  are  for  the  benefit  of  society,  and  not  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties.  They  are  intended  to  guard  against 
the  bad  faith  and  collusion  of  the  parties.  The  application 
must  show  a  clear  and  meritorious  case  under  the  statute  be- 
fore the  court  can  take  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  The  statu- 
tory affidavit  is  an  essential  part  of  the  application,  and  with- 
out it  there  is  no  jurisdiction."  The  bill  was  dismissed: 
DeArmond  ^^e  y  DeArmond,  92  Tenn.  40,  20  S.  W.  422; 
14  Cyc,  p.  678,  par.  J,  and  notes;  Moore  v.  ^loore,  130  N. 
C.  333,  41  S.  E.  943 ;  Eastes  v.  Eastes,  79  Ind.  3G3. 

The  plaintiff  cites  us  to  but  one  case  which  holds  contrary 
to  the  doctrine  above  stated,  and  that  is  the  case  of  McCrauey 
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V.  IMcCraney,  5  Iowa,  2:]2,  GS  Am.  Dec.  702.  This  case  is 
against  the  great  weight  of  autliority  in  this  country,  and  it 
seems  to  us  to  be  against  the  letter  and  spirit  of  our  statute 
upon  tlie  subject  in  hand,  and  is  contrary  to  sound  public 
policy,  and  for  tliese  reasons  we  refuse  to  follow  it. 

The  decree  for  divorce  in  the  case  of  plaintiff  against  Daniel 
Edmonds,  her  iirst  husband,  is  absolutely  void  for  two  rea- 
sons; because,  first,  as  we  have  heretofore  pointed  out  the 
fact,  that  there  was  no  proper  allegation  contained  in  the 
petition  filed  in  that  cause  which  authorized  the  court  or 
clerk  to  issue  the  order  of  publication  against  the  dcfend-mt, 
and  for  tliat  reason  the  court  acquired  no  jurisdiction  over 
him;  and,  second,  the  court  ac(piired  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause,  because  the  petition  was  fatally  defective,  for  tlie  rea- 
son that  it  was  not  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  subsequent  verification  of  the  petition  on  the  doy  the 
final  decree  was  entered  in  the  cause  did  not  cure  the  de- 
fects, because  the  defendant  was  not  in  court  at  tiiat  time. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  decree  was  subject  to  collateral 
att.-ick  in  this  cause:  Jewett  v.  Doardm;;n,  181  ^fo.  G!7.  81 
S.  W.  186;  Kussell  v.  Grant,  122  Mo.  161,  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 
r)!;n.  26  S.  AA\  958;  P.bick  on  Judgments,  sees.  83,  8-1,  218, 
211)-24!i;  17  V.wy.  of  PI.  &  Pr.,  p.  52,  par.  2. 

This  woidd  be  true  even  conceding  the  defendant  had  been 
jiroperly  served  by  public;\lion  in  the  divorce  suit,  bc"aus(;  an 
iimcndment  of  the  petition  in  a  material  matter  after  publica- 
tion of  notice  is  void  and  not  binding  on  the  defciiibnit.  "A 
petition  cpnnot,  therefore,  be  amended  in  a  mntter  of  sub- 
stance, after  puljlication  --'  of  notice,  so  as  to  make  a  viilid 
judgment  thereon  against  a  defendant  Avlio  does  not  api^ear": 
Lenven,v(irlh  R.  P.  &  B.  Co.  v.  Atdiison,  P]7  ^fo. '2I8,  37 
S.  V;.  1)13;  Janney  v.  Spedden,  38  ?>Io.  205. 

Tlie  verificnti(UT  reqnii'cd  to  be  made  and  annex(>d  to  the 
petiliei-i  in  diverce  x)roceedings  is  a  matter  of  sul)s!;ince,  so 
nnt(.-!i  s()  tli.it  llie  court  accpiircs  no  je.risdiction  of  (he  cnnse 
willieiit  it:  See  authorities  cited  under  para'_;r;i[)li  3  oi"  this 
o;Hiiiitn. 

It  m!!>t,  therefore,  follow  according  to  1]ie  Tj(>'iven\\iM'(h  and 
Spe  !diii  ca^(>s,  just  mentioned,  that  tlie  ameiulii.ent  made  on 
the  day  01'  trial   was  void   and  of  no  eflVct. 

4.  II  f(  Hows  from  what  b.as  been  before  stated  that  the 
pbiietitr  ii[)en  the  denth  of  licr  fiist  husl'and.  wliich  (^i-c-ipi-ed 
son. clime   Lei  a  ecu   ].s72   ;uid   lo73,   had   a  complete  cause  of 
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action  against  defendant  for  the  possession  of  the  land,  which 
he  admits  he  is  in  possession  of,  and  she  has  not  asserted  that 
right,  notwithstanding  the  doors  of  the  courts  have  been 
open  to  her  for  nearly  thirty  years.  Upon  the  undisputed 
facts  of  this  case,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action  is  barred  by  both  the  ten  and  twenty- four  years' 
statute  of  limitations. 

Several  other  questions  have  been  presented  and  argued 
by  counsel  for  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  wliich  we  have 
carefully  considered;  and,  after  concluding  they  could  not 
change  the  conclusions  here  reached,  we  deem  it  unimpor- 
tant to  discuss  them  in  this  opinion. 

For  the  reasons  before  stated,  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  is  affirmed. 

Valliant,  P.  J.,  Graves  and  Lamm,  JJ.,  dissent  as  to  para- 
graph 1 ;  all  concur  as  to  rest  of  the  opinion. 


The  Failure  to  Swear  to  a  Co7)iplaint  for  Divorce  does  not  vitiate  the 
decree  on  the  ground  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction:  McCrancy 
V.  McCraney,  5  Iowa.  232,  68  Am.  Dec.  702.  A  statute  requiring  the 
complaint  to  be  verified  is  merely  directory;  and  an  unverified  petition 
gives  the  court  jurisdiction  and  may  be  amended:  Kush  v.  Eush,  46 
Iowa,  648,  26  Am.  Eep.  179. 

An  Ansicer  in  Divorce  in  the  Nature  of  a  Cross-biU  must  be  verified  in 
order  to  authorize  a  decree  for  the  defendant;  but  if  it  is  not  verified, 
it  may  be  amended  in  the  absence  of  collusion:  Harrison  v.  Harrisuu, 
9-i  Mich.  559,  34  Am.  St.  Eep.  364. 


STRONG  V.  WIIYBARK. 

[204  Mo.  341,  102  S.  W.  968.] 

DEEDS  —  Quitclaim  —  Record  —  Consideration  —  Priority  Over 
Unrecorded  Deed. — A  grantee  in  a  recorded  quitclaim  deed  for  a  re- 
cited consideration  of  "natural  love  and  affection  and  five  dollars," 
without  any  notice  or  actual  knowledge  of  a  prior  unrecorded  war- 
ranty deed  of  the  same  land,  from  the  same  grantor,  and  without  any 
fraud  or  collusion  between  such  grantee  and  his  grantor,  takes  title 
as  against  the  grantee  in  such  warranty  deed.      (p.  712.) 

DEEDS — Consideration. — It  is  not  necessary  that  the  considera- 
tion for  a  deed  be  adecjuate  in  value.  Although  such  consideration 
is  small  or  even  nominal,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  it  is  enough  to 
support  the  deed  against  a  prior  unrecorded  conveyance,     (p.  7K!.) 

DEEDS — Quitclaim — Notice. — The  rule  that  a  quitclaim  deed 
is  notice  of  jire-exisling  equities,  and  tliat  the  grantee  therein  and 
those  who  claim  under  him  take  with  notice  that  his  title  is  question- 
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able,  has  no  application  whore  tho  giTintoe  iin'"!(  r  a  snli'rqnmt  quit- 
claim  deod  from  the  same  grantor  acquires  title  for  v^alue  and  with- 
out notice  of  a  former  unrecorded  dce<l.      (p.  713.) 

DEEDS — Quitclaim — Eecord — Notice. — A  purchaser  for  value 
by  quitclaim  deed  is  as  mucli  within  the  protection  of  the  registry  act 
as  one  wlio  becomes  a  purchaser  by  warranty  deed.      (p.  7\'.'>.) 

DEEDS — Eecord — Consideration. — If  the  controversy  is  be- 
tween the  vendee  in  a  duly  recorded  deed  and  the  vendee  in  a  prior 
unrecorded  deed  from  the  same  grantor,  the  consideration  in  tlie  foriiur 
to  make  it  superior  must  be  a  valuable,  as  distinguished  from  a  good, 
consiileratiou,  but  such  consideration  need  not  be  full  and  adequate, 
(p.  713.) 

DEEDS — Want  of  Consideration — Evidence  of. — In  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  want  of  consideration  cannot  be  sliown  against  a  recital 
of  consideration  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  operative  words  of  a 
deed.      (p.  714.) 

DEEDS — Quitclaim — Fraud. — If  fraud  in  its  execution  is  relied 
upon  as  a  defense  to  a  quitclaim  deed,  the  defendant  must  allege  and 
prove  it.      (p.  714.) 

J.  G.  St]'ong  and  E.  R.  Lentz,  for  the  appellant. 
W.   N.   Barron,  for  the  respondents. 

3t-t  WOODSON,  J.  This  is  a  bill  in  equity,  instituted  in 
the  cir'^uit  court  of  Butler  county,  wherein  plaintiff  seeks 
to  have  her  title  quieted  to  five  hundred  and  twenty  acres  of 
land.  John  R.  Boy  den  was  one  of  the  several  defendants 
named  in  the  bill.  lie  filed  an  answer  claiming  an  interest 
in  and  to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  said  land,  and  also 
denied  generally  the  allegations  of  the  bill.  No  point  is  made 
against  the  pleadings,  and  he  is  the  only  defendant  whose 
interest  is  involved  in  this  appeal. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  undisputed  and  are  as  follows: 

^'^^  Seth  D.  Ilayden  was  the  common  source  of  title,  and 
on  ]M;irch  6,  18G1,  by  his  warranty  deed,  for  a  recited  con- 
sideration in  the  deed  of  six  hundred  and  forty  dollars,  con- 
veyed said  land  to  AVilliam  A.  Moore,  and  on  August  26, 
18(13.  said  Ilayden,  by  his  quitclaim  deed,  for  a  recited  con- 
sideration of  "natural  love  and  affection  and  five  dollars," 
conveyed  the  same  land  to  Josephine  Ilayden.  The  deed  to 
llaydcn  was  recorded  April  11,  18G8,  and  the  one  to  Moore 
was  recorded  December  14,  1874. 

The  i)l.iintii"f' s  title  is  derived  through  mesne  conveyances 
from  Josephine  Ilayden,  while  defenchmt's  title  is  derived 
throngli  similar  conveyances  from  AVilliam  A.  Aloore.  It 
was  jubnilied  that  the  land  was  wild  and  unoccupied.  This 
was  all  the  evidence  in  tlie  case. 
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The  court  found  for  defendant  and  rendered  judgment  for 
liim.  The  plaintiff  in  due  time  filed  his  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  whioh  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  to  the  action  of 
the  court  in  overruling  said  motion  the  plaintiff  duly  ex- 
cepted, and  has  appealed  the  cause  to  this  court. 

1.  The  sole  question  involved  in  this  case  is,  Did  the  sub- 
sequently executed  quitclaim  deed  of  Seth  D.  Ilayden  to 
Josephine  Hayden,  dated  August  26,  18G3,  by  virtue  of  its 
prior  recordation,  have  the  force  and  effect  of  conveying  to 
her  the  title  to  the  land  in  controversy  by  force  and  opera- 
tion of  the  registry  act,  and  thereby  render  invalid  and  in- 
operative the  prior  warranty  deed  made  by  him  to  "William 
A.  ]\Ioore,  dated  IMarch  6,  1861,  but  not  filed  for  record  until 
December  14,  1874? 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever  in  this  record  tending  to 
show  that  Josephine  Hayden  had  any  notice  or  knowledge 
of  the  execution  of  the  prior  unrecorded  warranty  deed  from 
Seth  D.  Hayden  to  said  Moore,  at  the  time  he  made  the  quit- 
claim deed  to  her,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  of  fraud  or  collu- 
sion between  Seth  D.  Hayden  and  Josephine  Hayden.  Both 
William  A.  ^'^^  IMoore  and  Josephine  Hayden  neglected  for 
years  to  file  their  deed  for  record,  as  provided  for  by  section 
923  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899,  yet  the  latter  filed  her 
deed  about  six  years  prior  to  the  time  when  he  filed  his. 

The  statute  provides  that  "no  such  instrument  in  writing 
shall  be  valid,  except  as  between  the  x)arties  thereto,  and 
such  as  have  actual  notice  thereof,  until  the  same  shall  be 
deposited  with  the  recorder  for  record":  Rev.  Stats.  1899, 
sec.  925. 

According  to  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  deed  from 
Hayden  to  i\Ioore  was  invalid,  and  conveyed  no  title  to  the 
land  in  controversy  in  so  far  as  Josephine  Hayden  was  con- 
cerned, because  she  had  no  notice  of  its  execution  at  the  time 
she  filed  her  deed  for  record.  If  the  exception  mentioned  in 
the  section  just  quoted  was  the  only  exception  or  limitation 
to  that  statute,  then  there  would  be  no  question  as  to  the 
title  of  Josephine  Hayden  and  those  claiming  under  her.  but 
tlie  courts  upon  principles  of  equity  and  justice  have  repeat- 
edly held  that  if  the  subsequent  purchaser  either  had  notice 
of  the  prior  unrecorded  deed,  or  if  he  was  a  purchaser  with- 
out having  paid  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  for  the 
land,  then  he  would  take  nothing  by  liis  purcliase  and  deed: 
Maupin  v.  Emmons,  47  Mo.  304;  Auuuchon  v.  Bender,  44 
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Mo.  560.  The  question  now  presents  itself,  "Was  Jos;'i)liine 
ITayclen  a  purchaser  of  the  hind  in  question  for  a  good  and 
valuable  consideration?  The  deed  recites  that  the  convvy- 
anee  was  made  for  and  in  "eonsickM'ation  of  n;iliiinl  love  and 
afTeclion  and  five  dollars  to  him  in  hand  paid  by  tlie  party 
of  the  second  part,  the  receipt  of  which  is  hcrcljy  acknowl- 
edged." 

A  valuable  consideration  is  defined  to  be  money  or  some- 
thing that  is  worth  money:  2  Washburn  on  Ileal  Property, 
4th  ed.,  p.  394;  1  Chitty  on  Contracte,  11th  Am.  ed.,  27.  It 
is  not  ne>'essary  that  the  consideration  should  be  adequate  in 
point  of  value.  Although  small  ^^"^  or  even  nominal,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  it  is  enoui!h  to  support  a  contract  entered 
into  upon  the  faith  of  it:  Forbs  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  R.,  107 
]\io.  App.  661,  82  S.  W.  562;  Marks  v.  Bank  of  ^Missouri,  8 
Mo.  316;  Kidenbaugh  v.  Young,  145  Uo.  274,  46  S.  W.  959; 
Blaine  v.  Knapp  &  Co.,  140  Mo.  241,  41  S.  W.  787 ;  Anderson  v. 
Gaines,  156  Mo.  664,  57  S.  W.  726 ;  Green  v.  Iligham,  161  Mo. 
333,  61  S.  W.  798;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  p.  694. 
par.  5.  It  seems  to  us  that  it  w'ould  be  a  useless  waste  of 
time  and  energy  to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  the  proposi- 
tion that  five  dollars  or  any  other  stated  sum  of  money  in 
excess  of  one  cent,  one  dime,  or  one  dollar,  which  are  the 
technical  words  used  to  express  nominal  considerations,  is  a 
valuable  consideration  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  of  con- 
veyancing. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  a  quitclaim  deed  is  notice  of 
pre-existing  equities,  and  that  those  who  claim  under  Jo- 
sephine Ilayden  had  notice  that  her  title  to  this  land  was 
questionable,  and  that  neither  she  nor  they  could  defend 
upon  the  ground  that  they  v/ere  bona  fide  purchasers  for  a 
\'aliiable  consideration  without  notice  of  the  title  of  the  true 
owner:  Stivers  v.  Ilorne,  62  INlo.  473;  IMann  v.  Best,  62  :\ro. 
491  ;    fiidgeway  v.   Ilolliday,   59  Mo.   444. 

But  the  rule  last  suggested  h:is  no  application  to  a  case 
^^hcre  the  grantee  under  a  sul)sc'|iicnt  (|ui((daim  deed  fiMin 
tlie  same  grantor  ac(|uii-cd  the  title  for  value  atid  v/itlnmt 
notice  of  the  former  unrecorded  deed:  Fox  v.  Ihdl,  74  Mo. 
IHT),  \^  Am.  Bcp.  216.  "A  purchaser  for  value  b\-  quil  ■hiini 
deed  is  as  much  witliiu  the  protection  of  the  rcji-ii'v  act  as 
one  who  becomes  a  ])urc]i::sor  by  a  warranty  deed"':  /vTipkoi! 
V.  Enser.  'M  ^lo.  504,  7  S.  W.  108;  raiiiphcll  v.  E- h  ,].>  Ca^^ 
Co.,  84  I\Io.  332;  Browu  v.  Eanuer  etc.  Coal  Co.,  97  111.  214, 
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37  Am.  Rep.  105;  Elliott  v.  Buffington,  149  Mo.  663,  51  S. 
W.  408 ;  Ebersole  v.  Rankin,  102  Mo.  488,  15  S.  W.  522. 

Where  the  controversy  is  between  the  vendee  of  a  duly 
recorded  deed  and  the  vendee  of  a  prior  unrecorded  ^****  deed 
from  the  same  vendor,  the  settled  rule  of  law  in  this  state 
seems  to  be  that  the  consideration  in  the  latter  must  be  such 
as  the  law  denominates  a  valuable  consideration  as  distin- 
guislicd  from  a  good  consideration.  We  know  of  no  case 
which  has  gone  further  and  holds  that  the  purchaser  under 
the  recorded  deed  must  have  paid  a  full  and  adequate  con- 
sideration for  the  land. 

If  fraud  is  made  an  issue  in  the  case,  then  the  inadequacy 
of  the  consideration  paid  may  be  taken  into  consideration 
with  all  the  other  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  case  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  fraud;  but  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
a  want  of  consideration  cannot  be  shown  against  a  recital 
of  a  consideration  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  operative 
words  of  a  deed:  Bobb  v.  Bobb,  89  Mo.  411,  4  S.  W.  511; 
Henderson  v.  Henderson's  Exrs.,  13  Mo.  151;  HoUoeher  v. 
Ilollocher,  62  Mo.  267 ;  McConnell  v.  Brayner,  63  Mo.  461 ; 
McCrea  v.  Purmort,  16  Wend.  460,  30  Am.  Dec.  103;  Far- 
rington  v.  Barr,  36  N.  H.  86 ;  Kimball  v.  Walker,  30  111.  482. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  there  was  no  evidence  intro- 
duced tending  to  prove  the  recited  consideration  of  five  dol- 
lars was  not  in  fact  paid. 

Counsel  for  defendant,  in  both  his  oral  and  written  argu- 
ments, contends  that  Josephine  Ilayden  procured  her  deed 
from  Seth  D.  Hayden  by  fraud.  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to 
that  to  say  that  no  such  issue  is  made  by  the  pleadings  in 
the  case,  nor  was  there  a  w^ord  of  evidence  introduced  at  the 
trial   tending   to   establish   that   fact. 

If  defendant  wished  to  rel}'  upon  fraud  as  a  defense,  he 
should  have  alleged  and  proved  it.  The  burden  of  proving 
such  an  issue  is  upon  the  defendant :  Jackson  v.  Wood,  88 
Mo.  76;  Nauman  v.  Oberle,  90  Mo.  666.  3  S.  W.  380;  Tay- 
lor V.  Crockett.  123  Mo.  300,  27  S.  W.  620. 

^■*®  It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

All  concur. 


The  operation  and  Effect  of  Quitclaim  Deeds,  and  the  rights  of  the 
grantees   thereunder,  are   discussed  in  the  note   to  Babcock  v.   Wells, 
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85  Am.  St.  Eep.  854.  It  has  recently  been  affirmed  that  such  doeds 
are  not  an  assertion  of  any  particular,  or  of  any  title,  aud  does  not 
of  itself  operate  as  an  estojjpel  against  either  the  grantor  or  gratitce 
as  to  the  nature  or  extent  of  the  title:  Olmstcad  v.  Tracy,  145  Mich. 
299,  IIG  Am.  St.  Eep.  299;  and  that  an  unrecorded  warranty  dii  il 
has  precedence  over  a  subsequently  executed  and  recorded  quitclaim 
deed  purjiorting  to  remise,  release,  and  quitclaim  the  grantor's  in- 
terest in  the  premises:  Fowler  v.  Will,  19  S.  Dak.  131,  117  Am.  St. 
Kep.   yo8. 


STATE  V.  WERER. 

[205  Mo.  36,  102  S.  W.  955.] 

STATUTES — Title  of  Act. — "An  Act  Relating  to  the  preserva- 
tion, propagation,  and  protection  of  game  animals"  is  sufficiently 
broad  to  embrace  all  kinds  of  deer,  whether  wild  or  tame.      (p.  719.) 

GAME  LAW. — No  Owner  of  Deer  Raised  in  Captivity  has  a 
better  right  thereto  than  has  the  hunter  at  common  law  to  the  deer 
captured  or  killed  by  him.      (p.  719.) 

GAME  LAW — Domesticated  Animals. — A  statute  making  it 
unlawful  to  have  in  possession  the  carcass  of  any  deer  not  having 
thereon  the  evidence  of  its  sex  applies  to  all  deer,  wild  or  domesti- 
cated,    fp.  720.) 

GAME  LAW — Domesticated  Animals. — A  statute  making  it 
unlawful  to  have  in  possession  the  carcass  of  any  deer  not  having 
thereon  the  evidence  of  its  i?ex  is  not  unconstitutional  as  a]iplied  to 
a  dealer  in  meats  who  has  jUTrehased  the  carcasses  of  deer  from  one 
who  raised  them  in  captivity,      (p.  722.) 

Clias.  B.  Adams  and  Wash.  Adams,  for  the  appellant. 

Isaac  B.  Kimliall  and  Bruce  Barnett,  for  the  state. 

39  BT'ROESS,  J.  At  the  January  term.  1906.  of  the 
Jackson  county  criminal  court,  under  an  information  filed 
by  the  prosocutinof  attorney  of  said  county,  the  third  count  of 
Avliich  cliai'U'cd  the  defendant  with  having'  in  his  possession 
the  carcnssrs  of  three  deer  which  did  not  have  thereon  the 
natural  evidences  of  their  sex,  in  violation  of  section  13  of 
the  act  Icnown  as  the  game  law,  approved  iNIarch  10.  1905 
(Laws  in05,  p.  158),  the  defendant  was  found  guilty  as 
chai'i;<'d  ill  siiid  third  count,  and  his  punishment  assessed  at 
a  line  of  tweii1y-five  dollars.  The  cause  was  tried  by  the 
court,  trial  l)y  jury  having  been  waived.  From  the  judgment 
of  til!'  '/ourt  defendant  app(nded  to  the  Kansas  (,'ily  court  of 
a[>p'Mis.  ])y  wliieh  the  cause  has  been  traiisferi-ed  to  this  court 
for  its  (!et(  rieiiKition.  seel  ions  15,  20,  21,  and  30  of  article  2 
of  the  eonsiilulion  being  iu\'olved. 
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The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  state  showed  that  the  de- 
fendant had  in  his  possession  and  was  offering  for  sale  at 
his  meat  market  in  Kansas  City,  on  December  14,  1905,  the 
carcasses  of  eight  deer,  from  which  the  natural  evidences  of 
their  sex  had  been  removed,  which  facts  were  not  denied  by 
the  defendant. 

Defendant  introduced  evidence  showing  that  the  deer  in 
question  had  been  fawned  and  raised  in  captivity  upon  a 
stock  farm  in  Henry  county,  Missouri,  owned  by  ]\Irs.  George 
M.  Casey,  and  were  killed  there  ^^  and  their  carcasses  sold 
and  shipped  to  the  defendant  at  Kansas  City.  The  deer  had 
belonged  to  a  herd  raised  upon  the  Casey  farm,  and  were 
descended  from  a  pair  of  tame  deer  raised  as  pets  some 
twenty-five  years  before  on  the  lawn  of  the  Casey  home. 
They  were  kept  in  a  pasture  inclosed  by  a  high  fence,  were 
permitted  to  run  with  the  cattle,  were  raised  under  similar 
conditions,  and  were  fed  and  cared  for  like  cattle.  The  in- 
closure  in  which  they  were  kept  was  never  maintained  as  a 
game  preserve,  nor  were  the  animals  raised  or  used  for  hunt- 
ing purposes.  The  herd  at  one  time  had  increased  to  one 
hundred  and  fifty  head.  A  number  of  deer  were  killed  every 
year  for  food  purposes,  and  it  had  for  several  years  been  the 
custom  of  the  defendant,  during  the  holiday  season,  to  pur- 
chase a  small  number  of  deer  from  Mr.  or  Mrs.  Casey  for  sale 
at  his  meat  market  in  Kansas  City. 

The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  declare  the  law  to  be 
as  follows : 

"The  court,  sitting  as  a  jury,  declares  the  law  to  be,  that 
if  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  deer  described  in  the 
information  against  defendant  were  purchased  by  defend- 
ant from  Mrs.  George  M.  Casey  for  value  and  were  shipped 
to  him  from  Clinton,  Henry  county,  Missouri,  to  be  sold  in  the 
Kansas  City  market;  that  said  deer  consisted  of  part  of  a  herd 
of  tame  or  domesticated  deer  which  were  bred  and  raised  on 
the  Casey  farm  near  Clinton,  Missouri,  as  domestic  animals; 
that  said  deed  were  kept  constantly  inclosed  by  fences,  and 
were  not,  and  had  never  been,  permitted  to  run  at  large  or 
to  be  hiuited  as  game ;  that  said  herd  of  deer  was  the  product 
of  a  pair  of  deer  raised  as  pets  on  the  lawn  of  the  Casey  home 
more  than  twenty  years  ago,  and  that  a  part  of  said  herd  were 
Ivilled  annually  and  sold  and  shipped  to  the  Kansas  City  and 
other  niarl;ets  for  food  pur])osvs,  and  that  on  and  prior  to  June 
16,  I'JUj,  the  date  on  which  the  ;_,aiiic'  law  of  ^lissouri,  ^*  under 
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wliich  tlie  information  against  defendant  was  brought,  went 
into  effect,  the  said  deer  were  lield  by  private  ownership, 
le,^:i]ly  ac([uircd,  then  said  deer  are  not  within  tlie  provisions 
of  said  game  haw,  and  the  defenchant  is  not  guilty  of  the  of- 
fense or  offenses  charged  in  said  information,  and  must  be 
discharged." 

This  declaration  of  law  was  refused,  and  defendant  ex- 
cepted at  the  time. 

The  sections  of  the  act  having  any  connection  with  this 
prosecution  are  as  follows: 

"Section  1.  The  ownership  of  and  title  to  all  birds,  fish 
and  game  in  the  state  of  IMissouri,  not  held  by  private  owner- 
ship, legally  acquired,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  state 
and  no  fish,  birds  or  game  shall  be  caught,  taken  or  killed 
in  any  manner  or  at  any  time,  or  had  in  possession  except  the 
jxTsoii  so  catching,  taking  or  killing  or  having  in  possession 
shall  consent  that  the  title  to  said  fish,  birds  and  game  shall 
be  and  remain  in  the  state  of  IMissouri  for  the  purpose  of 
regulating  and  controlling  the  use  and  disposition  of  the 
same  after  such  catching,  taking  or  killing.  The  catching, 
taking,  killing  or  having  in  possession  of  birds,  fish  or  game  at 
any  time,  or  in  any  manner,  by  any  person,  shall  be  deemed 
a  consent  of  said  person  that  the  title  of  the  state  shall  be  and 
remain  in  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  use  and 
disposition  of  the  same  and  said  possession  shall  be  consent 
to  such  title  in  the  state." 

"Sec.  13.  It  is  hereby  declared  unlawful  to  kill  or  attempt 
to  kill  any  deer  in  the  state  of  ^Missouri  under  one  year  of  age. 
It  is  further  declared  unlawful  to  kill  any  deer  of  any  age  be- 
tween the  lirst  day  of  January  and  the  first  day  of  November 
in  each  year  and  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  extinction 
of  the  species  it  is  hereby  declared  unlawful  to  kill  any  doe. 
It  is  further  declared  unlawful  to  make  use  of  any  artificial 
li-'ht  in  hunting  or  killing  deer;  and  the  wearing  or  *-  having 
su;'h  li'jht  on  the  head  shall  be  prima  facie  evidi-nce  of  the 
violittion  of  this  section.  It  is  also  declared  \ui!a\vful  for  any 
person  to  wound,  kill  or  caj^ture  any  deer  in  the  wnters  of  the 
streams,  ponds,  or  lakes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  lliis  state, 
or  io  Jinve  i)i  j^J-'^sessioii  or  iranspoj't  at  any  time  the  carcass  of 
any  deer,  or  any  porlion  of  such  carcass,  ioihss  (he  same  lias 
(hereon  the  nadiral  ivhtince  of  i(s  sex.  Any  jiei'-^on  violating 
the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not 
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less  than  twenty-five  dollars  nor  more  than  one  hundred  dol- 
lars." 

"Sec.  43.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  game  and  fish  warden 
to  enforce  all  laws  now  enacted  and  which  may  be  hereafter 
enacted  for  the  protection,  preservation  and  propagation  of 
the  game  animals,  birds  and  fish  of  this  state,  and  to  prosecute, 
or  cause  to  be  prosecuted,  all  persons  who  violate  such  laws. 
Said  game  and  fish  warden  may  make  complaint  and  cause 
proceedings  to  be  commenced  against  any  person  for  the  viola- 
tion of  such  laws,  and  he  shall  not  be  obliged  to  furnish 
security  for  costs.  Said  game  and  fish  warden  shall  at  any 
and  all  times  seize  any  and  all  birds,  animals  or  fish  which 
have  been  caught,  taken  or  killed  at  a  time,  in  a  manner,  or  for 
a  purpose,  or  had  in  possession,  or  which  had  been  shipped, 
contrary  to  any  of  the  laws  of  this  state." 

"Sec.  45.  All  birds,  animals  or  fish,  seized  by  the  said 
game  and  fish  warden  shall  be  donated  to  some  charitable  in- 
stitution in  the  county  where  such  seizure  was  made.  It  is 
hereby  made  the  duty  of  every  warehouse,  cold  storage  plant, 
merchant  or  common  carrier,  agent,  servant  or  employe  there- 
of, to  permit  the  game  and  fish  warden  to  examine  any  package 
in  the  possession  of  said  warehouse,  cold-storage  plant,  mer- 
chant or  common  carrier,  or  agent,  servant  or  employe  there- 
of, which  the  said  game  and  fish  warden  shall  suspect  or  have 
reason  to  believe  contains  fish,  '^^  game  or  birds  protected  by 
the  laws  of  the  state,  and  not  entitled  under  such  law  to  be 
transported  or  had  in  possession,  or  Avhen  the  said  game  and 
fish  warden  shall  suspect  or  have  reason  to  believe  that  the 
said  package  is  falsely  labeled.  Any  person,  firm  or  corpora- 
tion refusing  the  game  and  fish  warden  or  any  officer  charged 
with  the  enforcement  of  the  fish  and  game  laws  permission  to 
examine  or  open  any  such  package  or  impede  such  action  by 
the  game  and  fish  warden  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not 
less  than  fifty  dollars  nor  more  than  one  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars.  Said  game  and  fish  warden  shall  not  be  liable  for 
damages  on  account  of  any  search,  examination  or  seizure 
made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act." 

"Sec.  71.  All  bird,  game  and  fish  laws  or  parts  of  such 
laws  formerly  enacted  and  inconsistent  herewith  are  hereby 
repealed." 

Defendant  asserts  that  the  deer  in  question  were  not  game 
animals  in  the  ordinary  and  accepted  meaning  of  the  term, 
and  were  not  embraced  in  or  germane  to  the  subject  of  the 
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game  law,  as  expressed  in  its  title,  and  were  not,  tlienifoi'e, 
within  the  provisions  of  said  law. 

Section  28  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution  of  ]\fissouri  pro- 
vides that  "no  bill  ....  shall  contain  more  than  one  sub- 
ject, which  sludl  be  clearly  expressed  in  its  title." 

The  title  of  the  act  in  question  is  as  follows:  "An  act  relat- 
ing to  the  preservation,  propagation  and  protection  of  game 
animals,  birds  and  fish;  creating  the  office  of  game  and  fish 
warden;  creating  a  game  protection  fund,  and  appropriating 
therefrom. ' ' 

As  is  said  by  counsel  for  defendant,  the  above  provision  of 
the  constitution  has  been  construed  by  the  sui)reme  court  to 
mean  that  an  act  cannot  be  broader  than  its  title,  and  cannot 
include  within  its  provisions  '^  any  subject  which  is  not  em- 
braced in,  or  germane  to,  its  title:  State  v.  Baker,  129  Mo. 
482,  31  S.  W.  924;  State  v.  Great  Western  Coffee  &  Tea  Co., 
171  Mo.  634,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  802,  71  S.  W.  1011.  But  we 
think  the  title  of  the  act  is  broad  and  comprehensive  enough 
to  embrace  within  its  meaning  all  kinds  of  deer,  whether  tame 
or  wild.  They  belong  to  that  class  of  animals  known  as  game 
animals;  and  the  legislature  had  the  right  to  enact  laws  for 
the  protection  of  all  deer  in  order  to  prevent  their  extinction. 
In  the  case  of  State  v.  Mead,  71  Mo.  2G6,  it  is  held:  "A  pro- 
vision in  an  act  'concerning  popular  elections,'  authorizing 
the  governor  to  fill  vacancies  in  elective  offices,  is  germane 
to  the  general  subject,  and  is  valid."  The  term  "game  ani- 
mals," as  used  in  the  title  of  the  act,  includes  all  kinds  of  deer 
within  this  state,  whether  wild  or  reduced  to  captivity. 

No  owner  of  deer  raised  in  captivity  has  a  better  title  there- 
to than  has  the  hunter  at  common  law  to  the  deer  captured 
or  killed  by  him,  and  it  has  always  been  held  that  the  state 
has  auchority  to  regulate  the  sale  of  such  game,  or  prohibit 
it  altogether.  In  Commonwealth  v.  Gilbert,  160  ^tass.  157, 
35  N.  E.  454,  22  L.  R.  A.  439,  it  is  said:  "In  order  to  make 
the  protection  of  the  trout  more  effectual,  it  was  deemed 
necessary  by  the  legislature  to  punish  the  sale,  during  the 
close  season,  of  all  trout  except  those  which  are  alive.  This 
was  i)robably  on  account  of  the  difficulty  in  distinguishing  be- 
tween trout  which  had  been  artificially  propagated  or  nuiin- 
taiiied  and  other  trout.  On  the  construction  contended  for 
by  the  defendant,  the  law  coukl  not  be  so  well  enforced."  In 
Peoi)le  V.  llesterl)erg.  184  X.  Y.  126,  76  N.  E.  1032,  3  L.  R.  A., 
N.  S.,  163,  the  court  sa^s:  "To  tiie  argument  that  the  exclu- 
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sion  of  foreign  game  in  no  way  tends  to  the  preservation  of 
domestic  game,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  substantially  the 
uniform  belief  of  legislatures  and  the  people  is  to  the  con- 
trary, and  that  both  in  England  and  many  of  the  states  in 
this  country  legislation  prohibiting  the  possession  *^  of  for- 
eign game  during  the  close  season  has  been  upheld  as  being 
necessary  to  the  protection  of  domestic  game,  on  the  ground 
that  without  such  inhibition  or  restriction  any  law  for  the  pro- 
tection of  domestic  game  could  be  successfully  Evaded";  cit- 
ing Wliitehead  v.  Smithers,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  553;  Ex  parte 
iNIaier,  103  Cal.  476,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  429 ,  37  Pac.  402 ;  Mag- 
ner  v.  People,  97  111.  320 ;  State  v.  Randolph,  1  Mo.  App.  15 ; 
Stevens  v.  State,  89  Md.  669,  43  Atl.  929 ;  Roth  v.  State,  51 
Ohio  St.  209,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  566,  37  N.  E.  259 ;  Commonwealth 
v.  Savage,  155  ]\Iass.  278,  29  N.  E.  468.  So,  in  the  case  of 
riaggerty  v.  St.  Louis  Ice  IMfg.  &  Storage  Co.,  143  Mo.  238,  65 
Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  44  S.  W.  1114,  40  L.  R.  A.  151,  it  is  said: 
"It  was  to  prevent  the  easy  evasions  of  the  statute  that  the 
law  was  passed  in  its  present  shape.  And  on  this  ground  it 
is  analogous  to  statutes  prohibiting  the  manufacture  or  sale 
of  oleomargarine,  and  it  is  the  only  ground  upon  which  such 
enactments  can  be  upheld.  The  end  being  granted,  to  wit,  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  enact  a  law  for  the  protection  and 
preservation  of  game ,  the  means  to  effectuate  that  end,  to  wit, 
the  authority  to  prevent  the  law  thus  passed  from  being 
evaded  by  prohibiting  and  making  penal  the  possession  of 
game  after  a  certain  period,  follows  as  an  indubitable  corol- 
lary." In  State  v.  Randolph,  1  Mo.  App.  15,  the  court  says: 
''The  game  law  would  be  nugatory  if,  during  the  prohibited 
season  game  could  be  imported  from  neighboring  states.  It 
would  be  impossible  to  show,  in  most  instances,  where  the 
game  was  caught." 

The  end  and  object  of  the  law,  as  expressed  in  the  title,  is 
the  preservation  and  protection  of  game  animals,  and  the 
provision  inhibiting  the  possession  by  anyone  of  the  carcass 
of  any  deer  which  has  not  thereon  the  natural  evidence  of  its 
sex  is  a  means  to  that  end. 

As  we  have  said,  the  deer  in  question  come  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  "game,"  which  means  animals  ferae  naturae, 
or  wild  by  nature.  It  makes  no  difference  that  said  deer  were 
raised  in  captivity  and  had  become  tame,  they  are  naturally 
wild.  "There  is  ^**  property  in  wild  animals  until  they 
have  been  subjected  to  the  control  of  man.     If  one  secures  and 
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tames  them,  they  are  his  property;  if  he  does  not  tame  thoni, 
they  are  still  his  so  long  as  they  are  kept  confined  and  under 
his  control":  Cooley  on  Torts,  2d  ed.,  435;  I\[anning  v. 
Mitchereon,  69  Ga.  447,  47  Am.  Rep.  764;  Amory  v.  Flyn,  10 
Johns.  102,  6  Am.  Dee.  316;  Commonwealth  v.  Chace,  9  Pick. 
15,  19  Am.  Dec.  34S.  That  deer  are  animals  ferae  naturae  is 
held  by  all  the  authorities  and  disputed  by  none. 

The  evidence  shows  that  Mrs.  Casey,  from  whom  defendant 
bought  the  deer,  was  the  owner  thereof,  having  raised  and 
held  them  in  captivity  up  to  the  time  they  were  sold  to  de- 
fendant. Defendant's  ownership  was,  therefore,  such  private 
ownership  in  game  as  is  recognized  by  the  first  section  of  the 
act.  Mrs.  Casey  had  the  same  right  to  sell  and  deliver  the 
deer  to  defendant  that  she  had  to  sell  and  deliver  any  other 
property  which  she  owned  and  possessed ;  but  the  deer  is  game, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  which  the  legislature  had  the 
power  to  enact  for  the  preservation  and  protection  of  game, 
and  the  property  rights  of  defendant  in  the  deer  were  in  no 
way  infringed  upon. 

That  the  act  prohibits  the  having  in  one's  possession  the 
carcass  of  any  kind  of  deer,  unless  the  same  has  thereon  the 
natural  evidence  of  its  sex,  is  indisputable.  The  section  (13) 
refers  to  "any  deer,"  meaning  any  and  all  kinds  of  deer,  and 
regulates  the  use  thereof  under  the  police  power.  The  priv- 
ilege of  selling  deer  is  not  restricted  or  qualified  by  the  act, 
but  it  makes  it  unlawful  to  have  the  carcass  or  any  portion  of 
it  in  one's  possession,  unless  the  same  has  thereon  the  natural 
evidence  of  its  sex.  The  section  permits  the  killing  of  deer 
in  certain  seasons  of  the  year,  except  deer  under  one  year  of 
age,  and  does,  the  provision  in  regard  to  the  killing  of  does 
being  declared  to  be  "for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  extinc- 
tion of  the  species";  and  to  render  effectual  the  provision  as 
to  docs.  '*''  there  is  the  provision  which  forbids  the  possession 
by  anyone  of  the  carcass  of  any  deer  not  having  thereon  the 
natural  evidence  of  its  sex.  These  restrictions  and  regula- 
tions do  not  interfere  in  any  way  with  his  property  riglits  in 
and  use  of  the  deer  by  the  private  owner.  The  jtrovisions  of 
the  section  are  clearly  embraced  within  the  police  power  of 
the  state,  under  which  rights  in  private  property  nnist.  to  a 
reasonable  extent,  yield  to  the  i)ublic  welfare.  Indeed,  as 
said  in  State  v.  Judy,  7  ]\Io.  App.  524:  "The  legislature  may, 
in  some  cases,  pass  laws  \vlii<-]i  dcstfoy  the  right  of  property. 
The  profoetion  of  lianic  is  ;i  pul^lic  advantage,  to  which  private 
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interests  may  be  made  to  yield  to  some  extent."  In  Com- 
monwealth V.  Gilbert,  160  Mass.  157,  35  N.  E.  454,  22  L.  R. 
A.  439,  it  is  said:  "Such  laws  are  not  to  be  held  unreasonable 
because  owners  of  property  may  thereby,  to  some  extent,  be 
restricted  in  its  use.  It  has  often  been  declared  that  all  prop- 
erty is  acquired  and  held  under  the  tacit  condition  that  it 
shall  not  be  so  used  as  to  destroy  or  greatly  impair  the 
public  rights  and  interests  of  the  community.  Many  illus- 
trations might  be  cited  where  such  restrictions  on  the  use 
of  property  have  been  held  valid.  But  the  cases  are  famil- 
iar. The  limitation  is  that  the  restrictions  must  not  be 
unreasonable.  The  legislature  may  'make,  ordain  and  estab- 
lish all  manner  of  wholesome  and  reasonable  orders,  laws, 
statutes  and  ordinances,  directions  and  instructions,  either 
with  penalties  or  without,  so  as  the  same  be  not  repugnant 
or  contrary  to  this  constitution,  as  they  shall  judge  to  be  for 
the  good  and  welfare  of  this  commonwealth':  Mass.  Const., 
c.  1,  sec.  1,  art.  4.  The  legislature  may  forbid  the  catching 
or  selling  of  useful  fishes  during  reasonable  close  seasons 
established  for  them;  and  to  extend  the  prohibition  so  as  to 
include  such  as  have  been  artificially  propagated  or  main- 
tained is  not  different  in  principle  from  legislation  forbidding 
persons  from  catching  fish  in  streams  running  through  their 
'^^  own  lands.  The  statute  under  consideration  falls  within 
this  power." 

We  entertain  no  doubt  of  the  constitutionality  of  section  13 
of  the  act.  The  case,  so  far  as  the  constitutional  provision 
invoked  is  involved,  differs  in  no  material  respect  from  State 
V.  Heger,  194  Mo.  707,  93  S.  W.  252;  Haggerty  v.  St.  Louis 
Ice  I\rfg.  &  Storage  Co.,  143  I^lo.  238,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  44 
S.  W.  1114,  40  L.  R.  A.  151;  State  v.  Randolph,  1  Mo.  App. 
15 ;  State  V.  Judy,  7  Mo.  App.  524 ;  People  v.  Hesterberg,  184 
N.  Y.  126,  76  N.  E.  1032,  3  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  163 ;  Geer  v.  Con- 
necticut, 161  U.  S.  519,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  600,  40  L.  ed.  793; 
all  of  which  in  effect  hold  that  game  laws  regulating  the  sale 
or  possession  of  game  imported  from  other  states,  where  the 
same  was  not  taken  in  violation  of  law,  do  not  interfere  with 
any  constitutional  rights.  While  these  adjudications  recog- 
nize that  game  lawfully  taken  and  ac(}uired  in  other  states 
is  the  property  of  the  person  taking  it,  they  hold  that,  under 
the  police  power  of  the  state,  certain  uses  of  private  property 
may  be  prohi])ited  by  statute  for  the  public  good,  and  that, 
for  the  better  protection  of  game  within  the  state,  laws  may  be 
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enacted  exchiding  all  game  from  the  markets  of  the  state 
during  certain  seasons  of  the  year,  or  entirely. 

If  the  provision  of  section  13,  which  declares  it  unlawful  to 
have  in  possession  the  carcass  of  any  deer  which  has  not  thereon 
the  natural  evidence  of  its  sex,  should  be  construed  as  refer- 
ring to  deer  in  a  wild  state,  and  to  such  only,  the  evasion  of 
the  law  would  be  an  easy  matter.  Suppose  the  deer  which 
defendant  purchased  and  had  in  possession  had  been  killed 
while  in  a  wild  state,  there  is  no  doubt  that,  the  evidence  of 
sex  being  removed,  he  would  be  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the 
law;  and,  so  far  as  the  question  of  title  or  ownership  is  con- 
cerned, the  title  which  a  person  holds  to  deer  v.'hieh  he  has 
raised  and  kept  in  cai)tivity  is  no  belter  than  his  title  to  the 
wild  deer  which  he  kills  or  captures,  and  reduces  to  his 
possession. 

Defendant,  however,  contends  that  the  word  ''^  "deer,"  as 
used  in  section  13,  should  be  construed  as  meaning  deer  "not 
held  by  private  ownership,  legally  acquired,"  and  that,  other- 
wise, the  exception  contained  in  section  1  is  disregarded  and 
the  act  brought  in  con  diet  with  section  21,  article  2  of  the 
constitution,  which  prohibits  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use  without  conq:)ensation.  For  reasons  already 
stated,  we  are  unable  to  concur  in  this  contention. 

There  is  no  restriction  or  burden  imposed  by  the  provision 
of  the  act  which  the  defendant  has  been  found  guilty  of  violat- 
ing, save  that  it  declares  it  unlawful  to  have  in  [)Ossession  the 
carcass  of  any  deer,  or  any  portion  of  such  carcass,  unless  the 
same  has  thereon  the  natural  evidence  of  its  sex,  which,  if  a 
burden  at  all,  is  a  very  light  and  insignilicant  one,  and  fully 
justilied  as  a  police  regulation. 

The  judgment  should  be  aifu-med.     It  is  so  ordered. 

All  concur. 


The  Coitstitiil iiinaJitii  of  Game  Laws  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Ex 
parte  Mail  r,  -1-  .\ii:.  i^t.  Ecp.  138.  The  legislature  lias  jilcnary  power 
to  icmilalc  or  [Ti  lnl;it  the  taking  of  game  and  tiie  hamlliiig  aud  pos- 
Bt'ssion  th(i-(ot  attiT  it  is  taken:  btate  v.  Nilcs.  7S  Vt.  liliti,  J  12  Am. 
yt.  Uv[t.  '.'IT.  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  niite  ther(lo.  A 
Btaliile  making  it  unlawful  to  sell  or  have  in  puss^-sidii  for  sal(>  any 
trout  iiiiplics  10  trout  lawfully  caught  in  another  stnfe'  and  shipped 
into  this  state,  as  well  as  to  those  caught  herein:  .Stale  v.  bcliumau, 
36  Or.  10,  78  Am.  «t.  Eep.  754. 
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ST.  LOUIS,  MEMPHIS  &  SOUTHEASTERN  RAILROAD 
CO.  V.  DRUMMOND  REALTY  AND  INVESTMENT 
COMPANY. 

[205  Mo.  1G7,  103  S.  W.  977.] 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. — The  Payment  into  Court,  in  condemna- 
tion pidCtH'diugs,  of  the  amount  of  the  coinmissiorif  is '  a^val■d  as  a 
condition  preerdcnt  to  the  right  of  the  oondomning  corporation  to 
take  possession  of  the  land,  and  the  receipt  thereof  by  the  owner  of 
the  land,  do  not  preclude  cither  of  them  from  further  litigating  tlie 
amount  of  compensation,     (p.  725.) 

EMINENT  DOMAIN— Jury  Trial. — While  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings may  be  commenced  by  the  appointment  of  commissioners, 
either  party  may  thereafter  demand  a  jury  to  reassess  the  damages. 
(p.  720.) 

EMINENT  DOMAIN— Entirety  of  Tract.— The  fact  that  public 
roads  pass  through  a  tract  of  land  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  destroy  its 
continuity  so  that  it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  entirety  in  assessing 
damages,     (pp.  727,  728.) 

L.  F.  Parker   and  John  W.  Booth,  for  the  appellant. 

James  L.  Minnis,  for  the  respondent. 

'''*  VALLIANT,  P.  J.  This  is  a  proceeding  begun  in  the 
circuit  court  of  St.  Louis  county  by  the  plaintiff  railroad 
company  to  condemn  a  right  of  way  for  its  railroad  through 
land  of  the  defendant  in  that  county.  The  commission er.s 
made  their  report  assessing  defendant's  damages  as  nine  thou- 
sand four  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  which  amount  plain- 
tiff paid  ^"^  into  court  and  took  possession  of  the  land.  In 
due  time  defendant  filed  exceptions  to  the  report  and  de- 
manded a  jury  to  assess  the  damages;  afterward  defendant 
demanded  of  the  clerk  the  money  paid  into  court  and  it  was 
delivered  to  him.  When  the  exceptions  came  on  to  be  heard, 
the  court  sustained  the  same,  and  ordered  a  new  assessment 
of  damages  to  be  made  by  a  jury.  On  application  of  plaintiff 
the  venue  was  changed  to  Gasconade  county;  the  cause  was 
tried  in  the  circuit  court  of  that  county  with  the  rasult  of  a 
verdict  of  the  jury  assessing  defendant's  damages  at  twenty- 
two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  whereupon  the  court 
rendered  judgment  for  defendant  for  thirteen  thousand  and 
thirty  dollars,  being  the  amount  of  the  jury's  award  less  nine 
thousand  four  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  the  amount  of  the 
commissioners'  report  which  the  defendant  had  already  re- 
ceived; from  that  judgment  the  plaintiff  has  appealed. 

1.  Plaintiff's  first  proi)()sition  is  that  defendant  having 
aceepled  the  damages  awarded  by  the  commissioners  that  was 
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the  end  of  the  controversy,  there  was  nothing  left  for  trial  by 
the  jury. 

This  court  has  already  decided  that  point  against  the  plain- 
tiff's contention  in  several  cases,  the  last  one  being  a  case  in 
which  the  plaintiff  was  a  party :  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v, 
Aubuchon,  199  Mo.  352,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  499,  97  S.  W.  867, 
9  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  426.  The  law  is  that  the  condemning  cor- 
poration shall  pay  the  amount  of  the  commissioners'  award 
into  court  as  a  condition  precedent  to  its  taking  possession  of 
the  land,  and  upon  such  payment  the  corporation  may  take 
possession  and  proceed  with  the  construction  of  its  road,  and 
at  the  same  time  the  owner  of  the  land  so  taken  or  damaged 
may  take  the  amount  of  money  so  deposited,  but  the  payment 
of  the  award  into  court  does  not  preclude  the  corporation,  nor 
does  the  receiving  of  it  by  the  land  owner  preclude  him  from 
further  litigating  the  question  of  the  amount  of  compensation. 
Notwithstanding  such  payment  into  court  by  the  plaintiff  and 
8uch  receiving  of  the  amount  by  the  defendant,  ^''^  either 
party  may,  within  the  time  prescribed,  file  exceptions  to  the 
commissioners'  award  and  litigate  the  ad  quod  damnum  ques- 
tion to  a  final  judgment:  Rothan  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  R.  Co., 
113  Mo.  132,  20  S.  W.  892;  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Clark, 
119  Mo.  357,  24  S.  W.  157;  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Fowler, 
142  Mo.  670,  44  S.  W.  771 ;  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Donovan, 
149  I\Io.  93,  50  S.  ^Y.  286 ;  Kansas  City  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Elroy,  161  Mo.  584,  61  S.  W.  871. 

The  learned  counsel  for  appellant  think  that  in  our  former 
decisions  a  word  in  section  4,  article  12,  of  the  constitution 
has  not  been  given  due  consideration — that  is,  the  court  has 
not  ol)served  the  significance  of  the  word  "trials,"  but  has 
treated  it  as  synonymous  with  the  word  "claims."  The  lan- 
guage of  section  4  is:  "The  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  held 
inviolate  in  all  trials  of  claims  for  compensation,  when,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  any  incorporated 
company  shall  be  interested  either  for  or  against  the  exercise 
of  said  right."  The  point  advanced  is  that  in  such  case  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury  in  that  section  guaranteed  applies  only 
to  trials  provided  for  by  act  of  the  General  Assembly  under 
authority  of  section  21,  article  2  of  the  constitution,  where  it 
is  ordained:  "Such  conqjeusation  shall  be  ascertained  by  a 
jury  or  board  of  commissioners  of  not  less  than  twelve  free- 
holders, in  such  manner  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law."  And 
it  is  argued  that  since  the  legislature  under  authority  of  that 
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section  of  the  constitution  has  chosen,  in  section  1266  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  1S99,  to  provide  for  the  ascertainment  of 
the  damages  by  a  board  of  commissioners  instead  of  a  jury, 
there  is  to  be  no  trial  in  the  sense  in  which  that  word  is  used 
in  section  4,  article  12.  "We  cannot  follow  that  argument 
without  bringing  the  two  sections  of  the  constitution  men- 
tioned into  seeming  conflict.  Since  section  21  of  article  2  con- 
fers on  the  General  Assembly  the  right  to  prescribe  a  pro- 
cedure for  the  assessment  of  damages  either  by  board  of 
commissioners  or  a  jury ,  if  section  4,  article  12,  guarantees  a 
right  of  trial  by  jury  only  in  case  the  General  Assembly  sees 
^''■*  fit  to  so  provide  under  the  authority  conferred  in  section 
21,  article  2,  then  section  4,  article  12,  might  as  well  have  been 
omitted  from  the  constitution.  In  Rothan  v.  Railroad,  above 
referred  to,  the  court  discussed  these  two  clauses  of  the  con- 
stitution as  bearing  on  the  subject  we  are  now  considering, 
and  placed  a  construction  on  them  which  renders  both  of  them 
effective  and  in  harmony  with  each  other.  Referring  to  sec- 
tion 4  of  article  12,  the  court  in  that  case,  per  Black,  J.,  said : 
"It  has  been  before  this  court  on  various  occasions,  and  we 
have  uniformly  held  that  it  secures  to  either  party  a  trial  by 
jury  in  the  class  of  cases  there  mentioned;  that  the  proceeding 
to  condemn  may  be  commenced  by  the  appointment  of  com- 
missioners, but  if  either  party  demands  a  jury  to  reassess  the 
damages,  the  court  has  no  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  a  jury 
must  be  awarded":  Citing  cases. 

We  are  satisfied  with  our  former  decisions  on  this  subject. 

2.  The  defendant's  land  consisted  of  a  tract  of  seven  hun- 
dred and  ninety-four  acres,  lying  chiefly  in  St.  Louis  county, 
partly  in  St.  Louis  city.  It  was  purchased  by  the  late  Mr. 
Drummond  in  his  lifetime  at  the  cost  of  one  hundred  and 
seventy-five  thousand  dollars,  and  was  improved  at  the  cost  of 
one  hundred  and  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.  There  are  two 
public  roads  crossing  the  land,  but,  according  to  defendant's 
testimony,  it  was  held,  used  and  occupied  as  one  body  of  land 
and  esteemed  particularly  for  that  fact.  The  testimony  for 
defendant  tended  to  show  that  the  tract  as  an  entirety  located 
so  near  the  city  w^as  more  valuable  than  if  cut  up  into  lots. 
In  instruction  No.  1  for  defendant  the  court  said:  "In  passing 
upon  this  question  [compensation]  the  jury  should  consider 
all  the  land  owned  by  the  defendant  mentioned  in  the  evi- 
dence, as  one  tract  or  body,  if  they  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  defendant  used  and  occupied  its  said  land  as  an 
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entirety  or  as  one  place  or  premises  at  the  time  of  the  loca- 
tion of  plaintiff's  railroad  on  defendant's  ^'^'^  land,  notwith- 
standing parts  of  the  same  are  separated  from  other  parts 
thereof  by  public  highways;  and  if  the  jury  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  all  of  said  land  was  so  used  and  occupied  by  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  same  constituted  one  tract  or  body 
of  land,"  then  in  estimating  the  damages  the  jury  should 
take  into  account  not  only  the  land  taken,  but  the  deprecia- 
tion, if  any,  in  the  market  value  of  the  whole  tract.  Plain- 
tiff objects  to  the  part  of  the  instruction  which  authorizes  the 
assessment  of  damages  to  the  whole  tract  as  an  entirety. 

The  instruction  does  not  assume  that  the  land  was  used  and 
occupied  by  the  defendant  as  one  tract,  but  submits  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  or  not  it  was  so  to  the  jury,  and  only  author- 
izes the  jury  to  consider  the  damage  to  the  whole  tract  as  an 
entirety  provided  it  was  so  used  and  occupied.  We  find  no 
fault  with  that.  The  plaintiff's  instructions  were  along  the 
same  line. 

In  the  second  instruction  for  plaintiff  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  stated  to  be  "the  difference  in  the  fair  market  value 
of  defendant's  whole  property  before  and  after  the  appropria- 
tion by  the  plaintiff  for  the  strips,"  and  so  forth.  And  in  in- 
struction 8  for  plaintiff  the  jury  are  directed  that  if  they  find 
that  any  part  of  the  defendant's  land  was  not  damaged,  they 
should  not  allow  any  damages  for  such  part. 

Plaintiff  complains  of  the  refusal  of  its  ninth  instruction, 
which  is  as  follows:  "If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  lands  of  the  defendant  referred  to  in  tlie  evidence  in 
this  case  were  divided  into  three  separate  bodies  by  public 
roads,  in  such  a  manner  that  there  was  no  other  connection 
between  them  than  that  all  were  the  property  of  one  owner; 
and  that  any  one  or  more  of  such  separate  bodies  was  not  in 
fact  damaged  by  the  taking  of  part  of  defendant's  land  for 
railway  purposes,  then  in  their  assessment  of  damages  in  this 
case  the  jury  will  not  allow  anything  as  damages  ^^^  to  any 
of  such  l)odies  of  said  land  as  on  the  evidence  they  may  find 
has  not  in  fact  been  damaged  by  the  taking  for  railroad  pur- 
poses of  the  land  actually  taken  by  plaintiff." 

There  was  evidence  to  show  that  there  were  three  public 
roads,  one  forming  the  western  boundary  and  two  crossing  the 
defendant's  land,  thus  dividing  the  tract  into  three  parts, 
assuming  the  roads  to  be  divisional  lines,  but  there  was  no  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  those  roads  effected  such  a  division 
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of  the  property  into  separate  bodies  as  that  there  was  nothing 
left  of  the  entirety  feature  of  the  whole  tract  except  the  own- 
ership. 

Under  that  instruction  the  jury  would  have  been  authorized, 
if  they  had  seen  fit  to  do  so,  to  find  that  the  three  roads  alone 
were  sufficient  to  destroy  the  continuity  of  the  tract.  The  in- 
struction was  properly  refused. 

3.  The  third  assignment  is  that  the  damages  awarded  are 
excessive. 

In  view  of  the  evidence  we  think  the  award  was  a  very  con- 
servative one. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

All  concur. 


If  Commissioners  Appointed  to  Assess  a  land  owner's  damages  from 
the  appropriation  of  a  right  of  way  through  his  premises  have  fixed 
the  amount,  and  the  railroad  excepts  to  the  reward,  but  subsequently 
pays  the  amount  into  court  and  takes  possession  of  the  right  of  way, 
and  the  property  owner  accepts  the  amount  of  the  award  in  money, 
the  railroad  company  is  not  thereby  estopped  to  further  litigate  with 
him  the  amount  of  damages:  St.  Louis  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Aubuchon,  199- 
Mo.  352,  116  Am.  St.  Eep.  499. 


SEVIER  v.  WOODSON. 

[205  Mo.  202,  104  S.  W.  1.] 

WILLS — Interpretation  of  Valid  and  Invalid  Portions. — A  will 

may  be  valid  in  part  and  invalid  in  part,  but  in  determining  what 
was  the  real  scheme  of  disposition  in  the  mind  of  the  testator,  the 
valid  and  invalid  portions  must  be  alike  considered,  since  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  in  formulating  his  scheme  he  supposed  all  portions  legal 
and  valid,     (p.  732.) 

WILLS — Cutting  Down  Gift  by  Subsequent  Clause. — An  estate 
granted  in  plain  and  unequivocal  language  in  one  clause  of  a  will 
cannot  be  lessened  or  cut  down  by  a  subsequent  clause,  unless  the 
language  therein  is  as  clear,  plain  and  unequivocal  as  that  in  the  first 
grant,      (p.  734.) 

WILLS — Clause  Dispensing  with  Administration. — A  provision 
in  a  will  directing  the  executor  to  administer  the  estate  "without 
going  into  court  or  taking  letters  testamentary"  is  void.     (p.  736.) 

WILLS — Elimination  of  Invalid  Clauses. — Invalid  provisions  in 
a  will  may  be  rejected  and  the  valid  jnovisions  given  effect,  if  the 
general  sclionie  of  disposition  entertained  by  the  testator  is  not  there- 
by changed,     (p.  738.) 
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Lovelock  &  Kirkpatrick,  for  the  appellants. 

James  L.  Farris  and  Sandusky  &  Sandusky,  for  the  re- 
spondents. 

^^"^  GRAVES,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  construe  the  will  of 
Thomas  P.  Woodson,  instituted  in  the  circuit  court  of  Ray 
county,  by  Virginia  E.  Sevier,  formerly  Virginia  E.  Woodscju, 
one  of  the  devisees  in  said  will,  and  her  husband.  It  becomes 
necessary  to  set  out  the  whole  will.  This  will  is  in  words,  as 
follows : 

**In  the  Name  of  God,  Amen : 

"I,  Thomas  D.  Woodson,  of  the  city  of  Richmond,  in  the 
county  of  Ray,  and  State  of  IMissouri,  being  of  sound  and  dis- 
posing mind  and  memory,  and  in  good  health,  but  knowing 
the  uncertainty  of  life,  and  having  an  earnest  desire  to  make 
disposition  of  my  means  and  property  to  and  among  my  dear 
children,  and  to  give  to  them  such  and  so  much  of  my  property 
as  I  desire  each  shall  have,  do  make,  ordain  and  publish  this 
as  and  for  my  last  will  and  testament. 

"Item  1st.  It  is  my  will  and  desire  that  all  my  just  debts 
be  first  paid. 

"Item  2d.  I  will  and  desire  that  two  thousand  dollars  be 
loaned  out  on  real  estate  security  for  the  benefit  of  my  dearly 
beloved  mother,  Auldah  Ann  Woodson,  and  that  the  interest 
be  paid  to  her  as  is  needed  for  her  comfort  and  maintenance 
for  and  during  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  death  said 
amoiuit  to  go  to  my  children. 

"Item  3d.  I  will,  desire  and  direct  that  one  thousand  dollars 
be  given  to  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Conference  Fund  of 
the  ilissouri  Conference  of  the  JMethodist  Epis('oi)al  Church, 
Soutli,  to  be  loaned  and  the  interest  accruing  thereon  to  be 
]);iid  annually  to  ~^^^  and  in  support  of  suiifi'niinuated 
pi'eachers  of  said  conferLMieo  and  their  widows  and  orphans  of 
sani(\ 

"Horn  4th.  I  will  and  bequeath  to  my  son  Harrie  Pliilip 
AVomlson,  my  two-tiiirds  interest  in  lot  ninnher  nindy-scN'en, 
inchiding  store  building  and  appurtenances  thi'relo,  in  Obi 
Town,  now  city  of  Richmond,  Ray  county,  ^Missouri,  for  whii-h 
pi'opcrty  lie  is  to  be  charged  the  sum  of  two  thousand  doMars. 

"ileiii  511].  I  will  and  devise  to  each  of  my  daughtiM-s, 
Lydia  Ann  Woodson  and  Virginia  Elizabeth  Woodson,  each 
one-third  of  my  estate  for  and  during  their  lifetime,  tlien  to 
go  to  their  bodily  heirs,  if  an\\,  if  uot  then  to  their  brother. 
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Ilarrie  P.  "Woodson,  and  his  bodily  heirs,  and  it  is  my  will 
and  I  hereby  so  direct,  that  the  share,  interest  and  estate  here- 
by devised  be  held  in  trust  for  each  of  them  and  their  only  and 
sole  use  and  benefit  by  their  brother  Harrie  P.  Woodson,  who 
is  hereby  appointed  and  created  their  trustee,  and  I  further 
direct  that  he  be  not  required  to  give  any  bond  or  security  as 
such  trustee.  And  I  further  direct  and  will  that  he,  the  said 
Harrie  P.  Woodson,  trustee  as  aforesaid,  pay  over  to  each  of 
said  sisters  as  much  of  the  interest  accruing  on  the  means 
hereby  devised  to  each  of  them  as  will  abundantly  provide  for 
their  comfort  and  necessities. 

"Item  6th.  I  further  will  and  devise  that  the  remaining 
third  of  my  estate  go  to  my  son,  Harrie  Philip  Woodson,  ab- 
solutely. 

"Item  7th.  I  hereby  nominate,  constitute  and  appoint  my 
son  Harrie  P.  Woodson,  the  executor  of  this  my  last  will  and 
testament  and  direct  that  he  be  not  required  to  give  bond  for 
security  as  above  directed  as  trustee  for  his  sisters. 

"Item  8th.  I  will  and  direct  that  my  son,  as  executor  and 
heir  as  aforesaid,  manage  and  control  my  estate,  hold  and 
divide  the  same  witliout  going  into  court  or  taking  letters  tes- 
tamentary. 

^^^  '  *  Item  9th.  It  is  my  will  and  I  hereby  authorize  and  em- 
power my  said  executor  to  sell,  on  such  terms  as  he  may  think 
best,  any  or  all  real  estate  that  I  may  have  and  own,  and  upon 
sale,  to  make  and  execute  and  deliver  as  such  executor,  deed 
or  deeds  conveying  the  same. 

"Item  10th.  It  is  my  will  and  I  here1)y  direct,  that  my 
brother  Philip  J.  Woodson  take  complete  charge  of  and  man- 
age our  partnership  matters  and  business,  as  survivor,  and  as 
fast  and  as  soon  as  he  can  divide  and  pay  over  to  my  executor 
my  two-thirds  interest  in  said  partnership  assets  or  estate,  and 
I  further  will  and  direct  that  said  brother  be  not  required  to 
give  bond  in  and  al)out  such  partnership  business. 

"In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto  signed  my  name 
and  affixed  my  seal.     This  11th  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1885. 

' '  THOMAS  D.  WOODSON.     ( Seal. ) ' ' 

The  plaintiff  in  her  petition  sets  forth  the  contentions  of 
the  parties  in  full  and  with  great  precision.  It  will  not  be 
necessary  to  reproduce  them  here.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the 
fifth  and  eighth  paragraplis  are  alleged  to  be  invalid  and  void, 
and  that  by  reason  thereof  the  whole  scheme  of  the  testator 
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has  failed,  and  all  that  portion  of  the  will  disposing  of  the 
bulk  of  the  estate  is  of  no  effect  and  invalid. 

The  real  fight  is  upon  the  last  clause  of  the  fifth  paragraph 
and  the  eighth  paragraph.  With  these  eliminated,  plaintiff 
claims  that  the  whole  will  must  fail. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  reads  thus: 

"AVherefore,  the  plaintiffs  herein  pray  for  an  order,  judg- 
ment and  decree  of  this  court  for  the  determination  of  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  the  items  of  said  will  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  if  for  any  ^^^  reason  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  be  invalid  or  inoperative,  that  they  be  so  adjudged  and 
decreed,  and  that  the  legal  effects  of  such  invalidity  on  the  re- 
maining portions  of  said  items  be  declared,  and  that  if  the  in- 
tended scheme  of  the  testator  cannot  be  carried  out  by  the 
execution  of  the  valid  portions  of  said  items,  and  the  testator's 
scheiiie  and  purposes  as  expressed  therein  be  effectuated,  on 
account  of  the  illegality  of  other  parts  thereof,  then  that  the 
whole  of  said  items  be  declared  void,  and  if  the  whole  of  said 
items  are  valid,  then  for  a  construction  thereof,  and  for  a  de- 
cree adjudging  the  rights  of  said  plaintiff  in  and  to  the  prop- 
erty of  said  testator  disposed  of,  or  attemi>ted  to  be  dis- 
posed of,  by  the  items  of  his  will  aforesaid,  under  said  will, 
if  it  be  valid,  or  under  the  law,  if  it  be  invalid,  and  for  in- 
structions and  directions,  for  future  guidance  and  protection 
of  the  interests  of  said  plaintiff  and  the  parties  to  this  suit, 
and  for  such  other  and  further  orders,  judgments  and  decrees 
touching  the  premises  as  to  equity  and  justice  may  seem  right 
and  proper." 

All  parties  necessary  were  brought  in  as  defendants  and 
filed  appropriate  answers.  We  think  the  real  contentions 
fairly  appear  from  the  above,  and  further  analysis  of  the 
pleadings  superfluous.  Thomas  D.  Woodson  died  August  28, 
]9()2,  leaving  three  children,  viz.,  plaintiff,  Virginia  E.  Sevier, 
and  defendants,  Ilarrie  P.  Woodson  and  Lydia  Ann  Woodson, 
an  invalid.  Upon  a  hearing,  the  trial  court  found  tliese  por- 
tions of  the  will  which  we  have  italicized  to  be  void  and  non- 
effective. 

Plaintiffs  appeal. 

1.  The  trial  court  was  of  opinion  that  the  latter  portion 
of  clause  5  of  this  will  was  void,  and  was  further  of  the 
opinion  that  the  eighth  clause  was  void.  To  this  extent  the 
judgment  of  the  trial  court  was  in  favor  of  the  i^laintiffs  and 
against  the  contentions  of  -^^  defendants.     But  plaintiff's  go 
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further  and  contciul  that  if  these  portions  of  the  will  are  void^ 
then  the  whole  scheme  of  the  testator's  devise  has  been  broken, 
the  scheme  fails,  and  the  whole  devise  in  said  clause  5  con- 
tained and  other  dependent  clauses  must  fail  and  be  by  the 
court  declared  void,  which  would  leave  the  deceased  as  if 
dying  intestate  save  and  except  as  to  some  minor  beqviests  con- 
tained in  the  will.  It  occurs  to  us  that  the  real  questions,  al- 
though verbosely  stated  in  the  pleadings,  may  be  summarized 
thus :  1.  Does  clause  5  contain  a  valid  and  enforceable  devise, 
and  under  the  law  should  it  be  enforced  ?  2.  If,  as  a  whole,  it 
cannot  stand,  can  a  portion  thereof  be  eliminated  so  as  to 
leave  a  valid  and  enforceable  devise?  3.  Is  the  eighth  clause 
violative  of  law?  4.  If  clause  5,  or  any  portion  thereof,  can- 
not be  sustained,  and  clause  8  cannot  be  sustained,  then  does 
the  elimination  of  such  condemned  portions  of  the  instrument 
so  change  the  general  scheme  of  the  disposition  of  the  prop- 
erty in  the  mind  of  the  testator  at  the  making  of  the  will, 
as  to  compel  the  court  to  say  that  there  is  no  will  in  this  re- 
spect. In  other  words,  if  we  find  invalid  portions  to  be  in 
the  instrument,  do  these  invalid  portions,  when  taken  out  of 
the  instrument,  so  change  the  instrument  as  not  to  give  effect 
to  the  general  scheme  and  purpose  of  the  testator  in  the  dis- 
position of  his  property?  These  questions  we  take  in  their 
'order.  In  so  doing  we  must  and  do  recognize  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  courts  to  construe  and  not  to  make  wills ;  that  -wills 
may  be  valid  in  part  and  invalid  in  part;  that  in  determining 
what  was  the  real  scheme  of  disposition  in  the  mind  of  the 
testator,  the  valid  and  invalid  portions  must  be  alike  consid- 
ered, and  this  for  the  reason  that  the  presumption  must  be 
indulged  that  the  testator  in  formulating  his  scheme  of  dis- 
position thought  all  portions  legal  and  valid ;  that  if  the  elim- 
ination of  the  invalid  portions,  if  any  there  be,  so  ^^^  changes 
the  general  scheme  and  purpose  of  the  testator  as  would 
make  the  remaining  portions  amount  to  a  new  and  different 
will,  then  the  whole  devise  must  fail. 

2.  With  due  regard  to  the  views  of  construction  hereinabove 
stated,  let  us  proceed  to  consider  clause  5  of  this  will.  No 
objection  is  or  could  be  urged  as  to  the  preceding  clauses. 
Nor  in  our  judgment  could  there  be  any  objection  urged  as  to 
clause  5,  if  it  be  stopped  with  the  first  provision,  to  wit:  "I 
will  and  devise  to  each  of  my  daughters,  Lydia  Ann  Woodson 
and  Virginia  Elizabeth  Woodson,  each  one-third  of  my  estate 
for  and  during  their  lifetime,  then  to  go  to  their  bodily  heirs, 
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if  any,  if  not,  then,  to  their  brother,  Harrie  P.  Woodson,  and 
his  bodily  heirs,  and  it  is  my  will  and  I  hereby  so  direct,  that 
the  share,  interest  and  estate  hereby  devised  be  held  in 
trust  for  each  of  them  and  for  their  only  and  sole  use  and 
benefit  by  their  brother,  Ilarrie  P.  Woodson,  who  is  hereby 
appointed  and  created  their  trustee,  and  I  further  direct  tlint 
he  be  not  required  to  give  any  bond  or  security  as  such  trus- 
tee." 

This  clause  of  paragraph  5,  in  our  judgment,  gives  to  each 
of  the  t\v0  daughters  a  life  estate  in  one-third  of  the  residue 
of  the  decedent's  property,  after  minor  betpiests  are  satisfied. 
But  this  interest  or  beneficial  life  estate  is  placed  in  trust,  so 
as  to  give  to  each  daughter  the  earnings  of  said  life  estate,  as 
their  ai)solute  property,  the  corpus  itself  to  be  preserved. 
Upon  their  death  this  corpus  to  go,  first,  to  their  respective 
bodily  heirs,  and  if  there  are  no  such  bodily  heirs,  then  to  II. 
P.  ^\'oodson  "and  his  bodily  heirs."  By  the  use  of  the  term 
"each  one-third  of  my  estate  for  and  during  their  lifetime," 
there  is  created  two  estates,  one  to  the  plaintiff,  ]\Irs.  Sevier, 
and  one  to  the  defendant,  Lydia  Ann  AVoodson,  each  of  which 
is  placed  in  trust,  the  usufruct  or  earnings  going  respectively 
to  the  beneficiaries  therein  named.  ^^^  Under  this  clause,  or 
portion  of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  will,  there  can  be  no 
question  that  the  beneficiaries  are  entitled  to  the  full  proceeds 
of  the  trust  property,  and  such  proceeds  become  their  indi- 
vidual property  and  cannot  be  added  to  the  corpus  of  the 
trust  fund.  With  only  this  clause  in  the  will,  upon  the  deatli 
of  either  Ijeneficiary  therein,  the  corpus  (the  third  part  of 
the  whole  residuary  estate)  thus  preserved  b}^  the  trust  would 
vest  as  by  the  will  directed,  but  the  earnings,  whether  in  the 
bauds  of  the  trustee  or  in  the  hands  of  the  deceased  bene- 
ficiary, \'()uld  be  a  part  of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  bene- 
ficiary and  pass  by  the  laws  of  descents  and  distributions, 
or  in  iicrordance  with  the  terms  of  such  benefieiary's  will, 
if  any  slie  had  made. 

By  I  he  latter  ])oi'tion  of  paragraph  5,  the  festal  or  under- 
takes, in  a  vague,  nncci'iain  and  imh^'finite  way,  to  limit  the 
aniounls  of  the  eai'iiings  of  the  corpus,  which  are  to  go  to 
the  benelicial  owners  of  the  life  edtate.  By  the  first  ]H)rfion, 
the  beneiiciaries  were  entitled  to  it  all;  by  the  latter,  they 
are  i>resumal)ly  only  enlitled  to  such  portion  "as  will 
abundantly  provide  Tor  their  cunirort  and  necessities."  This 
mi -lit  be  all  of  such  earnings,  ur  it  might  be  none.     If  the 
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beneficiary  had  no  "comfort  and  necessities"  to  be  provided 
for,  then  it  might  mean  that  none  of  the  interest  <or  earnings 
should  go  to  that  beneficiary  so  situated.  In  other  words, 
if  either  of  these  two  daughters  had  the  good  fortune  to  be 
possessed  of  the  comforts  and  necessities  of  life,  in  property, 
other  than  the  property  described  in  this  will,  such  bene- 
ficiary, so  conditioned,  would  not  be  entitled  to  any  of  the 
interests  or  earnings  of  the  trust  estate  held  for  her.  And 
if  she  was  partly  supplied  with  the  comforts  and  necessities, 
then  she  would  only  be  entitled  to  such  portion  of  the  interest 
or  earnings  as  would  make  the  quantum  of  her  "comfort  and 
necessities."  This  quantum,  as  we  take  it,  to  be  ^^^  judged 
by  the  trustee.  So,  at  least,  there  are  two  elements  which 
render  the  amounts,  if  any,  to  be  received  by  the  respective 
beneficiaries  of  these  two  trusts  uncertain,  viz.,  (1)  the  con- 
dition of  the  beneficiary,  as  to  whether  or  not  any  portion 
was  required,  in  order  that  she  have  the  comforts  and  neces- 
sities of  life,  and  (2)  the  judgment  of  the  trustee  as  to  what 
are  comforts  and  necessities,  and  the  amounts  necessary  to 
furnish  them.  At  least  this  is  one  view  which  might  be  taken 
of  the  meaning  of  this  clause.  It  might  be  viewed,  however, 
as  meaning  that  notwithstanding  the  beneficiary  had  other 
means  of  "comfort  and  necessities"  yet  she  would  be  entitled 
to  receive  from  the  earnings  of  this  trust  estate  sufficient  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  her  "comforts  and  necessities."  If 
this  construction  could  be  given  it,  we  would  still  be  met 
with  uncertainty,  thus:  (1)  One's  station  in  life  determines 
in  a  measure  what  are  comforts  and  necessities,  and  (2)  the 
judgment  of  the  trustee  as  to  the  amount  required  for  the 
same,  as  well  as  his  judgment  upon  the  station  in  life. 

In  reaching  a  conclusion  as  to  the  validity  of  this  latter 
portion  of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  will,  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that  with  the  exception  of  certain  small  bequests,  by 
this  paragraph,  with  paragraph  6,  which  gives  one-tliird  of 
the  estate  absolutely  to  H.  P.  Woodson,  the  whole  estate  is 
disposed  of  and  taken  into  consideration. 

We  take  it  to  be  well-settled  law  that  where  a  certain  estate 
is  granted  in  plain  and  unequivocal  language  in  one  clause 
of  a  will,  the  same  cannot  be  lessened  or  cut  down  by  a  subse- 
quent clause  of  the  will,  unless  the  language  used  in  such 
subsequent  clause  is  as  clear,  plain  and  unequivocal  as  the 
language  of  the  first  grant. 
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In  Banzer  v.  Banzcr,  156  N.  Y.  429,  51  N.  E.  291,  t]ie  New 
York  court  said:  "AVliere  an  estate  is  given  in  one  -'^  part 
of  a  will  in  clear  and  decisive  terms,  that  it  cannot  be  taken 
away  or  cut  down  by  raising  a  (loul)t  as  to  the  meaning  or 
application  of  a  subsequent  clause,  nor  by  any  subse(iuent 
words  which  are  not  as  clear  and  decisive  as  the  words  giving 
the  estate,  is  a  well-established  rule  applicable  to  the  construc- 
tion of  wills.  As  was  said  by  Judge  O'Brien  in  Goodwin  v. 
Coddington,  154  N.  Y.  283,  48  N.  E.  729:  'Whenever  the  will 
begins  with  an  absolute  gift,  in  order  to  cut  it  down  the  latter 
portion  of  the  will  must  show  as  clear  an  intention  in  that 
direction,  as  the  prior  part  does  to  make  it.'  In  Clark  v. 
Leupp,  88  N.  Y.  228,  this  court  said:  'It  is  well  settled  by  a 
long  succession  of  well-considered  cases  that,  when  the  words 
of  the  will  in  the  first  instance  clearly  indicate  a  disposition 
in  the  testator  to  give  the  entire  interest,  use  and  benefit  of 
the  estate  aljsolutely  to  the  donee,  it  will  not  be  restricted  or 
cut  down  to  any  less  estate  by  subsequent  or  ambiguous  words, 
inferential  in  their  intent.'  " 

Our  court  has  followed  the  New  York  court.  In  Chew  v. 
Keller,  100  }>ro.  362,  13  S.  W.  395,  we  said:  "Again,  an  estate 
in  fee  coated  by  a  will  cannot  be  cut  down  or  limited  by  a 
subsequent  clause,  unless  it  is  as  clear  and  decisive  as  the 
language  of  the  clause  which  devises  the  real  estate:  Freeman 
V.  Coit^  96  N.  Y.  63 ;  Byrnes  v.  Stillwell,  103  N.  Y.  453,  57 
Am.  Rep.  700,  9  N.  E.  241;  Landon  v.  I\Ioore,  45  Conn.  -122." 

And  again,  in  Small  v.  Field,  102  Mo.  104,  14  S.  W.  815, 
it  is  said:  "Under  this  statute  it  is  obvious  that  the  absolute 
estate  in  fee  granted  to  Mrs.  Kate  Green  could  not  be  im- 
paired, cut  ddwii  or  qualified  except  by  words  as  affirmatively 
strong  as  those  which  conveyed  the  estate  to  her.  Such  has 
been  the  ruling  upon  similar  statutes  elsewhere:  Roseboom  v. 
Iioseiiooni,  81  N.  Y.  356,  and  cases  cited.  And  this  seems  to 
be  the  proi)er  rule  to  apply  apart  from  any  statutory  regula- 
IJo'i:  2i<i  Lambe  v.  Eames,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  Cas.  2GG ;  Thornhill 
V.  Hall.  2  Clark  &  F.  36;  Clark  v.  Leupp,  88  N.  Y.  228,  and 
cases  cited." 

And  to  the  same  effect  is  \ocum  v.  Siier,  160  ^lo.  2S1,  61 
S.  AV.  2()S:  R()l)erts  v.  Crume,  173  Mo.  572.  73  S.  W.  662; 
Roth  V.  Rausehenbuseh,  173  :\ro.  582,  73  S.  W.  664,  61  L.  R. 
A.  455;  Underwood  v.  Cave,  176  Mo.  1,  75  S.  W.  451. 
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Measured  by  these  rules  the  latter  clause  of  paragraph  5 
of  this  will  is,  in  our  judgment,  void  and  of  no  effect.  The 
trial  court  so  held  and  we  think  correctly. 

3.  The  next  question  presented  is  the  validity  of  the  eighth 
paragraph  of  this  will.  As  will  be  seen,  this  expresses  the 
preconceived  notion  of  the  testator,  that  by  an  obiter  in  his 
will  he  could  overturn  the  statutes  of  the  state  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  administration  of  estates.  In  this  the  testator  was 
wrong.  Such  a  provision  is,  in  our  judgment,  violative  of 
public  policy,  and  violative  of  public  policy  as  expressed  by 
the  statutes  of  this  state.  The  testator  has  no  inherent  right 
to  keep  his  estate  from  the  courts  given  jurisdiction  to  ad- 
minister the  same.  To  declare  such  a  policy  would  be  a  very 
dangerous  precedent.  This  court  has  heretofore  indicated 
the  views  we  entertain  upon  this  question:  Southworth  v. 
Southworth,  173  Mo.  59,  73  S.  W.  129.  We  therefore  hold 
this  paragraph  void  and  of  no  effect.  This  was  the  view 
entertained  by  the  learned  trial  judge,  and  we  but  add  our 
approval  to  his  judgment  thereon. 

4.  We  now  reach  the  problematical  part  of  this  contest. 
Plaintiff  claims  that  with  the  portions  eliminated,  as  we  have 
here  indicated  should  be  eliminated,  then  the  whole  scheme 
of  the  testator  for  the  disposition  of  his  property  has  been 
changed,  and  what  is  left  does  not  express  the  will  of  the 
testator.  If  this  is  true,  then  the  whole  of  paragraph  5  and 
^^"^  paragraph  6  must  fail,  for  in  these  two  paragraphs  we 
find  the  general  scheme  of  the  testator  for  the  disposition  of 
his  property.  We  do  not  agree  with  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  their  contention  that  paragraph  8  of  this  will  seriously 
affects  or  becomes  a  part  of  the  testator's  general  scheme. 
This  general  scheme,  w^e  think,  is  found  in  paragraphs  5  and 
6,  for  in  these  the  bulk  of  the  estate  receives  its  disposition. 
Paragraph  seventh  simply  provides  the  instrument  or  person 
for  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  paragraph  eighth  simply 
expresses  an  erroneous  idea  of  the  power  which  the  testator 
thought  he  could  invest  in  this  instrument  or  agent.  Both 
of  these  paragraphs  could  be  stricken  from  the  will,  and  yet 
the  general  scheme  of  the  testator  as  to  the  disposition  of  his 
property  remain  intact.  So  that  as  to  the  effect  of  eliminating 
the  eighth  paragraph  we  find  no  trouble.  The  serious  ques- 
tion is  in  the  elimination  of  the  last  clause  of  the  fifth  para- 
graph. We  find  no  case  exactly  in  point.  All  will  ca>es  are 
decided  upon  the  peculiaj'ities  of  the   different  instruments 
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presented,  so  that  in  the  cases  we  have  judicial  expressions 
peculiarly  applicable  to  the  instrument  then  before  the  court 
in  each  case.  At  best  the  cases  but  suggest  thoughts  of  value 
in  the  consideration  of  the  question  in  hand. 

Reverting  to  the  sole  proposition  left  in  this  case,  we  are 
asked  to  say  that  by  striking  from  this  will  the  last  clause 
of  paragraph  5,  the  whole  scheme  of  the  testator  has  been 
changed,  and  we  would  therefore  be  making  for  him  a  now 
will,  if  the  remainder  were  permitted  to  stand  as  his  will. 
We  think  not.  What  was  the  general  scheme  of  the  testator, 
for  the  disposition  of  his  property?  This  can  be  determined 
by  what  he  says  as  to  the  bulk  of  the  property.  The  minor 
gifts  cut  but  little  figure  in  this  case.  But  answering  our 
own  question,  what  was  testator's  general  scheme,  as  appears 
from  this  will,  and  gathering  such  intent  from  -^"'^  within 
the  four  corners  thereof,  and  considering  valid  as  well  as 
invalid  portions?  First,  we  find  a  purpose  to  husband  and 
hold  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  testator's  blood  rela- 
tives. Second,  we  find  a  desire  upon  his  part  that  the  son 
have  one-third  of  his  estate  absolutely,  thoroughly  in  keeping 
with  the  lirst  general  purpose.  Third,  we  find  the  desire  upon 
the  part  of  the  testator,  that  each  of  his  daughters  have  the 
benefit  of  one-third  of  his  estate,  for  and  during  their  life, 
with  renuiinder  over  to  testator's  blood  relatives,  likewise  in 
keeping  with  the  first-named  general  purpose.  The  only 
change  contended  for  by  plaintilf,  save  and  except  such  as 
she  imagines  comes  through  the  striking  out  of  the  eighth 
paragra[)h,  is  this:  that  with  the  last  clause  of  paragraph  5 
stricken  out,  plaintiff  has  a  full  life  estate  in  trust,  but  with 
that  clause  in  the  will  she  has  less  than  a  life  estate,  and  for 
that  reason  we  have  changed  the  scheme  of  disposition  by 
strikiuij:  out  such  clause. 

In  this  plaintiff  argues  t(w  much.  Clauses  of  wills  may  be 
invalid  for  several  reasons.  They  may  violate  express  stat- 
utes, as  in  the  Fair  AVill,  132  Cal.  523.  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  70, 
liO  Pac.  442,  64  I'ac.  1000;  they  may  violate  pui)lic  policy: 
lliey  may  be  too  indefinite  and  luieertain  to  be  enforc-(>d  at; 
all  by  the  courts,  as  in  J*>oard  of  Trustees  v.  IMay,  201  AIo. 
3G0.  ill)  S.  W.  lO'Jo;  or  they  nuiy  be  too  indefinite  and  un- 
certain in  terms  to  overcome  i)rcvious  express,  clear  and 
definite  terms  theretofore  found  in  the  same  instrument,  as 
in  tile  c;:sc  at  bar.    Tlici'c  may  be  other  reasons  for  invalidity 

Am.    Si.    K.']..,    \\il.    1-20  -   4.1 


738  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.       [Missouri, 

of  specific  clauses  in  wills,  but  these  will  suffice  to  illustrate 
the  idea  we  have.  But  for  whatever  reason  the  clause  or 
clauses  are  declared  invalid,  it  does  not  always  follow  that 
the  general  scheme  of  the  testator  has  been  changed  and  the 
whole  will  must  fail.  However,  the  reason  for  declaring  the 
clause  invalid  may  lend  some  light  upon  the  question  as  to 
wliether  or  not  the  general  scheme  has  been  changed  by  the 
^*^  elimination  of  the  particular  clause.  In  the  case  at  bar 
had  the  last  clause  of  paragraph  5  l)een  as  clear,  definite  and 
certain  in  its  terms,  as  was  the  grant  expressed  in  the  first 
part  of  said  paragraph,  then  it  would  have  modified  and 
changed  the  first,  and  we  would  have  had  there  an  expression 
of  the  scheme  of  the  testator.  But  we  have  held,  upon  the 
contention  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  language  here  used  was 
too  indefinite,  uncertain  and  ambiguous  to  modify  the  first 
clause,  and  therefore  by  parity  of  reasoning,  it  must  be  too 
indefinite  and  uncertain  to  express  any  general  scheme  of  the 
testator.  Plaintiff  is  in  the  attitude  of  saying  that  it  is  too 
indefinite,  uncertain  and  ambiguous  to  modify  the  scheme  of 
disposition  as  expressed  in  the  first  clause,  yet  it  is  clear, 
definite  and  certain  enough  to  show  a  scheme  of  disposition 
other  than  that  expressed  in  the  first  clause,  and  when  we 
cut  it  out,  the  scheme  as  left  in  the  first  clause  is  not  the 
general  scheme  of  disposition  in  the  mind  of  the  testator. 
We  cannot  assent  to  this  reasoning.  If  by  cutting  out  this 
last  clause  we  have  written  for  the  testator  a  new  will,  it  must 
be  because  there  is  such  definite  and  certain  language  in  the 
last  clause  as  would  show  a  scheme  and  purpose  of  disposition 
witliin  itself.  If  it  is  definite,  clear  and  certain  enough  to 
show  that,  then  it  is  definite,  certain  and  clear  enough  to 
modify  the  first  clause,  and  we  have  erred  in  cutting  it  out 
as  invalid.  We  are  not  satisfied  that  the  elimination  of  this 
latter  clause  so  changes  the  general  scheme  of  the  testator  as 
to  invalidate  this  will,  or  even  paragraphs  5  and  6  thereof, 
which  are  the  dependent  paragraphs.  We  think  this  can  be 
cut  out,  and  the  general  scheme  as  heretofore  outlined  still 
remain.  We  have  read  with  care  the  judgment  entered  by 
the  learned  trial  judge,  and  it  sufficiently  covers  the  full  sit- 
uation of  this  case.  In  this  judgment,  which  upholds  the  will, 
save  and  except  the  two  clauses  indicated  as  invalid,  '^'^  and 
construes  the  remaining  portions  of  the  will,  the  trial  court 
was  right,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Woodson,  J.,  not  sitting. 
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WHEN  A  WILL  IS  VOID  IN  WHOLE  BECAUSE  VOID  IN  PART. 

I.  General  Principle  Controlling,  739. 
11.  Illustrations. 

a.  Wlien  Valid  and  Invalid  Parts  are  Separable,  740. 

b.  Wlien  Valid  and  Invalid  Parts  are  not  Separable,  743. 

I.  General  Principle  Controlling. 
The  elementary  principle  that  in  construing  a  will  the  intent  of  the 
testator  must  govern  when  it  can  be  gathered  from  the  language  of 
the  will  itself  has  led  to  a  rule  hardlj^  less  universal;  namely,  that  when 
a  will  is  void  in  part  and  good  in  part,  the  will  as  a  whole  will  not  be 
set  aside,  but  will  be  allowed  to  stand  as  to  the  portions  that  are  valid, 
])rovided  the  invalid  portions  can  be  eliminated  without  destroying 
the  general  scheme  of  the  testamentary  disposition,  or  working  a 
nuinifcst  injustice  to  the  beneficiaries  or  to  some  of  them.  A  very 
few  of  the  earlier  Nc-bv  York  cases  have  been  somttimes  referred  to 
as  seemingly  holding  that  a  will  which  is  void  in  part  is  void  in  toto. 
But,  as  we  shall  see,  even  these  cases  do  not  sustain  the  inference 
bought  to  be  drawn  from  them,  and  if  they  did,  they  have  long  since 
bten  repudiated  by  the  courts  of  that  state.  One  of  the  earlier  and 
leading  cases  showing  that  a  will  may  be  upheld  though  void  in  part 
is  that  of  Kane  v.  Gott,  24  Wend.  G41,  35  Am.  Dec.  641.  This  case 
is  referred  to  in  nearly  all  of  the  later  cases  involving  this  question, 
and  it  mentions  the  earlier  cases  citing  as  ujiholding  a  different 
doctrine.  Said  the  court:  ''That  a  will  or  any  other  instrument  pass- 
ing an  estate  may  be  void  in  part,  and  yet  good  for  the  residue,  was 
never  dou])ted,  when  the  division  into  good  and  bad  parts  was  made 
l)y  force  of  the  common  law;  and  Darling  v.  Rogers,  22  "Wend.  483, 
maintained  a  trust  deed  under  the  Revised  Statutes  in  such  parts  as 
were  good,  though  one  declaration  of  trust  was  void.  I  know  there 
are  a  sort  of  standing  quotations  to  the  contrary,  of  cases  decide! 
by  this  court:  Coster  v.  Lorillard,  14  Wend.  2G5;  Ilawloy  v.  James, 
IG  Wend.  Ci;  Root  v.  Stuyvesant,  18  Wend.  257.  So  far  from  sanc- 
tioning the  doctrine  for  wliich  they  are  cited,  the  ojiinion  of  every 
judj^c  who  sj)oke  to  these  cases  exi)ressly  denied  it.  It  is  ti'iie  that 
the  wills  in  question  went  pretty  much  by  the  board;  but  all  that  can 
be  said  as  a  consequence  is  tliat  the  conservative  rule  was  not  lilicr- 
ally  ai)|>licd.  If  that  be  so,  it  is  sufTiciently  unfortunate;  for  there 
is  nil  nilt^  of  l;iw  wliich  calls  for  greater  latitude  and  even  ingenuity 
in  (.•iila!L;i  ng  and  extending  it.  The  nu)st  able  and  safe  judges  have 
said  that  ihe  courts  sluuild  be  astute  in  allowing  it  a  comiinhensive 
operation  for  the  giving  effect  to  all  instruments,  anil  especially  to 
last  wills  and  testaments;  and  though  some  parts  may  be  contrary  to 
the  rulos  of  law,  yet  all  other  parts  should  be  saved.  Any  coui't  act- 
ing sy<(  i-niatically  upon  the  O[ipos;te  pi-inciple  uould  be  a  great 
evil."  Jn  i'arks  v.  Parks,  9  Paigf',  ]()7,  it  was  held  that  where  part 
of  a  will  is  valid  and  part  void,  the  \-alid  pai-ts  will  be  permitted  to 
stand,  thongli  the  latter  ar(^  illc^ial  and  void,  unless  the  diiTcrent 
parts  are   so   depenijcnL   on   each   oIIilt   that   the}'   cannot   be   siparated. 
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And  in  Tilden  v.  Green,  130  N.  Y.  29,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  487,  28  N.  E. 
880,  14  L.  R.  A.  33,  it  is  said:  "The  appellants  invoke  the  aid  of  the 
principle,  that  when  several  trusts  are  created  by  a  will  which  are 
independent  of  each  other,  and  each  complete  in  itself,  some  of  which 
are  lawful  and  others  unlawful,  and  which  may  be  separated  from 
each  other,  the  illegal  trusts  may  be  cut  off  and  the  legal  ones  per- 
mitted to  stand.  This  rule  is  of  frequent  application  in  the  con- 
struction of  wills,  but  it  can  be  applied  only  in  aid  and  assistance  of 
the  manifest  intent  of  the  testator,  and  never  where  it  would  lial 
to  a  result  contrary  to  the  purpose  of  the  will,  or  work  injustice 
among  the  beneficiaries,  or  defeat  the  testator's  sclieme  for  the  dis 
posal  of  his  property.  The  rule,  as  applied  in  all  reported  cases, 
recognizes  this  limitation,  that  when  some  of  the  trusts  in  a  will  are 
legal  and  some  illegal,  if  they  are  so  connected  together  as  to  con- 
stitute an  entire  scheme,  so  that  the  presumed  wishes  of  the  testator 
would  be  defeated  if  one  portion  was  retained  and  other  portions 
rejected,  or  if  manifest  injustice  would  result  from  such  construction 
to  the  beneficiaries,  or  some  of  them,  then  all  the  trusts  must  be  con- 
strued together,  and  all  must  be  held  illegal  and  must  fall."  Tho 
courts  are  practically  unanimous  in  upliolding  the  rule  laid  down 
in  cases  above  quoted.  But  diflJculty  sometimes  arises  in  the 
application  of  the  rule  because  in  every  case  involving  wills  the 
peculiarities  of  the  instrument  regarding  which  the  rule  is  sought  to 
be  applied  lead  to  some  confusion.  We  can  only  give  illustrations 
showing  when  it  has  been  held  that  the  valid  and  invalid  portions  of 
a  will  are  separable  and  when  not;  and  also  when  the  wills  have 
been  rejected  as  a  whole  because  the  separation  of  the  legal  and  il- 
legal portions  thereof  would  work  manifest  injustice  to  the  beneficiaries. 

n.  Illustrations. 
a.  When  Valid  and  Invalid  Portions  are  Separable. — In  Chilcott  v. 
Hart,  23  Colo.  40,  45  Pac.  391,  35  L.  R.  A.  41,  one  item  of  the  will 
gave  all  the  testator's  personal  property  to  his  three  children,  shar*- 
and  share  alike.  Another  item  devised  all  the  real  estate  to  the 
executor  and  his  successors  in  trust  upon  the  following  conditions- 
After  pjroviding  out  of  the  income  of  the  real  estate  for  payment  of 
taxes,  insurance,  repairs,  and  some  small  annuities,  the  residue  of  thj 
income  of  the  real  estate  to  be  divided  equally  among  his  said  three 
children,  share  and  share  alike,  and  at  the  death  of  tlie  last  of  sai  1 
three  children,  the  title  to  the  real  estate  should  become  vested  in 
their  heirs;  and  in  case  eitlier  of  said  three  children  died  leaving  no 
children,  then  his  or  her  share  of  the  real  estate  should  be  equally 
divided  and  distributed,  one-half  to  each  of  the  surviving  children. 
And  providing  further  that  if  his  children  desired  to  avail  themselves 
of  the  privilege  of  improving  the  real  estate,  they  could  amicabh' 
agree  upon  a  division  of  the  property,  but  that  in  case  of  such  di- 
vision, tlie  executor  should  pay  over  the  income  to  the  three  childreii, 
to    each    the    amount    collected   from    bis    or   her   portion   of   said    real 
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estate  as  divided;  and  providing  further  that  "in  case  of  a  division 
of  said  pro])erty,  tlie  income  tlicreof  shall  nevertheless  in  all  respects 
be  distributed  and  disposed  of  as  heretofore  first  provided  in 
jointure." 

Another  item  provided  that  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  executor,  the 
income  of  the  estate  was  being  im^iroperly  expended  by  either  of  said 
children,  that  after  providing  for  the  wants  of  such  child,  he  withhold 
the  residue  and  reinvest  it  as  he  deemed  best  for  the  "parties  in- 
terested. " 

The  validity  of  the  will  was  attacked  on  the  ground  of  incurable 
uncertainties  in  the  above  provisions,  which  it  was  claimed  were  in- 
separably connected  with  the  general  plan  of  the  testamentary  dis- 
position. But  the  court  held  that  even  if  the  paragraphs  quoted  were 
void  for  uncertainty,  the  will  disclosed  that  its  primary  object  was 
that  ultimately  his  grandchildren  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  last  one  of  his  three  children  should  have  the  fee  simple  title  to  all 
his  real  estate,  and  that  until  that  contingency  did  happen  that  his 
three  children  should  have  the  income  therefrom. 

In  Webb  v.  Fleming,  30  Ga.  808,  76  Am.  Dec.  675,  it  is  held  that  an 
attem])t  in  a  will  to  manumit  a  slave  avoided  only  that  part  of  the 
will  which  related  to  that  subject;  and  to  a  like  effect  is  Cheairs  v. 
Smith,  37  Miss.  646.  In  King  v.  Talbert,  36  Miss.  367,  the  will  was 
only  effectual  as  a  bequest  of  the  personal  estate,  for  want  of  due  at- 
testation to  devise  real  estate.  By  the  first  item  in  the  will  the 
testator  directed  that  his  property  be  kept  together,  and  the  expenses 
uf  his  family  paid  and  his  children  educated  out  of  his  effects. 
By  the  third  item  he  directed  that  his  farm  be  continued,  and  for  this 
purpose  directed  his  executors  to  sell  the  farm  and  purchase  another 
in  some  more  suitable  location.  It  was  contended  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  testator  expressed  in  the 
third  item,  because  the  direction  in  the  first  item  that  the  property 
should  be  kept  together  was  made  on  the  condition  that  the  provisioa 
of  the  third  clause  directing  a  sale  of  the  farm  and  the  purchase  of 
another  could  be  legally  carried  out,  and  that  condition  failing,  said 
direction  was  void.  Said  the  court:  "That  it  was  obviously  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator  that  his  property  should  be  kept  together  on 
his  farm,  mentioned  in  the  will,  by  his  executors,  until  such  time  as 
they  could  sell  it  and  purchase  another  in  a  more  suitable  location, 
we  cannot  doubt.  That  the  realty  did  not  pass  by  this  will,  for  the 
want  of  proper  attestation,  but  descended  directly  to  his  heirs  at 
law,  subject  to  the  widow's  claim,  is  equally  evident.  But  it  by  no 
means  follows,  that  because  the  trust  in  relation  to  the  land  is  in- 
valid, that  therefore  the  whole  must  fail." 

A  similar  case  to  the  one  last  quoted  is  Ilowley  v.  James,  5  Paige 
(N.  Y.),  318,  where  a  very  tlioruugh  review  is  made  of  the  cases  bear- 
ing on  the  topic  now  uiuler  discussion,  the  court  there  holding  that 
although  some  of  the  objects  for  wliieh  a  trust  is  created,  or  some 
future  interest  limited  upon  the  trust  estate,  are  illegal  and  void,  if 
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any  of  the  pur|)oses  for  which  the  trust  was  created  are  legal  an<l 
valid  and  would  authorize  the  creation  of  such  an  estate,  the  legal 
title  vests  in  the  trustees  during  the  continuance  of  the  valid  objects 
of  the  trust,  except  when  the  legal  and  valid  objects  are  so  mixed 
with  those  which  are  illegal  and  void  that  it  is  impossible  to  sustain 
the  one  without  giving  effect  to  the  other. 

And  in  McClellan  v.  Weaver,  4  Cal.  App.  593,  88  Pac.  646,  it  is 
held  that  where  a  will,  notwithstanding  the  illegality  of  a  trust,  at- 
tempted to  be  created,  disjjosed  of  the  property  to  the  devisees  in 
such  a  way  as  to  require  the  same  to  be  upheld,  the  invalidity  of  tli" 
trust  did  not  avail  the  next  of  kin  as  a  ground  for  setting  aside  tln' 
will. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Sevier  v.  Woodson,  205  Mo.  202,  ante,  p. 
728,  104  S.  W.  1,  a  testator  in  one  clause  of  his  will  gave  to 
each  of  his  two  daughters  one-third  of  his  estate  for  life,  and  then 
to  their  bodily  heirs,  if  any,  and  if  not  then  to  their  brother  and  his 
bodily  heirs;  and  directed  that  the  same  be  held  by  the  brother  as 
trustee  in  trust  for  the  daughters.  The  will  directed  that  the  truste-j 
"pay  over  to  each  of  said  sisters,  as  much  of  the  interest  accruing  on 
the  means  hereby  devised  to  each  of  them  as  will  abundantly  providi; 
for  their  comfort  and  necessities."  It  was  contended  in  this  case, 
that  by  striking  out  the  invalid  direction  as  to  payment  of  the  in- 
come, the  plaintiff  would  have  a  full  life  estate  in  trust,  whereas 
with  that  clause  she  would  have  less  than  a  life  estate  and  hence 
the  general  scheme  of  the  disposition  would  be  changed.  In  denying 
this  contention,  the  court  said:  "But  for  whatever  reason  the  clautie 
or  clauses  are  declared  invalid,  it  does  not  always  follow  that  the 
general  scheme  of  the  testator  has  been  changed  and  the  whole  will 
must  fail.  However,  the  reason  for  declaring  the  clause  invalid  mnv 
lend  some  light  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  general 
scheme  has  been  changed  by  the  elimination  of  the  particular  clause 
In  the  case  at  bar,  had  the  last  clause  of  paragraph  5  been  as  clear, 
definite  and  certain  in  its  terms,  as  was  the  grant  expressed  in  the  first 
part  of  said  paragraph,  then  it  would  have  modified  and  changed  the 
first,  and  we  would  have  had  there  an  expression  of  the  scheme  of  the 
testator.  But  we  have  held  upon  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  that 
the  language  here  used  was  too  indefinite,  uncertain,  and  ambiguous  to 
modify  the  first  clause,  and,  therefore,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  it  must 
be  too  indefinite  and  uncertain  to  express  any  general  scheme  of  tho 
testator.  Plaintiff  is  in  the  attitude  of  saying  it  is  too  indefinite,  un- 
certain, and  ambiguous,  to  modify  the  scheme  of  disposition  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  first  clause,  yet  it  is  clear,  definite,  and  certain  enough 
to  show  a  scheme  of  disposition  other  than  that  expressed  in  the  first' 
clause,  and  then  when  we  cut  it  out,  the  scheme  as  left  in  the  firtt 
clause  is  not  the  general  scheme  of  disposition  in  the  mind  of  the 
testator.  We  cannot  assent  to  this  reasoning.  If,  by  cutting  out  this 
last  clause,  we  have  written  for  the  testator  a  new  will,  it  must  be 
because  there  is  such  definite  and  certain  language  in  the  last  clause 
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as  would  show  a  sclienie  and  puri)Ose  of  dispOKition  within  itself.  I£ 
it  is  definite,  clear  and  certain  enough  to  show  that,  then  it  is  definite, 
certain  and  clear  enough  to  modify  the  first  clause,  and  we  have  erred 
in  cutting  it  out  as  invalid.  We  are  not  satisfied  that  the  elimination 
of  this  latter  clause  so  changes  the  general  scheme  of  the  testator  as 
to  invalidate  this  will,  or  even  paragraphs  5  and  6  thereof,  which  are 
the  dependent  paragraphs. ' ' 

In  Sanford  v.  Goodell,  82  Hun,  369,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  490,  the  first 
clause  of  the  will  gave  a  portion  of  the  testator's  land  to  one  of  his 
daughters  for  life.  The  second  clause  gave  the  residue  of  his  real 
estate  to  his  other  three  daughters  for  life,  with  remainder  in  E. 
The  third  clause  gave  the  surplus  of  his  personal  property  to  E.  and 
the  three  daughters  mentioned  in  the  second  clause  of  the  will.  It 
was  held  that  the  invalidity  of  the  second  clause,  because  violative 
of  the  statute  against  perpetuities,  did  not  invalidate  the  whole  will. 

In  Barbour  v.  De  Forest,  61  How.  Pr.  181,  the  testator  directed  the 
trustees  appointed  by  his  will  to  set  aside  one-third  of  the  income 
of  hia  residuary  estate  for  the  use  of  his  great-granddaughter  during 
her  life,  the  principal  sum  to  go  to  her  children,  or  in  case  of  her 
death  without  issue,  to  others.  By  a  codicil,  he  directed  that  so  much 
of  said  income  as  should  not  be  needed,  in  the  judgment  of  hia  ex- 
ecutors, for  her  support  should  be  invested  during  her  minority,  and 
any  accumulation  of  interest  should  be  added  to  the  principal.  It 
was  held  that  though  the  codicil  was  invalid,  the  residue  of  the  trust 
was  not  thereby  invalidated,  and  the  will  was  sustained  without  the 
codicil. 

In  Guthrie  v.  Owen,  2  Humph.  202,  36  Am.  Dec.  311,  it  is  held  that 
where  at  will  was  finished  with  the  exception  of  the  attestation  clause 
and  the  clause  appointing  an  executor,  and  the  scrivener  left  and  did 
not  return  till  the  next  day,  when  the  testator  having  become  non 
compos  mentis,  the  scrivener  filled  in  those  clauses  himself,  the  will, 
though  void  as  to  the  real  property,  was  valid  as  to  personalty.  And 
in  Deane  v.  Littlefield,  1  Pick.  239,  the  will  of  a  married  woman,  which 
disposed  of  both  real  and  personal  property,  was  upheld  as  to  the 
personalty  though  it  was  void  as  to  the  realty. 

b.  When  Valid  and  Invalid  Portions  are  not  Separable. — In  Estate 
of  Fair,  132  Cal.  .523,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  70,  60  Pac.  442,  64  Pac.  1000, 
it  is  held  that  an  invalid  trust  to  convey  to  certain  beneficiaries  who 
were  living  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  after  the  cxj)iration  of  a 
trust  for  the  lives  of  the  testator's  children,  carried  with  it  the  other- 
wise valid  trust  for  the  lives  of  such  children  and  rendered  the  whole 
trust  void. 

In  Eldred  v.  Meek,  183  111.  26,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  86,  55  N.  E.  536,  by 
the  terms  of  one  clause  in  a  will  the  interest  devised  to  the  testator's 
grandchildren  was  contingent  upon  their  reaching  twenty-five  years  of 
age,  and  by  another  clause  that  upon  said  grandchildren  failing  to  do 
so,  but  leaving  issue,  their  respective  issue  should  not  enjoy  the 
property   until   they   should   arrive   at   the   age   of   twenty-five   years. 
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This  was  held  to  constitute  one  entire  scheme  of  devise,  and  the  latter 
clause  being  void  on  account  of  the  perpetuity  created  for  the  unborn 
issue,  the  entire  will  must  fail. 

In  Slade  v.  Patten,  68  Me.  380,  a  testator  gave  and  devised  his 
estate  to  each  and  all  of  his  seven  children,  "one-seventh  part  to 
each  of  them  and  their  heirs,"  with  a  proviso  that  the  parts  and  pro- 
portions devised  and  bequeathed  to  his  four  daughters  and  their  heirs 
should  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  two  trustees  who  should  hold  and 
manage  and  dispose  of  said  parts  and  the  property  received  therefor, 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  his  said  four  daughters  and  their  heirs  ac- 
cording to  the  discretion  of  said  trustees.  In  a  subsequent  clause  it 
was  provided  that  if  one  of  the  daughters  should  die  before  her  hus- 
band without  issue  that  her  part,  after  the  expiration  of  six  years, 
should  go  to  the  six  other  heirs  and  be  equally  divided  among  them. 
Held,  that  the  two  clauses  were  so  connected  together,  that  the  first 
clause  being  void  for   perpetuity,   the   other   also   fell. 

In  Lockridge  v.  Mace,  109  Mo.  162,  18  S.  W.  1145,  the  will  devised 
(1)  a  life  estate  to  the  wife;  (2)  a  life  estate  to  the  son;  (3)  a  life 
estate  to  the  grandchildren  with  remainder  in  fee  to  the  great-grand- 
children. The  devise  to  the  great-grandchildren  being  void  for  per- 
petuity, the  other  gifts  were  adjudged  also  invalid. 

In  Benedict  v.  Webb,  98  N.  Y.  460,  the  testator  created  separate 
trusts  in  two-thirds  of  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  four  children. 
Three  of  these  trusts  were  valid,  but  the  fourth  invalid.  Said  the 
court:  "We  should  feel  disposed  to  sustain  the  trusts  in  favor  of  th-e 
other  children,  except  for  the  reason  that  to  uphold  those,  while  set- 
ting aside  the  trust  in  favor  of  Anna  Augusta,  would  seriously  inter- 
fere with  the  intention  of  the  testator,  that  all  the  children  and  their 
issue  should  share  equally  in  his  estate  and  would  produce  great  in- 
justice. The  result  of  sustaining  the  trusts  in  favor  of  the  other 
children  would  be  that  each  would  take  one-fourth  share  of  the  estate, 
and  also  as  heirs  and  distributees  an  equal  share  with  Anna  Augusta 
in  the  share  intended  for  her.  No  case,  we  think,  can  be  found  which 
would  justify  upholding  a  part  of  a  will,  when  by  so  doing  it  would 
produce  such  manifest  injustice."  And  in  Knox  v.  Jones,  47  N.  Y. 
389,  where  the  will  created  a  trust  to  pay  the  income  of  testator N 
estate  to  his  brother  for  life,  and  then  to  his  two  sisters,  with  cross- 
limitation  over  as  between  them,  it  was  held  to  be  an  entirety,  and 
not  to  be  avoided  in  part  and  sustained  in  part,  the  general  scheme 
of  the  testator  being  to  provide  for  the  brother  and  sisters  during 
tlieir  lives. 

The  doctrine  that  unless  the  invalid  part  of  a  will  can  clearly  be 
separated  from  the  valid  part,  the  whole  must  fail,  is  also  clearly 
illustrated  in  Ee  Christie,  133  N.  Y.  473,  31  N.  E.  515.  In  this  case, 
the  testator  devised  one-third  of  his  estate  to  his  vv'idow  and  the 
residue  among  his  eight  children  and  one  grandson,  payable  one  year 
after  the  last  period  of  infancy,  five  being  minors,  and  giving  the 
executrix   discretionary   power   of   sale,   with    express   directions   that 
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such  power  was  not  to  be  exercised  until  the  end  of  the  last  minority. 
It  was  held  that  the  express  restraint  of  power  of  sale  could  not  be 
stricken  out  without  materially  changing  the  purpose  of  the  will  to 
keep  the  estate  undivided  during  the  infancy  of  the  children.  The 
direct  question  before  the  court  in  this  case  was  upon  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  trustee  to  take  the  place  of  the  executrix  who  had  died, 
and  this  the  court  refused  to  do  for  the  reason  that  the  unlawful 
restriction  could  not  be  separated  from  the  valid  devise  without  maim- 
ing the  general  purpose  of  the  will.  While  the  validity  of  the  devise 
to  the  widow  was  not  determined  in  this  case,  she  being  dead,  it  is 
plain  from  the  language  of  the  court  that  the  will  as  a  whole  was  in- 
valid. 

In  .Tolmson's  Estate,  185  Pa.  179,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  621,  39  Atl.  879, 
a  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  his  executors  in  trust  for  a  yteriod 
of  seventy-five  years,  giving  the  executors  power  ju  tlie  managciiicnt 
of  the  estate,  and  directing  tliem  to  pay  all  charges  against  the  laiia, 
and  all  legacies  out  of  the  rents  and  profits.  After  all  of  the  legacies 
were  paid,  he  directed  his  children  to  select  a  trustee  and  that  such 
trustee  should  collect  the  rents  and  profit  of  the  land,  and  after 
])aving  for  land  and  taxes,  etc.,  should  distribute  the  balance  to  his 
children  and  their  legal  descendants  until  the  ex])iration  of  the 
sevonty-five  years,  at  the  expiration  of  which  time  the  trustee  was  au- 
tlmrized  to  sell  tlie  land  and  distribute  the  proceeds  "to  and  among 
all  my  children,  share  and  share  alike,  that  may  be  then  living,  and 
the  legal  descendants  of  any  of  my  said  children  that  may  bo  then 
dead,  the  legal  descendants  of  such  child  or  children  to  take,  however, 
only  such  share  and  portion  of  said  proceeds  as  tlicir  deceased  parents 
would  have  taken  if  then  living."  It  was  held  that  as  the  gift  of 
the  future  ulterior  remainder  was  void  for  remoteness,  and  that  as  the 
testator's  general  scheme  was  to  keep  his  estate  entire  for  an  unlaw- 
ful period,  that  the  particular  estate  must  fall  with  the  ulterior  estate, 
and  the  whole  will  was  void.  And  a  case  on  all-fours  with  this  is  that 
of  Gerber's  Estate,  196  Pa.  3G6,  46  Atl.  497. 


BAU^rnOFF   V.    ST.    T.OriS    AND    KIRKWOOD    RAIL- 
ROAD co:\rPANY. 

[20.3   :M().   218,   104  S.   W.  5.] 

SPECIFIC     PERFOIIMAISICE-  Contract    to    Deliver     Stock.— 

fi[iocific    ]i(M  roniiaiice   may    he    liad   of   a    contract    to   deliver   stock,  the 
jiccuniary  value  of  wl)ic,li  is  not  j)rovabIe.      (p.  TH,'!.) 

JUDGMENTS  Res  Judicata. — Where  one  who  has  constructed 
a  railroad  uiuler  a  contract  to  receive  money,  also  stock  and  bonds 
l^laced  ^\itli  a  trust  coiiiiaiiy,  sues  the  railroad  company,  joining  the 
tni^-t  I'ompany  as  defeinlaiit,  luit  dismissing  it  at  tiie  trial,  and  is 
atljudyid  entitled  to  a  lien,  the  moiuy,  and  a  certain  amount  of  stock, 
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no  money  jiulgmcnt  being  rendered  for  the  stock,  because  having 
no  pccnniary  value,  the  judj^inent  does  not  bar  him  from  suing  in 
equity  to  compel  the  trust  company  to  deliver  the  certificates  of  stock 
and  the  railroad  company  to  make  a  transfer  of  the  shares  on  its 
books,     (p.  759.) 

ACTIONS. — The  Eule  Against  Splitting  Causes  of  Action  does 
not  obtain  where  there  is  one  contract,  but  the  performance  is  several, 
(p.  759.) 

.Jefferson  Chandler,  T.  M.  Pierce  and  S.  P.  McChesney, 
for  the  appellant. 

Lehmann  &  Lehmann,  for  the  respondent. 

^®*  LAM]\r,  J.  Plaintiff,  suing  in  equity  for  specific  per- 
formance, sought  to  compel  defendant  trust  company  to  de- 
liver to  him  a  certain  certificate  No.  2  for  two  hundred  and 
fifty  sliares  of  the  full-paid,  nonassessable  capital  stock  of 
the  defendant  railroad  company,  held  by  the  former  in  trust 
under  a  contract,  and  to  compel  the  railroad  company  to 
transfer  said  shares  of  stock  to  him  upon  its  books  in  the 
manner  and  form  prescribed  by  its  by-laws,  and  for  such 
further  and  general  relief  as  may  be  deemed  just  and  equi- 
table. 

The  decree  went  as  prayed.  The  trust  company  made  no 
defense  so  far  as  disclosed  and  abides  the  decree — the  rail- 
road company  (hereinafter  called  defendant)  alone  appeal- 
ing. 

Defendant  makes  two  questions  here.  Thus:  (a)  "The 
court  erred  in  holding  that  the  former  suit  was  not  res  ad  ju- 
dicata, and  did  not  finally  dispose  of  the  suit  in  controversy" ; 
and  (b)  "The  court  erred  in  holding  that  plaintiff  could 
split  up  his  cause  of  action  and  could  legally  maintain  his 
present  suit." 

To  dispose  of  these  propositions  understandingly,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  summarize  here  the  history  of  a  former  case 
(called  herein  the  "lien  case"),  viz.: 

In  1895  .plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  a  contract 
253  jj^  writing  whereby  plaintiff  agreed  to  build  and  equip 
for  defendant  an  electric  railroad  from  the  limits  of  St. 
Louis  city  to  a  local  point  in  St.  Louis  county,  known  as 
JNIeramec  Highlands,  on  a  line  shown  by  plats  called  for  and 
attached.  The  scheme  contemplated  that  defendant  should 
issue  three  hundred  bonds  of  $1,000  each,  due  in  twenty  years, 
with  six  per  cent  semi-annual  interest  coupons  attached,  to 
be  secured  by  a  good  and  sufficient  first  mortgage  deed  con- 
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veying  to  said  trust  company  its  properties,  real,  personal 
and  mixed,  and  all  its  franchises,  and  should  deliver  said 
mort<^ag-e  deed,  said  bonds,  with  $25,000  of  its  capital  stock 
(duly  indorsed  by  the  person  in  whose  name  said  stock  may 
stand  upon  defendant's  books),  and  also  certain  bonus  sub- 
scriptions, to  the  trust  company,  and  the  trust  company  at 
certain  designated  times  should  turn  over  certain  of  said 
bonds  to  plaintiff  as  part  payment  for  building  and  equip- 
ping said  road ;  and,  upon  full  performance,  was  to  turn  over 
to  plaintiff  enough  more  bonds  to  make  $250,000  in  bonds, 
and  turn  over  to  him  said  $25,000  of  capital  stock  and  so 
much  as  $5,000  of  said  bonus,  aggregating  in  cash,  stock  and 
bonds  $280,000,   in  full  consideration  for  due  performance. 

The  bonds  were  issued,  the  mortgage  deed  executed  and 
defendant  caused  to  be  issued  a  certificate  for  $25,000  in 
face  value  of  its  full-paid,  nonassessable  capital  stock,  to  wit, 
certificate  No.  2  for  two  hundred  and  fifty  shares,  standing 
in  the  name  of  one  Pitman,  trustee,  bearing  his  blank  in- 
dorsoinc)it.  attested  by  its  secretary,  and  did  cause  said  bonds, 
mort;j,nge  deed,  stock  certificate  and  bonus  subscription  to 
come  into  the  hands  of  said  trust  company  to  be  held  and 
dealt  with  under  said  construction  and  equipment  contract. 

254  Presently,  plaintiff  entered  upon  performance,  and 
from  time  to  time  received  from  the  trust  company  part  pay- 
ment in  bonds.  There  came  a  time  when  he  had  taken  down 
his  full  quota  of  bonds,  and,  claiming  full  performance,  de- 
manded of  the  trust  company  full  payment.  But  a  squabble 
arising  at  that  time  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  the 
trust  company,  under  notice  from  defendant  not  to  make  full 
payment,  declined  to  do  so,  and  a  suit  followed. 

It  will  be  convenient  to  follow  with  some  particularity,  not 
only  the  pleadings,  but  other  parts  of  the  record  in  such  suit 
ftlie  lien  case),  because  in  those  pleadings  and  in  that  rec- 
ord (made  part  of  the  record  of  the  case  at  1)ar)  are  laid 
away  the  facts  relied  upon  by  defendant  to  show  res  judi- 
cata and  a  splitting  of  a  cause  of  action,  1.  e.,  estoppel  by 
record. 

It  seems  defendant,  having  entered  into  possession  of  the 
railroad  and  its  equipment,  turned  round  and  leased  them 
to  another  corporation  known  as  the  TTighhnid  Scenic  Rail- 
road Company.  In  this  fix,  plainliff  took  steps  to  fast(>n 
a  contractor's  lien  upon  the  roadbtxl.  rolling  stock,  etc.,  under 
article  4,  chapter  47  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899,  pro- 
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viding  for  liens  of  contractors,  materialmen  and  laborers 
against  railroads,  designing  to  make  said  lien  have  prece- 
dence over  said  three  hundred  thousand  dollars  encumbrance. 
Having  in  due  time  filed  his  lion  paper  with  the  circuit  clerk, 
and  served  defendant  and  the  said  Scenic  company  with  a 
copy,  he  sued  to  recover  $30,000  as  the  balance  due  him  under 
his  contract,  and  to  foreclose  his  lien — making  three  corpora- 
tions, viz.,  both  the  present  defendants  (the  St.  Louis  Union 
Trust  Company  being  impleaded  under  its  former  name  of 
**St.  Louis  Trust  Company")  and  the  Scenic  company,  par- 
ties defendant. 

The  lien  case  was  tried  on  an  amended  petition,  wherein 
plaintiff  pleaded  the  incorporation  of  the  ^'^^  three  defend- 
ants, set  forth  his  construction  and  equipment  contract, 
averred  due  performance,  alleged  the  facts  entitling  him  to 
a  lien,  admitted  the  receipt  of  $250,000  in  bonds  by  way  of 
part  payment,  averred  nonpayment  of  the  stock  and  bonus 
through  the  wrongful  interference  of  the  railway  company, 
and  praj-ed  judgment  against  the  latter  company  (defend- 
ant here)  for  the  sum  of  $30,000  balance  due  and  unpaid 
under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  that  such  judgment  be 
made  a  lien,  that  the  same  be  foreclosed,  and  that  the  Scenic 
company  be  compelled  to  show  its  interest  and  be  bound  by 
the  judgment.  The  petition  also  contained  an  averment  that 
the  lease  to  the  Scenic  company  was  "a  pretended  lease," 
and  another  to  the  effect  that  the  said  capital  stock  was  to 
be  of  the  value  of  $25,000,  and  still  others  questioning  that 
defendant's  stock  was  full  paid  and  nonassessable  as  con- 
templated in  the  contract. 

The  trust  company  filed  a  separate  answer  admitting  the 
contract,  that  plaintiff  entered  upon  its  performance,  the 
filing  of  the  lien  paper,  that  the  railroad  company  entered 
into  possession  and  began  operating  the  railroad,  the  deposit 
of  the  mortgage  deed,  bonds  and  stock  certificate  with  it, 
and  that  the  railroad  company  had  notified  it  not  to  deliver 
the  stock  to  the  plaintiff;  but  it  denied  that  it  had  refused 
such  delivery,  and  averred  it  was  now  willing  to  deliver,  and 
had  no  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief, 
and,  therefore,  could  neither  admit  nor  deny  that  the  stock 
was  to  be  of  the  value  of  $25,000.  After  admitting  some 
and  denying  other  allegations  not  material  here,  the  answer 
ple;ided  matter  intended  to  defeat  any  preference  of  plain- 
tiff's lien  over  the  mortgage  indebtedness,   and  immaterial 
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matter  relating  to  the  bonus.  The  bonds  having  gone  into 
circulation,  the  life  of  this  answer  was  the  protection  of  said 
-•"'^  mortgage  indel)tedness  from  any  prefcn-ence  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  for  the  unpaid  eonti-act  price;  and  issue  was  joined 
by  a  reply. 

Thereafter  tJie  Scenic  company  filed  its  separate  answer, 
directing  itself  in  the  first  instance  to  the  allegation  that  it 
ludd  under  "a  pretended  lease."  It  says  its  lease  was  quile 
to  the  contrary,  to  wit,  "valid  and  lawful";'  that  plnintilf 
had  abandoned  his  contract  without  substantial  perform- 
ance; had  been  paid  an  amount  largely  in  exi-e.-^s  of  the  valu"^ 
of  his  labor  and  material;  that  the  lien  paper  damaged  the 
property  of  the  def(Mulant  as  les.see,  in  that  it  stated  that 
plaintiff's  claim  for  a  large  sum  of  money  and  the  account 
filed  are  "true  and  correct,"  whereas  such  statement  was 
"wholly  false  and  defamatory  and  libelous";  that  plaintifC 
"without  probable  cause  and  well  knowing  that  the  statement 
filed  1)}'  him  (to  wit,  the  lien  paper)  was  wholly  false,  did 
maliciously  and  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  this  defendant, 
destroying  its  credit  and  crippling  it  in  the  operation  of  said 
railroad,  utter  and  publi.sh  said  false  statement,"  etc.;  that 
it  had  desired  to  issue  $100,000  in  bonds  and  borrow  saitl 
amo\int,  etc.,  and  had  been  unable  to  do  so  bj^  reason  of  the 
premises;  that  the  market  value  of  its  bonds  was  destroyed 
and  they  became  unsalal)le,  etc.,  to  its  damage  in  the  sum  of 
$20,000.  for  which  it  prayed  judgment. 

The  railroad  company  filed  its  separate  amended  answer, 
admitting  the  contract  but  denying  performance,  and  setting 
forth  a  schedule  of  faults,  defaults,  etc.  Said  answer  ad- 
mitted the  execution  and  deposit  with  the  trust  company  of 
the  mortgage  deed,  bonds,  stock  and  bonus  subscrii)tions. 
averivd  that  the  stock  was  fully  paid  up  and  nonassoss;!l)le 
within  the  purview  of  the  scheme  as  understood  and  partici- 
pated in  by  plaintiff,  put  plaintiff  upon  his  proof  on  the 
allegations  pertaining  to  the  lien,  admitted  plaintiff  obtained 
2^*^  possession  of  the  bonds  from  the  trust  company,  but 
averred  that  he  got  possession  wrongfully,  and  that  the  trust 
eompnny  ]\'irtieipated  in  such  wrongful  delivery.  ]~)nt  in  issue 
the  allecfntion  that  the  trust  company  h;id  refused  to  deliver 
the  stoclv  to  plaintiff,  but  aven-ed  that  pbiiutilf  was  not  en- 
titled to  receive  said  shares  of  stoclc,  and  that  defeiulant  had 
so  notified  sn.id  trust  com])any,  adniifted  notifying  the  tru^t 
con;p:iii\-  not  to  pay  over  $5,000  of  the  bonus  subscription  in 
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its  hands,  and  made  afTirinative  allegations  pertaining  to  said 
bonus  subscription  not  material  here,  admitted  the  lease  to 
the  Scenic  company,  said  it  was  an  honest  and  valid  lease, 
that  said  company  had  control  and  possession  of  the  railroad, 
averred  that  time  was  of  the  essence  of  plaintiff's  contract, 
and  that  he  had  defaulted  in  that  regard.  The  answer  then 
pleaded  the  waiver  of  the  mechanic's  lien  by  the  contract 
provisions  for,  and  acceptance  of,  other  security,  to  wit,  the 
bonds,  bonus  and  stock  aforesaid;  and  finally,  by  an  array 
of  allegations  relating  to  omissions  and  nonperformance  by 
plaintiff,  the  answer  predicated  damages  in  the  amount  of 
$40,000  in  failing  to  perform  within  the  contract  time,  which 
damages  it  claimed  from  plaintiff  alone,  and  $110,000  addi- 
tional damages  for  nonperformance  and  misperformanee  in 
other  particulars  and  in  wrongfully  getting  pos.session  of  said 
bonds.  The  latter  item  of  damage  defendant  said  accrued 
to  it  from  the  wrongful  conduct  of  the  trust  company  and 
plaintiff,  inter  sese,  in  delivery  and  accepting  delivery  of  said 
bonds  before  the  work  was  completed,  in  violation  of  the 
contract;  and  judgment  was  demanded  against  plaintiff  and 
defendant  trust  company  for  that  sum. 

It  seems  that  presently  the  mortgage  securing  the  $300,000 
bond  issue  was  released,  payment  being  made  through  some 
refinancing  scheme.  ^^^  Thereupon  the  trust  company  con- 
ceived it  had  no  further  interest  in  the  suit  and  filed  its 
formal  disclaimer  of  interest.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  dis- 
missed his  suit  as  against  said  trust  company.  This  Avas  in 
January,  1898,  and  the  following  record  entry  was  made : 
"On  motion  of  plaintiff  by  attorney  it  is  ordered  by  the  court 
that  this  cause  be  dismissed  as  to  the  defendant,  the  St.  Louis 
Trust  Company." 

"We  deem  it  of  importance  to  observe  right  here  that  no 
exception  was  taken  to  the  dismissal  of  the  trust  company, 
that  the  order  of  dismissal  was  never  set  aside,  and  that, 
though  the  dismissal  was  questioned  and  threshed  over  long 
afterward  at  the  trial  of  the  lien  case,  yet,  to  all  intents  (for 
legal  purposes),  the  trust  company  disappeared  from  that 
case  as  a  party  litigant  in  January,  1898.  So  that  the  lien 
case  in  its  legal  "aspect  stands  precisely  as  if  the  trust  com- 
pany never  had  been  a  party. 

Issue  was  joined  by  plaintiff's  filing  replies  to  the  separate 
answers  of  the  Scenic  company  and  the  railroad  company, 
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and  tliat  was  the  status  of  matters  for  over  a  year  and  dur- 
ing several  terms  of  eourt. 

In  IMay,  1899,  the  lien  case  came  on  for  trial  to  tlie  eourt 
without  a  jury.  By  the  trend  of  the  evidence  introduced, 
all  of  which  is  reintroduced  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  of  the 
instructions  given  and  refused  (likewise  appearing  in  this 
record)  it  appears  that  the  lien  case  was  tried  by  plaintiff, 
speaking  on  broad  lines,  on  the  theory  that  he  had  fully  per- 
formed his  contract  and  was  entitled  to  his  full  pay,  that  he 
had  received  in  bonds  $250,000,  and  that  by  reason  of  the 
allegations  in  his  petition  and  the  probative  force  of  his  proof 
sustaining  the  same  he  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the 
balance  of  his  pay  withheld  by  the  railroad  company,  and 
which,  he  contended,  was  of  the  value  of  $30,000,  for  which 
sum  he  was  entitled  to  a  lien  and  a  foreclosure  thereof; 
'"^^^  and  was  tried  on  the  theory  of  defendants  that  plaintiff 
had  not  performed,  that  heavy  damages  resulted  from  his 
nonperformance  and  mispcrformance,  that  he,  at  least,  had 
waived  his  lien;  and,  further,  that  as  to  the  stock  item  plain- 
tiff was  compelled  to  take  that  item  of  pay  in  stock,  that  if 
there  was  a  wrongful  conversion  of  the  stock  left  in  esc^row 
with  the  trust  company  no  lien  could  be  adjudged  against 
the  railroad  property  as  an  incident  to  a  judgment  for  such 
conversion. 

So  much  for  the  theories  of  the  litigants,  nisi.  But  the 
trial  judge  also  had  theories,  and  must  be  reckoned  with  on 
that  score,  since  his  judgment  presumably  was  predicated  on 
his  own,  rather  than  on  litigants'  views.  Anent  his  theory 
on  the  stock  it(Mn,  the  first  glimpse  we  get  of  it  was  at  the 
commcnc(Miicnt  of  the  trial.  It  seems  that  the  trust  company 
having  been  dismissed  out  of  the  case,  the  other  defendants 
asked  leave  to  amend  their  answers  so  as  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion of  dt^fect  of  parties  defendant.  Leave  to  amend  was  re- 
i'usfd.  and  in  doing  so,  the  court  said:  "I  don't  see  that  it 
|ilie  ti'ust  coii)j)any]  is  actually  a  necessary  parly,  either  on 
]>la  ill  tier's  theory  or  on  defendants'  theory  of  this  rase.  / 
don't  sfc  how  an  order  could  issue  against  the  St.  Louis  Trust 
Compau!/  to  turn  over  tlie  stock  to  tJie  j)laintiff."  Later  the 
court  put  itself  in  bonfLs  somewhat  ])y  instru<-tions.  and  its 
11ie()ry  on  the  stock  item  is  further  somewhat  foreshadowed  it] 
their  terms.  Thus,  it  instructed  (itsel!\)  that:  "There  is  no 
evidence  in  this  ease  shoA\iii<j:  the  market  value,  as  su'h..  of 
the  said  capilaJ  stock  stipulated  in  the  contract  to  be  deiiv- 
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ered  to  said  Baumhoff";  and,  further,  that,  "If  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  said  capital  stock,  he 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  highest  value  which  it  may  have 
possessed  at  any  time  after  he  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
same  and  prior  to  the  beginning  of  this  suit,  not  exceeding 
the  sum  of  $25,000";  and  further,  that:  "No  judgment 
2****  establishing  a  contractor's  lien  upon  a  railroad  can  be 
rendered  unless  a  breach  of  contract  is  shown ;  even  though 
the  court  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  St.  Louis  and  Kirk- 
wood  Railroad  Company  converted  to  its  own  use  any  prop- 
erty deposited  by  it  in  escrow  with  the  St.  Louis  Trust  Com- 
pany, no  lien  can  be  adjudged  against  any  property  of  said 
railroad  company  as  an  incident  to  or  in  connection  with  a 
judgment  against  said  railroad  company  for  such  conver- 
sion"; and  another  instruction  in  substance  set  forth  that  if 
the  court  found  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  in  money, 
then  the  measure  of  damages  should  be  adjusted  with  due 
reference  to  the  fact  that  the  consideration  to  be  paid  in- 
cluded a  certain  quantity  of  stocks,  not  money,  and  that  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  perform  the  contract  for  the  actual  value  of 
the  stocks  at  the  time  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  them  plus  the 
money  payment  out  of  the  bonus  subscriptions,  and  that  aside 
from  any  damage  by  reason  of  nonpayment  of  the  cash  from 
the  bonus  subscriptions,  "the  measure  of  damages,  if  any." 
must  be  the  value  of  any  stocks  wrongfully  withheld  from 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  such  withholding,  estimated  in  law- 
ful money  of  the  United  States. 

The  lien  case  was  held  sub  judice  until  October.  1809.  at 
which  time  the  court  made  its  finding  and  rendered  judg- 
ment. It  found  against  the  counterclaims  of  both  the  rail- 
road defendants;  found  full  performance  of  the  construction 
and  equipment  contract  by  plaintiff,  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  his  pay,  etc.  "When  it  came  to  the  stock  item  it  found 
as  follows:  "That  he  [plaintiff]  was  to  receive  for  the  worlc 
of  constructing  said  road  ....  $25,000  in  paid-up  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  St.  Louis  and  Kirkwood  Railroad 
Company  [liere  follows  other  elements  of  the  construction 
contract]  ;  .  .  .  .  that  he  is  entitled  to  receive  twonty-fivc 
thousand  dollars  ($25,000)  in  paid-up  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  St.  '*'^  Louis  and  Kirkwood  Railroad  Company, 
and  the  furtlier  sum  of  five  thousand  ($5,000)   in  cash,  with 

interest  on  said  cash  sum  from  the day  of ,  A. 

D.  1S9 .     The  court  further  finds  that  the  said  sliares  of 
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the  capital  stock  of  the  St.  Louis  and  Kirkwood  Tvoilroad 
Company  are  not  shown  by  the  evidence  submitted  to  pos- 
sess any  pecuniary  value." 

The  judgment  entered  was  that  plaintiff  recover  of  the  de- 
fendant railroad  company  "the  said  sum  of  $5,897.50" — 
which  sum  is  confessedly  the  cash  item  due  from  the  bonus 
subscriptions  plus  the  interest  tlicrcon,  and  none  other — and 
his  costs  against  both  of  the  remaining  defendants,  that  plain- 
tiff have  a  lien  for  said  sum  on  the  roadbed,  etc.,  and  that 
the  same  be  foreclosed,  etc. 

From  this  judgment,  the  defendant  railroad  companies  ap- 
pealed to  this  court,  and  it  was  in  all  things  affirmed  by  divi- 
sion 1  in  December,  1902:  171  Mo.  120.  In  the  opinion  b}' 
Brace,  P.  J.,  the  judgment  and  finding  of  the  St.  Louis  circuit 
court  are  set  forth  in  haec  verba,  and  it  was  said:  "There  is 
abundant  evidence  in  the  record  to  support  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court."  It  was  further  said:  "The  fact  that  he  [plain- 
tiff] may  have  had  a  right  of  action  against  the  trust  com- 
pany tlicrefor  [that  is,  for  the  properties  and  money  held  in 
escrow  by  it]  was  no  reason  why  he  should  have  been  forced 
to  have  abandoned  his  lien,  and  resort  to  such  action.  While 
he  was  entitled  to  but  one  satisfaction,  he  might  have  several 
remedies." 

So  much  for  the  lien  case. 

And  when  it  is  further  stated  that  presently  after  being 
affirmed  here  said  money  judgment  was  collected  on  fi.  fa., 
that  defendant  in  its  answer  herein  pleaded  the  former  adju- 
dication as  a  bar  by  estoppel,  that  it  substantially  appears 
that  plaintiff  claimed  possession  of  the  stock  certificate  from 
the  trust  company,  but  it  ^^^  was  not  turned  over  to  him  be- 
cause of  the  continued  objection  of  defendant,  and  that  tliero- 
upon  the  present  suit  for  specific  performance  was  inslitnted, 
we  have  before  us  all  facts  necessary  to  understand  tlio  two 
propositions  "a"  and  "b"  relied  upon  to  reverse  the  (1c<  ree. 

1.  Where  the  pecuniary  value  of  corporate  stodv  is  not 
provable  (as  here),  and  where,  in  consequence,  one  may  not 
have  adequate  damages  at  law,  he  is  not  remediless  against 
those  who  withhold  such  stock  to  which  he  is  entitled,  ])ut  a 
suit  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  deliver  lies: 
Dennison  v.  Keasby,  200  Uo.  408,  98  S.  W.  546,  and  cases 
cited:  26  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  122.  It  is  thus 
seen  that,  on  the  plainest  principles  of  equity,  unless  plaintiff's 
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right  to  the  stock  be  otherwise  barred,  he  is  entitled  to  his 
remedy, 

2.  In  considering  whether  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  the  judg- 
ment in  the  lien  case,  it  is  well  enough  to  note  that  plaintiff 
relies  on  that  verj^  judgment  as  determining  his  right  to  the 
stock.  As  we  grasp  it,  the  theory  of  plaintiff  may  be  said  to 
be  that  the  present  proceeding  is  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable 
execution  issued  on  that  judgment — that  is,  an  equitable  pro- 
ceeding to  enforce  a  judgment  at  law  already  determining 
plaintiff's  right.  That  he  sues  in  affirmance  of  the  judgment. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  contends,  in  effect,  that 
plaintiff  pursued  his  remedy  in  that  case  to  its  final  determina- 
tion, that  he  asked  judgment  for  the  value  of  the  stock  and 
got  precisely  what  the  proof  showed  him  entitled  to,  to  wit, 
nothing.  Therefore,  defendant  argues,  that  is  the  end  of  it 
and  it  may  not  be  vexed  twice — nothing  he  got  then,  and  shall 
get  the  same  now. 

In  view  of  these  contrary  views  of  the  judgment  in  the  lien 
case,  it  will  be  well  enough  presently  to  ^^^  point  out  precisely 
what  was  determined  in  that  case,  because  the  general  princi- 
ples controlling  res  judicata  are  not  in  doubt — the  difficulty 
lies  in  the  application  of  those  principles  to  particular  cases. 
For  instance,  learned  counsel  for  both  parties  accept  and  rely 
on  the  doctrine  of  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
168  U.  S.  1, 18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  18,  42  L.  ed.  355,  in  which  Justice 
Harlan  said:  "The  general  principles  announced  in  numerous 
cases  is  that  a  right,  question  or  fact  distinctly  put  in  issue 
and  directly  determined  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
as  a  ground  of  recovery,  cannot  be  disputed  in  a  subsequent 
suit  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies;  and  even  if  the 
second  suit  is  for  a  different  cause  of  action,  the  right,  ques- 
tion or  fact,  once  so  determined,  must,  as  between  the  same 
parties  or  their  privies,  be  taken  as  conclusively  established, 
so  long  as  the  judgment  in  the  first  suit  remains  unmodified. 
This  general  rule  is  demanded  by  the  very  object  for  which 
civil  courts  have  been  established,  which  is  to  secure  the  peace 
and  repose  of  society  by  the  settlement  of  matters  capable  of 
judicial  determination.  Its  enforcement  is  essential  to  the 
maintenance  of  social  order;  for  the  aid  of  judicial  tribunals 
would  not  be  invoked  for  the  vindication  of  rights  of  person 
and  property,  if,  as  between  parties  and  their  privies,  con- 
clusiveness did  not  attend  the  judgments  of  such  tribunals 
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in  respect  of  all  matters  properly  put  in  issue  and  actually 
determined  by  them." 

In  the  course  of  that  opinion  Justice  Harlan  reviews  many 
eases,  amons:  others,  Cromwell  v.  Sac  County,  94  U.  S.  351, 
24  L.  ed.  195,  and  sums  up  the  doctrine  of  the  Cromwell  case 
by  stating  it  to  be  this:  "That  a  judgment  upon  the  merits 
constitutes  an  absolute  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  upon  the  same 
cause  of  action  in  respect  to  every  matter  offered  and  rceived 
in  evidence,  or  which  might  have  been  offered  to  sustain  or 
defeat  the  claim  in  controversy,  while  if  the  second  ^*'"*  action 
is  upon  a  different  claim  or  demand,  the  judgment  in  the  prior 
action  operates  as  an  estoppel  only  as  to  those  matters  in  issue 
or  points  controverted  upon  the  determination  of  which  the 
finding  or  verdict  was  rendered,  the  injury  [inquiry?]  in 
such  case  being  'as  to  the  point  or  question  actually  litigated 
and  determined  in  the  original  action,  not  what  might  have 
been  litigated  and  determined.'  " 

In  Womach  v.  St.  Joseph,  201  Mo.  467,  100  S.  W.  443,  10 
L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  440,  the  following  exposition  of  the  law  of  res 
judicata  was  approvingly  quoted  from  the  Duchess  of  Kings- 
ton's Case,  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.,  8th  ed.,  pt.  2,  p.  734:  "From 
the  variety  of  cases  relative  to  judgments  being  given  in  evi- 
dence in  civil  suits,  these  two  deductions  seem  to  follow  as 
generally  true:  First,  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  concur- 
rent jurisdiction,  directly  upon  the  point,  is  as  a  plea,  a  bar, 
or  as  evidence,  conclusive  between  the  same  parties,  upon  the 
same  matter,  directly  in  question  in  another  court ;  secondly, 
that  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction,  directly 
upon  the  point,  is,  in  like  manner,  conclusive  upon  the  same 
matter,  between  the  same  parties,  coming  incidentally  in  ques- 
tion in  another  court,  for  a  different  purpose.  But  neither 
the  judgment  of  a  concurrent  or  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  evi- 
dence of  any  matter  which  came  collaterally  in  question, 
though  within  their  jurisdiction,  nor  of  any  matter  inci- 
dentally cognizable,  nor  of  any  matter  to  be  inferred  by  argu- 
ment from  the  judgment." 

In  Clark  v.  Blair,  4  IMcCrary,  311,  14  Fed.  812,  McCrary, 
Circuit  Judge,  had  under  determination  a  case  in  point  here, 
and  held,  quoting  from  the  syllabi,  that  "the  judgment  in  a 
former  suit  based  upon  the  same  facts,  or  between  the  same 
parties  or  their  privies,  but  to  enforce  a  different  demand  and 
obtain  another  form  of  ^^'•''  relief,  is  conclusive  only  as  to 
what  was  in  fact  litigated  and  decided  in  such  suit." 
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Attending,  now,  to  what  was  determined  in  the  lien  case,  it 
will  be  seen  that  plaintiff's  absolute  right  to  the  stock  was 
determined  by  the  judgment.  So  much  stands  out  boldly  and 
is  clear.  That  judgment  was  in  all  things  affirmed  by  this 
court,  and,  therefore,  under  the  authorities  quoted,  all  reagi- 
tation  of  that  question  is  concluded  as  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant.  What  else,  if  anything,  was  determined  by  the 
lien  judgment?  When  it  is  seen  that  the  prime  object  of 
that  suit  was  to  establish  and  foreclose  a  lien  for  any  nmnoy 
judgment  recovered,  that  defendant  asked  and  was  allowed 
an  instruction  that  no  damage  for  conversion  of  tlie  stock 
could  be  enforced  by  way  of  a  lien,  that  the  court  found  that 
no  pecuniary  value  was  established  for  the  stock,  and  followed 
that  finding  by  assessing  the  lien  amount  at  the  $5,000  and 
interest  due  plaintiff  out  of  the  bonus  subscriptions — we  say 
all  these  things  appearing,  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the 
force  and  effect  of  the  determination  in  the  lien  case  was  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  two  things:  First,  to  the  stock  in 
kind;  and,  second,  to  a  money  judgment  on  the  items  of  bonus 
subscriptions.  Having  so  found,  judgment  followed  for  the 
money,  foreclosure  of  lien  and  award  of  execution.  It  must 
be  remembered  that  the  record  before  us  shows  also  that  the 
trial  court  was  of  the  opinion  it  could  not  grant  relief  in  kind 
in  the  lien  case,  it  being  a  suit  at  law,  hence  could  not  order 
the  stock  turned  over  to  plaintiff.  This  appears  in  its  rulinG: 
refusing  leave  to  amend  the  answers.  These  things  suffi- 
ciently appearing,  we  are  not  inclined  to  hold  that  the  judg- 
ment in  the  lien  case,  either  in  terms  or  intendment,  under- 
took to  assess  plaintiff's  damage  on  the  stock  item  or  its  value 
at  nothing,  and  then  so  merge  that  impalpable  or  shadowy 
value  into  the  concrete  money  judgment  ^^^  that  he  would 
stand  precluded  from  thereafter  claiming  the  stock  itself. 
Why,  indeed,  should  the  trial  court  have  strained  a  point  to 
preclude  plaintiff's  claim  of  stock  solemnly  found  to  be  liis? 
To  have  done  so  would  have  been  to  toy  with  plaintiff's  riirlits 
and  press  to  his  lips  a  judicial  Tantalus'  cup.  The  court  did 
not  do  so.  The  force  of  its  judgment  is  precisely  the  other 
way  and  should  be  construed  to  mean  that,  as  to  stoek.  the 
judgment  contented  itself  with  finding  and  pointing  plaintiff 
to  his  title  in,  and  right  to  possession  of,  the  thing  itself — a 
right  that  could  not  be  enforced  by  final  process  in  the  lien 
case  but  must  be  pursued  elsewhere.  Hence,  plaintiff,  having 
received  satisfaction  on  the  money  judgment,  is  estopped  to 
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claim  anything  more  on  lliat  score.  But  in  so  far  as  tlio  judi^- 
meiit  in  the  lien  case  determined  his  right  to  the  stock,  he  has 
never  received  satisfaction  to  tliis  day.  His  right  being  estal)- 
lished,  sliall  lie  have  no  remedy  because  the  arm  of  a  law  court 
Avas  too  short  to  give  him  one?  Under  what  more  favorable 
auspices  could  equity  step  in  with  its  corrective  power? 

It  seems  to  us  that  any  other  conclusion  would  be  to  dig  a 
pit  and  spread  a  net  to  ensnare  the  feet  of  justice;  becau.se, 
aside  from  money  value,  the  stock  had  sentimental  values,  and 
conferred  powers  and  privileges  upon  its  owner — for  example, 
voting  power,  the  right  as  a  sliare  owner  to  a  voice  and  finger 
in  the  corporate  management — all  of  which  are  privileges 
given  and  protected  by  law  and  which  can  only  be  exercised 
l)y  the  transfer  of  the  stock  to  him.  Having  these  property 
rights,  it  would  seem  to  be  paltering  with  the  situation  to  deny 
a  I'emedy.  unless  Ave  were  constrained  to  take  that  course  by 
some  inflcxilile  principle  of  law.  Ubi  jus,  ibi  remedium,  as 
said  by  counsel. 

If  this  were  a  suit  for  the  value  of  the  stock  or  one  based  on 
some  alleged  conversion  by  defendant  ])i'ior  to  the  lien  case, 
Hie  doctrine  of  res  judicata  might  be  "*''  held  to  apply,  be- 
•  •au-^e  it  could  with  propriety  be  urged  lliat  the  court  had  in 
judcrment  the  question  of  value  in  the  lien  case.  But.  being 
in  effect  a  suit  to  complete  and  round  out  a  rigiit  established 
by  tlie  former  suit,  the  latter  ought  to  be  held  good  as  far  as 
it  went. 

In  Nickerson  v.  California  Stage  Co.,  10  Cal.  520,  Terry, 
C.  J.,  quoted  with  approval  the  following  passage  from 
Swift's  Evidence:  "Where  tlie  cause  and  object  of  both  ac- 
lioiis  are  tln^  same,  the  judgment  in  the  prior  bars  the  subse- 
(piciit  suit.  AVhcn  the  cause  or  object  of  the  actions  are  differ- 
ent, tliough  the  point  in  dispute  is  the  same  in  both,  the  prior 
jiidgiiicnt  is  no  l)ar  to  the  subsequent  action,  but  the  verdict 
is  a  matter  of  evidence  to  prove  the  point." 

In  I'crry  v.  Dirkci'son.  85  N.  Y.  ::"i5.  80  Am.  Bep.  663.  it 
was  held,  quoting  from  the  syllabus,  that:  "To  sustain  a  plea 
of  a  florin;'!'  jndgiiient  in  bar  it  must  ajqx'ar  that  the  cause  of 
action  in  lioih  suits  is  the  same,  or  that  some  fact  essential 
to  the  maintenance  of  the  second  suit  a\;is  in  is-ue  in  the  first 
a-tioii  and  was  decided  adversely  to  plaiiitiiT.  The  bare  fact 
that  two  causes  of  action  spring  out  of  the  same  coiiti'acf  does 
not  ipso  facto  render  a  judgment  on  one  bar  to  a  suit  on  tlie 
other." 
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Litigation  being  only  "a  means  of  administering  uniform 
justice,"  it  has  been  held  that  where  plaintiff's  ultimate  right 
to  sue  was  not  determined  in  the  first  proceeding,  or  where 
the  determination  proceeded  upon  some  technical  objection 
not  affecting  it,  the  first  judgment  will  constitute  no  bar  to 
the  second  suit:  Carmony  v.  Hoober,  5  Pa.  305.  It  was  said 
by  Mclver,  J.,  in  Sease  v.  Dobson,  34  S.  C.  345,  13  S.  E.  530, 
that:  "It  is  true  that  parties  may,  and  sometimes  do,  fail  to 
obtain  that  justice  which  the  real  facts  entitle  them  to,  by 
the  manner  in  which  their  cases  are  presented  to  the  court;  but 
such  an  unhappy  result  ought  always  to  be  avoided,  if  it  is 
prar-ticable  to  do  so  without  infringing  settled  rules  of  law 
which  it  is  essential  ^^*  to  the  welfare  of  the  commonwealth 
to  preserve  in  their  fullest  integrity,  for,  being  established  for 
the  guidance  and  control  of  the  whole  community,  they  should 
never  be  distorted  or  strained  to  suit  the  fancied  justice  of  a 
particular  case." 

Conceding  the  foregoing  dictum  sound,  nevertheless,  we  find 
no  inflexible  principle  of  law  impinged  upon  in  granting  relief 
to  plaintiff  in  this  ease.  In  getting  at  ultimate  right  it  has 
been  held  that  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract, 
dismissed  on  hearing  on  the  merits,  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  at 
law  between  the  same  parties  to  rescind  the  contract  and  re- 
cover back  money  paid  under  it :  Ballou  v.  Billings,  136  IMass. 
307.  The  judge  writing  that  case,  Oliver  Wendell  Holmes, 
later  and  now  a  member  of  the  United  States  supreme  court, 
spoke  for  that  court  in  an  opinion  in  Northern  Assur.  Co.  v. 
Grand  View  Building  Assn.,  203  U.  S.  106,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Hep. 
27,  51  L.  ed.  109,  holding  that  a  suit  at  law  to  recover  on  an 
insurance  policy,  in  which  plaintiff  was  denied  recovery  as  the 
policy  stood,  is  not  an  adjudication  that  the  contract  of  insur- 
ance cannot  be  reformed  in  an  after  suit  in  equity.  The  first 
suit  had  proceeded  on  the  theory  that  a  recovery  could  be  had 
without  reformation ;  and  in  disposing  of  the  question  of  elec- 
tion, Justice  Holmes,  epigrammatically,  said:  "Its  [plain- 
tiff's] choice  of  law  was  not  an  election  but  an  hypothesis." 
So,  too,  in  Garland  v.  Smith,  164  Mo.  1,  64  S.  W.  188,  it  was 
said:  ""Where  the  purpose  and  object  of  the  former  action 
are  the  same  with  the  later  action,  it  is  not  to  be  questioned 
that  the  judgment  concludes  everything  which  might  have 
been  brought  forward,  although  not  in  fact  pleaded  or  in  evi- 
dence, but  where  the  subsequent  action  is  upon  a  diffcront 
claim,  the  former  judgment  only  bars  those  things  which  were 
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in  issue  or  included  in  the  issue  in  the  former  action  or  suit, 
nor  will  the  judgment  bar  another  cause  which  miglit  have 
been  joined  with  the  former  cause  of  action  2*^  but  was  not, 
and  if  different  proofs  are  required  to  sustain  two  actions, 
the  judgment  in  one  is  no  bar  to  the  other":  Citing  Cromwell 
V.  Sac  County,  94  U.  S.  354,  24  L.  ed.  195. 

]Many  other  cases  might  be  cited,  by  parity  of  reasoning 
sustaining  the  decree  in  this  case  against  the  attack  delivered 
by  defendant  in  its  assignment  of  error  "a,"  but  when  it  is 
further  said  that  the  cause  of  action  and  the  objects  of  the 
two  suiti^  are  dissimilar,  that,  the  trust  company  having  been 
dismissed  out  of  the  former  suit  and  included  in  this,  the  par- 
ties are  not  the  snme,  enough  appears  to  give  the  grounds  of 
our  conclusion,  which  is,  that  the  court  committed  no  error 
in  holding  that  the  lien  ease  was  not  res  judicata. 

3/But  it  is  contended  by  defendant  that,  laying  the  lien 
case  and  specific  performance  case  side  by  side,  it  is  apparent 
plaintiff  has  split  up  an  entire  cause  of  action,  and,  therefore, 
is  estopped  to  maintain  his  last  suit.  It  is  elementary  law 
that  an  indivisible,  hence,  single  and  entire,  cause  of  action 
may  not  be  split  at  the  whim  of  plaintiff  into  a  series  of  suits, 
to  the  harassment  of  a  defendant.  The  law  abhors  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits;  it  grants  its  benediction  to  arbitration,  to  com- 
promise, to  accord  and  settlement.  It  concerns  the  law  that 
there  be  an  end  to  lawsuits.  Plaintiff  may  have  but  one  action 
for  one  entire  wrong,  and  but  one  action  for  one  entire  con- 
tractual right;  but  the  rule  against  the  splitting  causes  of  ac- 
tion does  not  obtain  where  there  is  one  contract  but  the  per- 
formance is  several.  Here  the  performance  is  several,  though 
the  two  causes  of  action  arose  on  the  same  contract.  This  is  a 
suit  against  the  trust  company  to  deliver  the  physical  custody 
of  stock  over  to  plaintiff  and  to  compel  defendant  railroad 
company  to  transfer  that  stock  on  its  books  in  accordaiice 
with  its  by-laws  and  issue  a  new  certificate.  Performance  of 
the  contract  in  kind  was  contemplated  by  its  terms.  Failure 
'~^  to  deliver  the  stock  and  perform  in  that  behalf  creat(^d 
a  single,  entire  cause  of  action  for  specific  performanc^e.  It 
matters  not  that  the  contract  was  violated  in  the  particular 
that  plaintiff  was  not  paid  $5,000  out  of  the  bonus  subscrip- 
tions, whereby  plaintiff  had  another  entire  and  indivisible 
cause  of  action  rightfully  culminating  in  a  money  judgment 
and  lieu.     One  cause  is  iu  equity,  the  other  at  law,  though 
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both  spring  from  one  contract.  There  is  no  merit  in  this  con- 
tention^/ 

The  oecree  is  sustained  by  the  reasoning  of  Christopher  & 
Simpson  etc.  Foundry  Co.  v.  Kelly,  91  Mo.  App.  93;  Perry  v. 
Dickerson,  85  N.  Y.  345,  39  Am.  Rep.  663;  Boyce  v.  Christy, 
47  Mo.  70;  and  other  cases  cited  under  point  2  of  plaintiff's 
brief. 

4.  Finally,  it  is  said,  arguendo,  in  the  brief  of  plaintiff's 
learned  counsel,  as  follows:  "The  substantive  law  of  the  case 
is  found  in  the  Decalogue,  Exodus  20:15,"  to  wit:  "Thou 
shalt  not  steal."  Replying  to  that  contention  it  is  argued, 
contra,  in  the  brief  of  defendant's  learned  counsel  that  the 
foregoing  interdiction  is  not  in  point  here,  but  that  an  old 
case  decided  by  a  pseudo-judge,  one  Portia,  reported  in  IMer- 
chant  of  Venice,  Act  IV,  Scene  I,  is  on  all-fours  (quatuor 
pedibus) — a  case  known  to  the  profession  as  the  Pound-of- 
Flesh-and-Drop-of-Blood  Case.  Tliese  ingenious  and  rather 
tense  contentions  pro  and  con  have  been  looked  into  for  sub- 
stance and  are  disallowed ;  because  on  the  one  side  there  is 
absent  certain  venerable  elements  essential  to  constitute  lar- 
ceny, known  to  scholars  in  jurisprudence  as  the  asportavit, 
the  animus  furandi  and  the  doli  capax.  Did  the  defendant 
have  the  stock  in  possession?  No — ergo,  there  is  no  asporta- 
vit. What  of  the  animus  furandi?  Is  there  any?  No.  Is 
a  corporation  in  law  doli  capax,  so  that  it  may  be  guilty  of 
larceny?  Doubted,  and  the  question  reserved.  So,  too,  the 
doi'trine  of  Portia's  case  seems  to  be  afield;  for  in  the  opinion 
handed  down  as  reported  ^''^  by  IMr.  Shakespeare  it  was  held 
that  said  pound  could  only  pass  to  the  plaintiff  on  a  condition 
subsequent,  viz.,  his  "lands  and  goods  are  by  the  laws  of 
Venice  confiscated  to  the  State  of  Venice"  if  (much  virtue  in 
that  "if")  in  the  cutting  thereof  by  plaintiff  "one  drop  of 
Christian  blood"  Mas  shed.  Accordingly,  observe  that  plain- 
tiff in  that  case  entered  a  remittitur  for  the  pound,  in  fact 
suffered  a  nonsuit,  rather  than  face  the  lo.ss  of  all  his  assets, 
real,  personal  and  mixed;  while  here  defendant  concedes  plain- 
tiff the  pound  itself,  and  says  he  has  it.  Is  Portia's  law, 
law?  We  may  answer  that  question  in  the  phrase  of  the  same 
learned  reporter  in  another  case  (see  Hamlet's  case),  to  wit: 
"Ay,  marry,  is't;  crowner's  quest  law."  Thus  it  falls  out 
that  the  last  questions  raised  may  be  put  aside  as  mere  llotsam 
and  jetsam. 
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The  dee-ree  was  right  and  should  be  so  affirmed.     Let  it  be 
so  ordered. 

All  concur. 


Specific  Ferforvmnce  of  a  Contract  to  convey  corporate  stock  will  be 
decreed  if  the  remedy  at  law  is  inadequate  (Manton  v.  Kay,  18  11.  I. 
072,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  811;  Adams  v.  Messingcr,  147  Mass.  185,  9  Am. 
St.  Rep.  679;  Goodwin  Gas  Stove  etc.  Company's  Apjiral,  117  Pa.  514, 
2  Am.  St.  Rep.  696),  but  not  otherwise:  llissam  v.  Parrish,  41  W.  Va. 
686,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  892;  Eckstein  v.  Downing,  64  N.  H.  248,  10  Am. 
St.   Rep.   404. 

The  General  Rules  of  Ees  Judicata  are  stated  in  the  recent  case  of 
Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Cass  County,  72  Neb.  489,  117  Am.  St.  Rep. 
806;  Scottish-American  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Buckley,  88  Miss.  641,  117  Am. 
St.  Rep.  763;  Gouwens  v.  Gouwens,  222  111.  223,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  394. 


BATES  V.  SYLVESTER. 

[205  Mo.  493,  104  S.  W.  73.] 

TORT — Survivorship  of  Action. — At  the  common  law  actions 
in  tort  do  not  survive  the  death  of  either  the  wronged  or  the  wrong- 
doer,    (p.  762.) 

DEATH — Eight  of  Action  for  Causing. — At  the  common  law  the 
death  of  a  human  being  gave  rise  to  no  civil  action  in  behalf  of  any 
person  under  any  circumstances,      (p.  762.) 

DEATH — Survivorship  of  Action  for  Causing. — A  cause  of  ac- 
tion for  wrongful  death  does  not  survive  the  death  of  the  wrongdoer, 
(p.  771.) 

Lyon  &  Swarts  and  Thomas  J.  Hoolan,  for  the  appellant. 

Block  &  Sullivan,  for  the  respondent. 

'*^'*  GANTT,  J.  The  plaintiff  brought  suit  under  section 
2Sfi.'3,  Kevised  Statutes  of  1899,  for  the  alleged  negligent 
killing  of  her  husband,  Depsllo  Bates,  by  an  employe  of  James 
J.  Sylvester,  by  negligently  driving  a  horse  and  carriage  be- 
liinging  to  said  defendant  over  her  said  husband  on  or  about 
April  11,  1903.  After  the  suit  was  filed  the  cause  was  dis- 
missed as  to  the  defendant  Crissie  L.  Sylvester  and  the  other 
defendant,  James  J.  Sylvester,  died;  his  death  was  suggested 
to  the  court  and  the  plaintiff  having  complied  with  the  stat- 
utes, sought  to  revive  the  action  against  '^•^**  W.  W.  Sylvester, 
the  administrator  of  said  James  J.  Sylvester,  deceased.  The 
writ  of  scire  facias  was  issiuxl  against  the  said  administrator 
who  appeared  in  court,  and  for  his  return  to  the  citation  to 
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show  cause  why  this  action  should  not  be  revived  against  him, 
represented  to  the  court  that  this  action  did  not  survive  the 
death  of  the  said  defendant,  James  J.  Sylvester,  and  thereupon 
the  court  overruled  the  plaintiff's  motion  and  application  to 
revive  the  cause,  and  ordered  the  same  to  be  abated  as  to  the 
administrator  and  estate  of  the  said  James  J.  Sylvester. 
From  this  order  the  plaintiff  appeals  to  this  court,  and  the 
only  question  presented  for  our  adjudication  is  whether  or 
not  an  action  based  on  the  damage  act  survives  to  the  widow 
against  the  administrator  of  the  deceased  defendant. 

1.  At  common  law  actions  in  tort  do  not  survive  the  death 
of  either  the  wronged  or  the  wrongdoer.  This  rule  of  the 
common  law  forbidding  the  survivor  of  actions,  or  right  of 
action  ex  delicto,  was  first  modified  in  this  state  in  1835,  by 
the  enactment  of  what  is  now  sections  96  and  97  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  1899,  which  are  as  follows : 

"Sec.  96.  Actions  for  torts  hy  and  against  administrators, 
what  may  he  maintained. — For  all  wrongs  done  to  property, 
rights  or  interest  of  another,  for  which  an  action  might  be 
maintained  against  the  wrongdoer,  such  action  may  be  brought 
by  the  person  injured,  or,  after  his  death,  by  his  executor  or 
administrator,  against  such  wrongdoer,  and,  after  his  death, 
against  his  executor  or  administrator,  in  the  same  manner 
and  with  like  effect,  in  all  respects,  as  actions  founded  upon 
contract. 

"Sec.  97.  Last  section  not  to  extend  to  what  actions. — The 
preceding  section  shall  not  extend  to  actions  for  slander,  libel, 
assault  and  battery  or  false  imprisonment,  nor  to  actions  on 
the  case  for  injuries  to  the  person  of  the  plaintiff,  or  to  the 
person  of  the  *^'^  testator  or  intestate  of  any  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator." 

In  Iliggins  v.  Breen,  9  Mo.  497,  it  was  pointed  out  by  Judge 
Scott  that  the  statute  of  4  Edward  III  "only  gave  actions 
to  executors,  and  not  against  them,  for  as  against  the  person 
committing  the  injury,  the  action  dies  with  him:  Chitty,  59; 
1  Saunders,  217.  Our  statute  has  changed  the  English  law 
in  this  respect,  and  has  given  an  action  both  to  and  against  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators,  and  by  employing  much  broader 
language  than  the  statute  of  Edward,  seems  to  have  included 
by  express  enactment  the  injuries  which  were  comprehended 
in  that  statute  only  by  construction.  The  words  of  our  statute 
are.  'for  wrongs  done  to  the  property,  rights  or  interest  of 
another,'  etc.,  with  the  exception  of  actions  for  slander,  libel, 
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assault  and  battery,  or  false  imprisonment,  and  to  actions 
on  the  case  for  injuries  to  the  person :  Rev.  Stats.  1835,  tit. 
"Administration,"  art.  2,  sees.  24,  25." 

Sections  96  and  97  have  been  construed  by  this  court.  Thus 
in  Vawter  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  84  Mo.  679,  54  Am.  Rep. 
105.  Jinliie  Black,  speaking  for  this  court,  said:  "An  adminis- 
trator appointed  in  this  state  receives  his  power  and  authority 
to  sue  from  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  from  this  state  alone, 
to  wliich  he  is  amenable  throughout  the  entire  course  of  tho 
administration.  There  is  no  statute  of  this  state  by  which  he 
has  or  can  have  anytliing  to  do  with  suits  of  this  character,  or 
the  damages  when  recovered.  He  ma}^,  by  section  96  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  1879,  bring  an  action  for  all  wrongs  done 
to  property  rights  or  interests  of  the  deceased  against  the 
wrongdoer.  Section  97  provides:  'The  preceding  section 
shall  not  extend  to  actions  ....  on  the  case  for  injuries 
....  to  the  person  of  the  testator  or  intestate  of  any  executor 
or  administrator.'  For  fear  that  section  96  might  be  con- 
strued to  confer  upon  the  administrator  a  right  to  sue  for  in- 
juries ^^^  to  the  person  of  the  intestate,  the  next,  as  will  be 
seen,  declares  in  express  terms  that  he  shall  not  do  so.  To 
sustain  this  action  we  must  say  he  may  maintain  such  actions, 
and  that,  too,  because  of  a  statute  of  another  state  .... 
This  we  cannot  do." 

Tlie  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insist  that  any  action 
sounding  in  tort  which  does  not  expressly  fall  within  the  limi- 
tations of  section  97  can  be  revived  by  or  against  the  repre- 
sentatives of  a  deceased  party  to  the  action,  and  as  section 
97  only  bars  actions  on  the  case  for  injuries  to  the  person  of 
the  plaintiff,  the  only  cjuestion  before  this  court  in  this  case 
is  whether  or  not  this  is  an  action  for  injuries  to  the  person 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  as  this  is  not  an  action  for  injury  to  the 
person  of  ^li's.  Bates,  her  cause  of  action  survives  against  tlic 
administrator  of  the  alleged  wrongdoer,  James  J.  Sylvc^trr. 
AVe  are  unable  to  concur  in  this  deduction  of  the  counsel  for 
plaintiff,  for  the  reason  that  at  common  law  tlie  rule  was  just 
the  t»tlier  way— that  is  to  say,  actions  for  tort  did  not  survive, 
and  under  section  96,  actions  for  tort  do  not  .survive  unless 
they  are  within  the  terms  of  section  96.  ^\nd  if  by  viriuc  of 
the  general  provisions  of  said  scetion  an  action  might  be  said 
to  survive,  nevcnMlicless  if  included  within  the  i)!*ohibition  of 
section  97  it  will  not  survive*,  \^y  reference  to  siH'tion  96.  it 
will  be  noted  tluil  the  statute  refers  to  "wrong  done  to  prop- 
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erty,  rights  or  interests  of  another,"  and  counsel  for  plaintiff 
cite  us  to  James  v.  Christy,  18  Mo.  162.  That  was  an  action 
by  the  administrator  of  James  for  the  negligent  killing  of 
his  son  by  the  explosion  of  a  steam  ferry-boat  on  which  the 
son  was  a  passenger.  The  son  was  living  with  his  father 
and  was  fifteen  years  old.  The  question  was  whether  the 
action  survived  to  the  administrator  of  the  father,  and  it 
was  held  by  this  court  that  the  father  had  a  property  right 
in  the  service  of  his  son  during  his  minority  and  whilst  he 
was  under  his  '*'**  guardianship,  and  if  by  the  misconduct  of 
another  he  was  deprived  of  these  services,  or  the  son's  ability 
of  performing  them,  the  law  awarded  him  a  compensation 
in  damages.  And  it  was  pointed  out  by  Judge  Scott  that  the 
damages  in  such  case  must  be  limited  to  the  actual  value  of 
those  services  and  that  all  other  damages  die  with  the  father. 
In  other  words,  the  language  of  section  96,  to  wit,  "Property, 
rights  or  interest"  mean  and  should  be  read  "property,  rights 
or  interest,"  and  this  was  the  construction  placed  upon  it  by 
tliis  court  in  Vawter  v.  iNIissouri  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  84  Mo.  679, 
54  Am.  Rep.  105.  At  common  law  the  death  of  a  human 
being  gave  rise  to  no  civil  action  in  behalf  of  any  person 
under  any  circumstances,  as  has  often  been  decided  by  the 
appellate  courts  of  this  state:  McNamara  v.  Slavcns,  76  ]\Io. 
329 ;  Barker  v.  Hannibal  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  91  Mo.  86,  14  S.  W. 
280;  Brink  v.  Wabash  R.  R.  Co.,  160  I\Io.  87,  83  xVm.  St.  Rep. 
459,  60  S.  W.  1058,  53  L.  R.  A.  311;  Stoecknian  v.  Terre 
Haute  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Mo.  App.  503. 

James  v.  Christy,  18  Mo.  162,  was  decided  in  1853,  two 
years  before  the  enactment  of  any  statute  in  this  state  pro- 
viding for  reco/eries  in  cases  of  injury  resulting  in  death,  and 
it  is  clear  that  if  the  father  in  that  case  had  brought  an  action 
for  the  death  of  the  infant  son  he  could  not  have  recovered, 
because  section  96,  then  in  force,  dealt  only  with  the  sur^•ivor 
of  existing  actions  and  not  with  the  creation  of  new  ones, 
and  by  the  common  law  such  an  action  could  not  have  been 
maintained.  Sections  96  and  97  are  literal  transcrij^tions  of 
the  New  York  statutes  on  this  subject.  In  Ilegerich  v.  Ked- 
die,  99  N.  Y.  258,  52  Am.  Rep.  25,  1  N.  E.  787,  the  court  of 
a[)peals  of  that  state,  construing  the  two  sections  of  the  New 
York  statute,  said:  "Reference  to  the  law  as  it  stood  prior 
to  the  revision  (and  the  application  of  the  maxim  nt»s-itur 
a  sociis)  would  seem  to  rc'(|iiire  such  an  interpretation  of 
the  words  'property,    rights  or  interest's'  as  wiU  confine  their 
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application  to  injuries  to  property  rights  only,  and  such  as 
were  therefore  enforceable  by  ^^^^  the  deceased."  Indeed, 
we  are  of  the  opinion,  in  view  of  the  state  of  law  when  sections 
96  and  97  Avere  enacted,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
to  provide  for  the  survivor  by  and  against  personal  representa- 
tives of  actions  for  wrongs  to  property  rights  and  interest 
only,  and  that  by  this  enactment,  without  more,  no  action 
would  lie  based  upon  the  death  of  a  human  being,  and  no 
right  of  action  for  tort  to  the  person  would  survive  the  death 
of  either  the  wronged  or  the  wrongdoer.  In  '1865,  thirty 
years  after  the  enactment  of  those  two  sections,  the  legislature 
enacted  our  damage  act,  now  sections  2864  to  2868,  and  those 
adopted  the  spirit  of  Lord  Canipljcll's  act.  The  act  of  1855 
and  the  subso(Hicnt  amendments  thereto,  as  they  appear  in  the 
revision  of  1899,  did  provide  for  the  survivor  of  actions  foi- 
personal  injuries  resulting  in  death.  These  sections  have  been 
construed  in  a  number  of  cases  by  this  court.  Thus,  in  Proc- 
tor V.  Hannibal  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  64  Mo.  112,  it  was  said:  "It  is 
<'onc(^(lcd  by  all  that  the  third  section  of  the  act  was  only  de- 
signed to  transmit  a  right  of  action  which  but  for  the  section 
would  have  ceased  to  exist,  or  would  have  died  with  the  per- 
son ;  in  other  words,  that  under  section  3,  whenever  a  person 
dies  from  such  wrongful  act  of  another  as  would  have  entitled 
tlie  party  to  sue  had  he  lived,  such  cause  of  action  may  he 
maintained  by  certain  representatives  of  the  deceased,  not- 
withstanding the  death  of  the  party  receiving  the  injury. 
It  creates  no  new  cause  of  action,  but  simply  continues  or 
transmits  the  right  to  sue,  which  the  party  whose  death  is 
occasioned  would  have  had,  had  he  lived.  It  is  not  only  a 
right  transmitted,  but  it  is  restricted  by  limitations  as  to  the 
persons  who  are  to  enjoy  the  right,  the  time  within  which 
it  is  to  be  enjoyed  and  the  amount  of  damages  to  be  recov- 
ered." And  the  doctrine  tlnis  announced  has  been  rcjieatcd 
in  White  v.  Maxcy,  64  Mo.  552;  Gray  v.  :\rcDona]d.  104  IMo 
;30:i  16  S.  W.  :59S;  ^^^^  TTenne.ssy  v.  l^avarian  Brewing  Co.. 
145  ^To.  104,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  554.  46  S.  W.  066.  41  L.  R.  A. 
:]S');  Strode  V.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  197  :\ro.  616.  95  S.  W.  851. 

AVhat  was  said  in  Behen  v.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  186  :\ro.  -1:^0. 
85  S.  AV.  !M6.  arguendo,  that  our  statute  autliorizing  recovery 
for  the  wroiiLrful  death  ci-cates  a  new  cnusc  of  action  and  docs 
not  simply  provide  for  tlie  survivor  of  an  (^xi^tincr  one.  is  not 
in  harmony  with  the  cases  above  cited,  and  is  contrary  to  the 
last  expression  of  this  court  in  bank  on  this  subject  in  Strode 
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V.  St.  Louis  T.  Co.,  197  Mo.  616,  95  S.  W.  851.  Having  thus 
reached  the  conclusion  that  this  action  did  not  survive  by- 
reason  of  section  96  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899,  is  there 
anything  in  sections  2864,  2865  and  2866  which  provide  that 
this  action  shall  survive  the  death  of  the  tort-feasor  or  wrong- 
doer? The  language  of  section  2865  is  that  whenever  the 
death  of  a  person  should  be  caused  by  a  "wrongful  act,  neg- 
lect or  default  of  another  ....  the  person  who  or  the  cor- 
poration which  would  have  been  liable  if  death  had  not  ensued 
shall  be  liable  to  an  action  for  damages,  notwithstanding  the 
death  of  the  person  injured.  And  section  2864  provides  when 
any  person  shall  die  from  an  injury  resulting  from  or  oc- 
casioned by  the  negligence,  etc.,  of  any  officer,  agent,  etc., 
whilst  running,  conducting  or  managing  any  locomotive,  car 
or  train  of  cars,  etc.,  or  when  any  passenger  shall  die  from 
any  injury  resulting  from  or  occasioned  by  any  defect  or  in- 
sufficiency in  any  railroad,  etc.,  the  corporation  or  individual 
in  whose  employ  any  such  officer,  agent,  etc.,  shall  be  at  the 
time  of  such  injury,  or  who  owns  any  such  railroad,  etc.,  at 
the  time  the  injury  is  received,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  for 
every  person  or  passenger  so  dying  the  sum  of  five  thousand 
dollars,  which  may  be  sued  for  and  recovered,  first,  by  the 
husband  or  wife  of  the  deceased,  or,  second,  if  there  be  no 
husband  or  wife,  or  he  or  she  fails  to  sue  within  six  months 
after  such  death,  then  by  the  minor  child  or  children  of  the 
deceased,  ^^^  whether  such  minor  child  or  children  be  the 
natural  born  or  adopted  child  or  children,  etc.  Thus,  it  will 
be  seen  that  the  statute  provides  that  actions  for  personal 
wrongs  shall  not  die  with  the  party  whose  death  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  wrongful  act,  but  shall  survive  to  certain  parties 
designated  in  the  act,  but  no  provision  whatever  is  made  for 
the  contingency  of  the  death  of  the  person  who  wrongfully 
caused  the  death.  Whether  intentionally  or  by  oversight,  the 
General  Assembly  made  no  provision  for  the  survivor  of  the 
action  against  the  personal  representatives  of  the  wrongdoer. 
That  this  is  the  case  is  tacitly  conceded  by  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  by  invoking  section  96  as  affording  it.  Our  damage 
act,  like  Lord  Campbell '.s  act,  and  similar  statutes  in  almost 
all  of  the  states  in  the  Union,  is  clearly  in  derogation  of  the 
common  law.  It  is  complete  in  and  of  itself,  and,  as  we  have 
already  said  in  our  opinion,  provides  for  a  transmission  of  the 
riglit  of  action  to  the  parties  designated  in  the  act,  the  parties 
against  whom  it  will  lie,  and  fixed  the  measure    of   dam- 
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ages  and  its  own  statutes  of  limitation.  Both  section  2864 
and  28G5  name  the  person  who  shall  be  lial)le  in  such  cases  "as 
the  person  who  or  the  corporation  which  would  have  been 
lial)h^  if  death  had  not  ensued."  And  at  the  time  this  act 
of  1855  was  passed  such  action  would  not  have  survived  the 
death  of  either  the  party  injured  or  the  wrongdoer.  It  is 
to  be  noted  that  the  legislature  had  this  specific  cpiestion  of 
survivor  in  mind  when  it  enacted  our  damage  act,  and  if  the 
lawmakers  had  intended  that  the  action  should  lie  against 
the  representatives  of  the  person  who  would  have  been  liable 
had  death  not  ensued,  they  would  not  have  left  it  in  doubt. 
It  is  not  the  province  of  the  courts  to  supply  this  omission 
in  the  statute,  if  such  it  may  be  called,  but  to  construe  the  act 
as  we  find  it  upon  the  statute  books. 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  however,  have  called  our  ^^^  at- 
tention to  the  cases  of  Cooper  v.  Shore  Electric  Co.,  63  N.  J. 
L.  558,  44  Atl.  633,  and  :Meekin  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  R.  Co., 
164  N.  Y.  145,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  635,  58  N.  E.  50,  51  L.  R.  A. 
235.  An  examination  of  those  cases  will  demonstrate  that 
they  rest  upon  statutes  unlike  ours  in  that  they  permit  actions 
for  death  to  survive  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  well 
to  remark  in  this  connection  that  the  New  York  statutes  of 
which  ours  are  transcripts  have  been  radically  amended  since 
their  adoption  into  the  laws  of  this  state.  But  on  the  point 
now  under  consideration  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York 
in  Meekin  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  R.  Co.,  164  N.  Y.  145,  ex- 
pressly approved  Ilegerich  v.  Keddie,  99  N.  Y.  258,  52  Am. 
Rep.  25,  1  N.  E.  787,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  cause  of 
action  for  damages  from  negligence  resulting  in  death  abates 
upon  the  death  of  the  wrongdoer,  and  that  the  action  cannot 
be  maintained  against  the  representatives  of  the  wrongdoer, 
saying:  "This  is  a  necessary  result  from  the  fact  that  the  Code 
modi  lies  tlie  Revised  Statutes  and  the  common  law  only  qs  to 
tlic  personal  representatives  of  the  person  injured,  and  not 
as  to  those  of  the  person  who  inflicted  the  injury."  The  case 
of  Coop(>r  V.  Shore  Electric  Co.,  63  N.  J.  L.  558,  44  Atl.  633, 
was  i)rt'(licated  upon  the  statute,  the  efficient  worcis  of  winch 
were,  "A  right  of  survivor  of  an  action  to  and  against  per- 
sonal representatives  for  trespass  to  the  person  or  i)roi)erty, 
real  and  personal,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  word  "trespass" 
as  used  in  the  section  was  e<|uivalcnt  to  the  word  "tort,"  so 
that  tlie  effect  of  tlie  pi-oNision  was  to  give  a  right  of  suit 
against  the  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  wrongdoer 
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for  any  injurious  act  of  a  suable  nature,  without  reference  to 
the  form  in  which  the  remedy  was  sought. 

We  have  already  noted  that  our  act,  section  9G  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  1899,  is  confined  to  actions  for  torts  for 
wrongs  done  to  property  rights  or  interest  of  another  and  not 
to  personal  torts  or  actions  on  the  case  for  injuries  to  the  per- 
son. An  examination  of  the  decided  cases  in  other  jurisdic- 
tions confirms  the  '^^^^  views  which  we  have  expressed. 
Among  the  first  cases  on  this  subject  is  Norton  v.  Wiswall,  14 
How.  Pr.  42,  decided  in  1856.  The  case  was  an  action  brought 
for  the  death  of  a  passenger  on  a  ferry,  the  defendant  having 
died  pending  the  action,  thus  presenting  the  question  whether 
it  could  be  revived  against  the  administrator.  After  advert- 
ing to  the  fact  that  at  common  law  the  action  would  undoubt- 
edly abate  on  the  death  of  the  defendant,  the  court  said :  "The 
statute  which  gives  the  right  of  action  to  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  party  injured  does  not  extend  that  right  of 
action  bej^ond  the  wrongdoer  himself.  The  common-law  rule 
that  the  remedy  for  injuries  to  the  person  dies  with  the  wrong- 
doer remains  unchanged.  The  rule  that  actio  personalis 
moritur  cum  persona  is  as  applicable  to  the  death  of  the 
wrongdoer  as  to  that  of  the  party  injured.  Indeed,  it  is  more 
so ;  for  the  statute  under  which  these  actions  are  brought  has 
made  one  exception  to  the  rule  in  respect  to  the  later,  while 
there  is  no  exception  to  the  rule  in  respect  to  the  former." 
Another  case  growing  out  of  the  same  action  was  Yertore  v. 
.Wiswall's  Exrs.,  16  How.  Pr.  8.  At  that  time  the  New  York 
statutes  contained  provisions  exactly  like  our  sections  96  and 
97  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899 ;  it  was  held  that  the  action 
in  behalf  of  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  was  a  new  and  original 
action,  and  that  the  life  of  the  husband  was  property  of  the 
wife  witliin  the  meaning  of  the  New  York  statute,  which  is 
the  argument  made  in  this  case  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff. 
Afterward,  in  Hegerich  v.  Keddie,  99  N.  Y.  258,  52  Am.  Rep. 
25,  1  N.  E.  787,  an  action  was  brought  by  the  widow  as  ad- 
ministrati'ix  to  recover  the  statutory  penalty  for  the  wrongful 
death  of  her  husband,  and,  pending  the  action,  the  defendant 
died,  and  it  was  revived  and  prosecuted  against  the  executor, 
and  on  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  of  Nev,'  York,  the  only 
question  considered  was  whether  or  not  under  the  New 
505  York  statutes  the  action  survived.  The  court  of  appeals 
disapproved  the  decision  in  the  Ycrtnro  case,  and  held  that  the 
action  abated  at  the  death  of  the  defendant.     Ruger,  C.  J., 
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spoalcins:  for  the  whole  court,  dis('u>SGd  tlie  provisions  of  the 
sections  of  the  New  York  act  corresponding  to  our  sections  06 
and  97,  and  held  that  the  words  "propert}^  riglits  or  inter- 
ests"  should  be  confined  in  their  application  to  property  rif,dits 
only,  and  such  as  were  therefore  enforceable  by  the  deceased, 
and  then  taking  up  the  damage  act  which  provided  for  an 
action  by  the  administrator  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  or 
next  of  kin  in  case  of  death,  said:  "It  will  be  observed  also 
that  the  statute,  although  creating  a  new  cause  of  action,  and 
passed  for  the  express  purpose  of  changing  the  rule  of  the 
common  law  in  respect  to  the  survivability  of  actions,  and  con- 
ferring a  right  upon  rci)rosentativcs  which  they  did  not  })r'fore 
possess,  does  not  under! alee,  eiliier  expressly  or  impliedly,  to 
impair  the  equally  stringent  rule  which  precluded  the  main- 
tenance of  such  actions  ag.'dnst  the  representatives  of  the 
offending  party.  The  plain  implication  from  its  language 
would,  thercfni-e,  seem  to  be  at  war  with  the  idea  that  the 
legislature  intended  to  create  a  cause  of  action  enforceable 
against,  as  well  a^  by,  representatives.  Tlie  cause  of  action 
thereby  given  is  not  to  the  estate  of  the  deceased  person,  but  to 
his  or  her  representatives  as  trustees,  not  for  purposes  of  gen- 
eral administration,  but  for  the  exclusive  use  of  specific  bene- 
ficiaries. The  wrong  defined  indicates  no  injury  to  the  estate 
of  the  person  killed,  and  cannot  either  logically  or  legally  be 
said  to  affer-t  any  property  rights  of  the  person,  unless  it  can 
be  maintained  that  a  person  has  a  property  right  in  his  own 
existence.  The  property  right,  therefore,  created  by  tliis 
statute  is  one  existing  in  favor  of  the  beneficiaries  of  a  recov- 
ery only,  and  de])ends  for  its  existence  upon  the  death  of  the 
party  injured.  It  had  no  previous  life  and  cannot  ^^^  be 
said  to  have  been  injured  by  the  very  act  which  creates  it." 
The  court  distinguished  the  case  of  Cregin  v.  Brooklyn  etc.  R. 
R.  Co.,  75  X.  Y.  192,  31  Am.  Rep.  459,  and  83  N.  Y.  595,  38 
.\m.  Rf]i.  174.  wliicli  has  ])een  urged  as  authority  in  this  case 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  pointed  out  that  in  tli(*  Crcu'in  ca.se  the 
action  w;is  by  the  husband  for  tlie  death  of  his  wife,  and  the 
husband  aceordiu'j:  to  the  view  of  the  New  York  court  had  a 
i)ropert,y  right  in  the  services  of  his  wife,  and  therefore  the 
injury  to  the  wife  diminished  tlie  estate  of  the  hn.sband,  and, 
coiisc  [uently,  for  the  loss  of  the  services  of  the  wife,  between 
the  date  of  her  injury  and  the  date  of  her  d(^ath,  the  husband's 
adiniiiistra'or  iniirht  recover.  Ujion  a  statute  of  the  same  im- 
port as  ours  this  same  question  arose  in  liussell  v.  Sunbury, 

-'i.'.:.     Si.    liOp.,    \ol,    I'-iJ--    -I'ii 
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37  Ohio  St.  372,  41  Am.  Rep.  523,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
right  to  commence  an  action  for  wrongfully  causing  death 
under  "an  act  requiring  compensation  for  causing  death  by 
wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default,"  passed  March  25,  1851, 
abated  by  the  death  of  the  wrongdoer.  The  court  expressly 
disapproved  the  decision  in  Yertore  v.  Wiswall's  Exrs.,  IG  How. 
Pr.  8,  and  held  that  the  death  of  the  husband  did  not  vest  in 
the  widow  or  next  of  kin  a  property  interest  in  the  deceased, 
and  was  not  an  injury  to  the  estate  of  the  deceased  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law. 

The  same  question  has  received  the  consideration  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Indiana  in  Hamilton  v.  Jones  (1890),  125 
Ind.  176,  25  N.  E.  192,  and  Mitchell,  J.,  with  great  care  and 
discrimination  reviewed  the  cases  of  Hegerich  v.  Keddie,  99 
N.  Y.  258,  52  Am.  Rep.  25,  1  N.  E.  787,  Yertore  v.  Wiswall,  16 
How.  Pr.  8,  Cregin  v.  Brooklyn  R.  R.  Co.,  75  N.  Y.  192.  31  Am. 
Rep.  459,  83  N.  Y.  595,  38  Am.  Rep.  414,  Russell  v.  Sunbury,  37 
Ohio  St.  372,  41  Am.  Rep.  523,  already  noted,  and  Moe  v. 
Smiley,  125  Pa.  136,  17  Atl.  228,  3  L.  R.  A.  341,  and  Ott  v. 
Kaufman,  C8  Md.  56,  11  Atl.  580,  and  disapproved  Yertore  v. 
Wiswall,  16  How.  Pr.  8,  as  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio,  and  the 
court  of  appeals  of  New  York  have,  and  reached  the  con- 
elusion  "that  statutes  in  derogation  of  the  common  law  are 
to  be  strictly  construed,  and  one  who  seeks  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion which  was  ^^'^  within  the  prohibition  of  the  common  law 
must  be  able  to  point  to  a  statute  which  in  plain  and  explicit 
terms  authorizes  the  action  to  be  maintained.  A  plaintiff  who 
sues  on  a  right  of  action  given  by  the  statute  must  present 
a  case  clearly  within  the  statute  which  creates  the  right.  The 
language  of  section  284  seems  to  repel  any  implication  that  the 
personal  representative  of  one  Avhose  death  had  been  caused  by 
the  wrongful  act  or  neglect  of  another  might  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  administrator  or  other  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  wrongdoer,"  and  held  that  the  action  abated  in 
that  case. 

The  same  question  has  been  considered  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Arkansas  in  Davis  v.  Nichols,  54  Ark.  358.  15  S.  W. 
880.  That  court  also  refused  to  accept  the  doctrine  of  Yer- 
tore V.  Wiswall,  16  How.  Pr.  8,  and  Coekrill.  C.  J.,  said: 
"The  statute  under  which  that  branch  of  the  suit  was  main- 
tained authorizes  an  action  against  a  wrongdoer,  but  it  is  silent 
as  to  the  administrator  of  the  wrongdoer ;  and  unless  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  first  cited   [corresponding  to  our  sec- 
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tions  90  and  97]  cure  the  defect,  the  action  must  abate  under 
the  familiar  rule  of  the  common  hiw  that  the  wrongdoer  and 
the  wrcintj:  are  buried  together.  The  (juestion  has  arisen  fr(;- 
(|uentl,y  under  slatutes  which,  like  ours,  are  modeled  after 
Lord  Campbell's    act,    and    it    has    l^een    invariably    (h'cided 

against  the  right  of  revivor The  courts  were  di-iven  to 

that  coiu'lusion  in  the  cases  cited,  because  it  was  found  that 
the  connuon-law  rule  as  to  the  survivability  of  actituis  had  not 
been  cliaiiged  by  legislation — the  (hity  of  the  coui'ls  being  to 
dei'lare  the  law,  aiul  not  to  nuil<e  it."  And  he  added:  "These 
cases  clearly  show  that  the  right  of  the  widow  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  death  of  her  husl)and  is  not  based  upon  an  injury 
to  property  wilhin  th(^  jueaning  of  the  statute."  To  the  same 
efi'ect  wiu'be  found  .Moe  v.  Smiley,  125  Pa.  1:56.  17  All.  228, 
3  L.  R.  A.  341;  Jolmson  v.  Farmer,  89  Tex.  '^'"'  CIO,  .35  S. 
W.  1002;  Creen  v.  Thompson,  20  :\Tinn.  500,  5  S.  W.  370; 
Olt  V.  Kinirman,  OS  IMd.  50.  11  Atl.  580. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  in  the  light  of  the  conunon  law  and 
the  construe! ion  placi'd  ui)on  our  damaue  act  by  this  court, 
the  action  of  the  plaintiif  did  not  survive  against  the  defend- 
ant as  administrator  of  James  J.  Sylvester,  and  the  judgnient 
()('  the  circuit  court  in  refusing  to  permit  t!u'  cause  to  be  re- 
vived was  and  is  correct  and  accordingly  it  is  at'iirmed. 

Fox.  P.  J.,  and  l^urgess,  J.,  concur. 


For  Authorities^  Iloldin//  tliat  an  aefioii  for  wrongful  flo;ifh  Rhntf^s 
on  I  lie  death  of  the  wrongdoer,  see  the  note  to  Browu  v.  Ekclric  iiy. 
Co.,  70  Am.  St.  liop.  685. 
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COHEN  V.  HERBERT. 

[205  Mo.  537,  104  S.  W.  84.] 

WILLS — Creation  of  Tenancy  in  Common. — A  devise  to  the 
testator's  two  daughters  "jointly"  creates,  under  the  Missouri  stat- 
utes, an  estate  in  common  and  not  in  joint  tenancy,     (p.  778.) 

WILLS — Conclusiveness  of  Probate. — When  a  will  has  been  ad 
mitted  to  probate  the  judgment  of  probate  is  a  judicial  act  binding 
upon  all  the  world  until     set  aside  in  the  mode  and  within  the  time 
allowed  by  law.     (p.  779.) 

WILLS — Conclusiveness  of  Foreign  Probate. — Where  a  will  was 
executed  and  probated  in  New  York  in  conformity  with  the  statutes 
of  Missouri,  and  an  authenticated  copy  thereof  was  recorded  in  Miss- 
ouri, in  a  county  where  some  of  the  devised  land  is  situated,  the  heirs 
cannot,  after  the  expiration  of  five  years  without  any  contest,  collater- 
ally attack  the  probate  decree  in  ejectment  to  recover  the  land  on  the 
ground  that  the  will  had  been  revoked,  under  the  laws  of  both  states, 
by  the  marriage  of  the  testatrix  after  its  execution,     (p.  784.) 

Herman  A.  Haeussler  and  Harry  H.  Haeussler,  for  the 
appellants. 

Rowell  &  Zumbalen,  for  the  respondents. 

^'^  GANTT,  J.  This  is  an  action  in  ejectment  to  recover 
two-eighths  of  the  premises  known  as  No.  305  North  Broad- 
way, in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  being  a  lot  of  twenty- 
nine  feet  on  the  west  side  of  Broadvray,  by  a  depth  of  one 
hundred  and  two  feet,  the  south  line  thereof  being  twenty- 
eight  feet  north  of  Olive  street,  and  for  partition  thereof 
])etween  the  parties.  The  parties  in  interest  are  all  the  sur- 
viving children  of  Hyam  H.  Cohen,  deceased,  under  whom 
the}'  all  claim. 

The  first  count  is  in  the  ordinary  form  of  ejectment. 

The  second  count  alleges  that  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants 
Julia  Herbert  and  Elizabeth  Henriques  are  owners  in  common 
of  said  premises,  the  plaintiffs  and  Eliza])eth  Henriques  each 
owning  one-eighth  thereof,  and  defendant  Julia  Herbert  own- 
ing five-eighths  thereof;  that  defendant  Richard  J.  Herbert 
is  the  hnsband  of  Julia  Herbert,  and  defendant  Peter  Oakes 
the  tenant  in  possession  under  a  lease  from  Julia  Herliert ; 
that  Julia  Herbert's  interest  is  snbject  to  a  deed  of  trust 
securing  two  notes  for  nine  thousand  dollars  each,  one  of  them 
being  payable  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs;  that  Plyam  H.  Cohen, 
the  father  of  plaintiffs  and  of  defendants  Julia  Herbert  and 
Elizabeth  Henriques,  died  owning  said  premises  on  May  10, 
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1874,  and  by  his  will  devised  the  same  to  defendant  Julia 
Herbert,  and  her  sister  Victoria  Cohen ;  that  said  Victoria 
died  intestate  on  ]\lay  7,  1876,  leaving,  as  her  sole  heirs  at 
law,  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  Julia  and  Elizabeth ; 
that  defendant  Julia  has,  ever  since  her  sister's  death,  col- 
lected the  rents  and  income,  and  has  failed  and  refused  to 
account  to  plaintiffs  for  their  portions  of  the  same;  and  prays 
for  partition  and  an  order  of  sale. 

Defendant  Elizabeth  Henriques  made  default. 

The  answer  of  defendant  Oakes  admits  his  possession  ^"^^  of 
the  premises  as  tenant  of  Julia  Herbert,  and  denies  all  other 
allegations  of  the  petition. 

The  answer  of  Julia  and  Richard  J.  Herbert  admits  that 
they  are  husband  and  wife,  admits  the  tenancy  of  Oakes  under 
said  Julia,  and  denies  all  other  allegations  of  the  first  count 
of  the  petition.  It  admits  that  Plyam  PI.  Cohen,  father  of 
the  parties,  died  seised  of  the  premises  on  May  10,  1S74;  ad- 
mits that  said  Julia  has,  since  her  sister  Victoria's  death,  col- 
lected the  rents,  and  denies  all  other  allegations  of  the  second 
count  of  the  petition.  Said  answer  then  sets  up  the  following 
defenses  of  new  matter,  viz. : 

"1.  That  said  Hyam  II.  Cohen,  by  his  will,  duly  admitted 
ix)  probate,  devised  said  premises  to  his  daughters  Julia  and 
Victoria,  as  joint  tenants,  and  that  upon  the  death  of  the 
said  Victoria,  defendant  Julia  Herbert  acquired  the  whole  of 
said  property  by  right  of  survivorship. 

"2.  That  said  Victoria  Cohen  by  her  will,  duly  admitted 
to  probate  in  the  state  of  New  York,  by  a  court  having  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter  and  the  parties,  an  authenti- 
cated copy  of  said  will  and  the  probate  thereof  having  been 
duly  filed  in  the  recorder's  office  of  St.  Louis  county,  IMissouri, 
devif;ed  whatever  interest  she  had  in  said  property  to  defend- 
ant Julia  Herbert,  and  bequeathed  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs, 
Samuel  II.  and  Maurice  H.  Cohen,  one-third  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  all  her  bonds,  stocks  and  property,  and  that 
said  Samuel  II.  Cohen  and  ]\Iaurice  H.  Cohen  each  received 
and  took  the  interest  given  to  them  by  said  will. 

"3.  That  on  February  19,  1875,  Victoria  Cohen  entered 
into  an  antenuptial  contract  with  Richard  J.  Herbert, 
whereby  she  conveyed  her  interest  in  said  premises  to  Samuel 
Cohen  in  trust  for  her  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  free 
from  all  rights  of  lior  intended  husl)and,  and  for  such  other 
uses  as  she  might  ^*^  from  time  to  time  appoint,  with  power 
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to  said  Victoria  to  devise  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  by 
her  last  will;  that  on  February  23,  1875,  said  Victoria  exer- 
cised said  power  of  appointment  so  reserved,  by  appointing 
her  interest  in  said  premises  to  defendant,  Julia  Herbert,  in 
and  by  her  last  will  and  testament. 

"4.  That  plaintiffs  are  estopped  to  claim  any  interest  in 
said  premises,  other  than  as  mortgagees  in  a  certain  deed  of 
trust  dated  July  31,  1876,  made  by  Julia  Herbert  to  secure 
a  loan  from  each  of  the  plaintiffs;  that  by  said  deed  of  trust, 
which  was  signed  by  plaintiffs  as  cestuis  que  trust,  they  ac- 
knowledged Julia  Herbert  to  be  the  sole  owner  of  the  said 
premises,  and  acknowledged  that  the  same  had  been  devised  to 
said  Julia  and  Victoria  Cohen,  as  joint  tenants,  and  that  de- 
fendant Julia  Herbert,  relying  upon  plaintiff's  acknowledg- 
ment of  her  sole  ownership,  afterward  spent  large  suras  of 
money  in  improving  said  property. 

"5.  That  defendant  Julia  Herbert  now  is,  and  for  more 
than  twenty-five  years  past  has  been,  in  actual,  open,  notorious, 
exclusive  and  adverse  possession  of  the  said  premises,  claiming 
title  to  the  whole  thereof." 

The  reply  denied  all  the  new  matter  set  up  in  the  answer. 

A  jury  was  waived  and  trial  had  before  the  Honora1)]e 
James  R.  Kinealy.  The  plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence  the  will 
of  Hyam  H.  Cohen,  which  was  duly  admitted  to  probate  in 
the  city  of  New  York  July  27,  1874,  and  an  authenticated  copy 
thereof  and  of  its  probate  filed  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of 
deeds  of  the  city  (then  county)  of  St.  Louis,  ^Missouri,  on 
September  1,  1874. 

By  said  will  the  testator  devised  the  property  in  suit  to 
his  "said  daughters  Julia  and  Victoria  jointly,"  and  he  also 
gave  to  said  Julia  and  Victoria  five  twenty-second  parts 
jointly,  and  his  daughter  Elizabeth,  eight  twenty-seconds,  his 
son  Samuel  four  twenty-seconds,  ^^^  and  ^Maurice  five  twenty- 
seconds  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  his  other  lands,  houses, 
bonds  and  stocks. 

It  appears  that  Victoria  Cohen  married  R.  J.  Herbert.  Feb- 
ruary 24,  1875,  and  died  on  May  7,  1876.  leaving  neither 
children  nor  mother  nor  father  surviving  her.  Slie  was  sur- 
vived by  her  two  brothers,  the  plaintiffs,  and  her  two  sisters, 
Julia  and  Elizabeth.  On  November  14,  1877,  the  defendant, 
Julia,  married  Richard  J.  Herbert.  At  the  time  of  her  death, 
i\Trs.  Victoria  Herbert  lived  in  New  York,  and  left  a  last  will 
and  testament  which  she  had  executed  on  February  23,  1875, 
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tlie  (lay  before  her  marriage  to  R.  J.  ITerbort  Avas  solemnized. 
After  her  death,  this  will  was  duly  probated  in  New  York, 
and  in  it  the  plaintiff,  Samuel  IT.  Cohen,  was  named  as  one 
of  the  executors  and  he  qualified  and  acted  as  such,  and  the 
plaintiff  Samuel  H.  and  Maurice  Cohen  each  took  and  re- 
ceived one-third  of  the  said  Victoria  ner])ert's  residuary  es- 
tate as  legatees  under  her  said  will,  besides  specific  legacies 
of  plate  and  jewelry.  By  the  said  will  ]\Irs.  Victoria  Her- 
bert devised  her  interest  in  the  property  in  question  to  her 
sister  Julia,  and  gave  one-third  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  all  her  bonds,  stock,  etc.,  to  her  brother  Samuel  II.  Cohen, 
and  one-third  to  her  brother  IMaurice  IT.  Cohen,  and  named 
her  brother  Samuel  IT.  Cohen  and  Richard  J.  Herbert  as  her 
executors  in  New  York.  On  July  31,  1876,  the  defendant, 
Julia  Cohen,  now  ner])ert,  borrowed  from  each  of  the  plain- 
tiffs the  sum  of  nine  thousand  dollars,  and  executed  and  de- 
livered to  them  as  security  for  the  same  a  deed  of  trust  cover- 
ing the  whole  of  the  propert}^  in  question;  since  that  time 
she  had  regularly  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  interest  on  the 
loan  secured  by  said  deed  of  trust.  The  principal  of  said 
loan  was  used  by  Julia  Cohen  in  the  erection  of  a  five-story 
building  upon  the  lot  in  suit.  The  defendant,  Samuel  H. 
Cohen,  attended  ^'^^^  to  the  erection  of  this  new  building  for 
her.  It  was  finished  in  1877,  and  sometime  afterward  was 
destroyed  liy  fire.  The  defendant,  R.  J.  IIerl)ert,  collected 
the  insurance  upon  this  property  for  his  wife  Julia,  and  she 
used  the  insurance  money  in  rebuilding  the  premises.  It  also 
appears  that  Victoria  Cohen  and  her  intended  husband  R.  J. 
Herbert,  on  February  19,  1875,  entered  into  a  marriage  con- 
tract properly  signed  and  ackiiowl(>dged  by  them  and  re- 
corded in  the  recorder's  office  in  the  then  county  of  St.  TiOuis 
on  IMarch  3,  1875.  By  this  contract,  Victoria  Colien  con- 
veyed to  Samuel  II.  Cohen,  as  trustee,  her  undivided  one- 
half  interest  in  the  property  in  suit  for  the  sole  and  scp-ii'ate 
use  and  boiefit  of  the  said  Victoria  free  from  all  riuhls  of 
her  intended  husliand  and  for  such  other  use  as  she  might 
thereafli^r  api)oint  by  last  will  or  otherwise. 

The  decree  of  the  surrogate's  court  of  New  York  shows  that 
said  will  was  offered  for  probate  by  Samuel  IT.  Cohen,  one 
of  the  executors  named  tluM^ein  :  that  on  said  application  the 
surrogate  court  did  ascertain  by  satisfactory  evidence  who 
were  tile  husband  and  only  Ikmi's  and  next  of  kin  of  the  de- 
ceased and  their  respective  residences,  and  did  thereupon  issue 


776  American  State  Reports,  Vol,  120.       [Missouri,. 

a  citation  to  said  husband,  heirs  and  next  of  kin  requiring 
them  to  appear  and  attend  the  probate  of  said  will  on  May 
25,  1876 ;  tliat  satisfactory  proof  was  made  of  the  service  of 
said  citation  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law;  that  no  one  ap- 
peared to  oppose  the  probate  of  the  will,  whereupon  the  sur- 
rop;ate  took  the  proof  of  said  will,  and,  on  May  26,  1876,  ad- 
judged and  decreed  "that  the  instrument  offered  for  pro- 
bate in  this  matter  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said 
testatrix,  and  as  such  is  valid  as  a  will  of  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  the  same  is  hereby  admitted  to  probate  as  a  will 
of  real  and  personal  estate."  This  will  was  executed  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  requirements  of  the  laws  of  IMissouri,  and 
probated  in  conformity  to  the  requirements  of  ^^''  statutes 
of  this  state.  It  further  appeared  that  R.  J.  Herbert  and 
Samuel  11.  Cohen  administered  the  personal  estate,  and  paid 
the  legacies  given  by  her  said  will  to  the  legatees  named  there- 
in, and  made  their  report  and  settlements  to  the  surrogate's 
court  of  New  York,  October  24,  1878.  The  deed  of  trust  of 
July  31,  1876,  given  by  Julia  Cohen  to  secure  the  plaintiffs 
the  repayment  of  the  eighteen  thousand  dollar.s  slie  borrowed 
from  them,  covered  the  whole  property  in  question  and  con- 
tained the  following  recital:  "Being  the  same  property  ac- 
quired by  Hyam  H.  Cohen,  father  of  the  first  party,  by 
deed  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of  the  county  of  St. 
Louis  in  book  No.  182,  page  140,  and  by  him  devised  to  the 
first  party  and  her  sister  Victoria,  now  deceased,  and  the  sur- 
vivors of  them,  as  may  be  seen  by  the  will  of  the  said  ITyara 
H.  Cohen  and  Victoria  Herbert,  duly  filed  and  recorded  in 
the  probate  court  of  the  said  St.  Louis  county."  This  deed 
of  trust  contained  the  statutory  covenants  of  warranty  and 
seisin,  and  was  signed,  sealed  and  acknowledged  by  both 
Samuel  H.  Cohen  and  IManrice  PL  Cohen,  and  recorded  in  St. 
Louis  county  on  August  31,  1876. 

Julia  Herbert  testified  that  she  had  been  in  the  sole  pos- 
session of  this  property  from  the  death  of  her  sister  down 
to  the  present  time,  receiving  all  the  rents  and  income  there- 
from and  paying  all  the  taxes  and  repairs;  that  she  and  her 
sister  Victoria  came  into  the  possession  of  the  property  in 
July,  1874;  that  at  the  time  of  Victoria's  death  they  were  in- 
tending to  tear  down  the  old  building  and  erect  upon  the 
property  a  five-story,  iron  and  stone  business  building;  that 
immedintely  after  Victoria's  death,  she  (Julia)  proceeded 
to  carry  out  this  plan  and  sent  her  brother  Samuel  out  here 
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from  New  York  to  make  arrangements  for  the  building;  that 
she  borrowed  the  eighteen  thousand  dollars  secured  l)y  deed 
of  trust  from  her  brothers,  for  ^^^  the  purpose  of  putting 
up  a  new  building,  and  that  it  was  used  by  her  for  that  pur- 
])o.se;  that  the  new  building  was  completed  in  the  spring  of 
1877,  and  she  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  J.  E.  Kaime  &  Brotlier 
to  rent  for  her;  that  said  building  was  destroyed  by  fire  on 
Deeember  17,  1878,  whereupon  she  sent  her  hus1)and,  R.  J. 
Herbert,  to  collect  the  insurance  money  and  malce  arrange- 
ments for  rebuilding  it;  that  she  collected  fifteen  thousand 
dollai*s  insurance,  which  was  all  put  into  the  new  building, 
together  with  five  or  six  thousand  dollars  additional  money 
advanced  by  her;  that  her  brothers,  Samuel  and  Maurice, 
never  made  any  claim  to  any  ownership  in  this  property  un1il 
shortly  before  the  institution  of  this  suit,  in  the  fall  of  1902 ; 
that  in  1902,  she  was  making  arrangements  to  pay  off  the 
deed  of  trust  held  by  her  brothers,  by  borro-\ving  the  money 
from  another  source;  that,  to  make  this  new  loan,  it  ])ecame 
nec&ssary  to  have  the  title  examined;  that  the  title  examiner 
reported  certain  objections  to  her  title,  based  upon  the  wills 
of  IR^am  H.  Cohen  and  Victoria  Cohen,  and  that  for  the 
purpose  of  removing  such  objection  she  requested  her  brothers 
and  sister  Elizabeth  to  execute  to  her  a  quitclaim  deed  and 
they  then,  for  the  first  time,  claimed  an  interest  in  said  prop- 
erty. 

David  F.  Kaime  testified  that  ]\Irs.  Julia  Herbert  placed 
the  property  in  his  hands  in  the  spring  of  1877,  and  he  has 
had  charge  of  it  ever  since  for  her;  that  he  collected  the  rents, 
paid  the  taxes  and  made  repairs,  and  has  remitted  the  bal- 
ance to  i\lrs.  Herbert;  that  during  the  whole  of  that  time, 
the  property  has  been  assessed  in  the  name  of  IMrs.  Julia 
.Herbert;  that  he  occasional!}'  met  Samuel  and  i\Iaurice  Colien 
(luring  the  years  he  has  had  charge  of  the  property,  and  on 
such  occasions  they  would  snonk  to  him  al)out  the  proj^ierty, 
rcfcri'ing  to  it  as  "our  sister  Julia's  property  on  Broadway." 
'rii.'it  ncillicr  of  them  claimed  to  hiin  to  own  an  interest  there- 
in until  shortly  befori^  the  •''^'*  bringing  of  this  suit;  that  in 
the  summer  of  1902  he  had  the  title  investigated  fcr  the  pur- 
pose of  mak'iug  a  ncnv  loan  on  the  property  for  "Mrs.  Her- 
bert, and  the  investigator  reported  the  title  defective,  and  in 
(•on'-T(|nence  of  such  report  witness  ad^■ised  Mi*s.  Hcrlicrt  to 
get  her  brothers  and  her  sister  to  make  her  a  quitclaim  deed. 
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Tho  dofcndants  offered  in  evidence  certain  sections  of  the 
statutes  of  New  York,  the  first  of  Avhich  defines  the  surro- 
gate court  to  be  a  court  of  record ;  the  second  defines  the  juris- 
diction of  a  surrogate  as  foRows:  "First,  to  take  the  proof 
of  Mills;  to  admit  wills  to  probate.  Second,  to  grant  and  re- 
voke letters  testamentary.  Third,  to  direct  and  control  the 
conduct  and  settle  the  accounts  of  executors.  Fourth,  to  en- 
force the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies  and  to  distribute  the 
estate  of  the  deceased."  The  third  section  provides  that  a 
will  executed  by  an  unmarried  woman  should  be  deemed  re- 
voked by  her  subsequent  marriage. 

The  court  gave  and  refused  certain  declarations  of  law, 
M'hich  wiil  be  noticed  in  the  course  of  the  opinion.  The  court 
found  the  issues  in  favor  of  the  defendants  and  rendered 
judgment  for  the  defendants  on  both  counts  of  the  petition. 
From  this  judgment,  the  plaintiffs  have  prosecuted  this  ap- 
peal. 

1.  As  to  the  first  proposition  advanced  by  the  plaintiffs, 
to  wit,  that  by  the  will  of  Hyam  H.  Cohen,  his  daughters, 
Julia  and  Victoria,  became  tenants  in  common  of  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy,  and  that  upon  the  death  of  Victoria 
without  children  and  intestate,  if  the  court  should  find  from 
the  evidence  that  she  did  die  intestate  as  to  said  property, 
then  one-half  of  said  premises  descended  to  the  brothers  and 
sisters  of  Victoria  in  equal  parts,  there  is  no  controversy,  as 
our  statute,  section  4600  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899, 
which  was  the  same  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will 
of  ^'^^  Hyam  H.  Cohen,  provides:  "Every  interest  in  real 
estate  granted  or  devised  to  two  or  more  persons,  other  than 
executors  and  trustees  and  husband  and  wife,  shall  be  a  ten- 
ancy in  common,  unless  expressly  declared,  in  such  grant  or 
devise,  to  be  in  joint  tenancy":  Rodney  v.  Landau,  10-4  ^lo. 
251.  15  S.  W.  962;  Lemmons  v.  Reynolds,  170  Mo.  227,  71 
S.  W.  135. 

2.  The  decisive  question  in  this  cause  is.  Did  Victoria  Cohen 
Herbert  die  intestate  as  to  the  real  estate  in  controversy  here- 
in ?  That  she  made  a  will  which  was  executed,  attested  and 
probated  in  the  surrogate's  court  of  New  York  county  in 
the  state  of  New  York,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  laws 
of  ^lissouri,  at  that  time — General  Statutes  of  IMissouri  of 
1865.  page  528,  section  3,  and  page  529.  section  20 — is  con- 
ceded, or  at  least  fully  appears  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause. 
And  that  a  copy  of  said  will  and  of  the  judgment  admitting 
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it  to  pi-dliate  properly  autlipnticated  according  to  the  act  of 
Congress  was  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of  the  then 
county  of  St.  Louis,  on  June  6,  1876,  as  required  by  section 
i?-4  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1865,  page  530,  also  appears. 
The  statute  of  this  state  in  force  at  that  time — sections  83 
and  34,  page  530  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1865 — jis  at  pres- 
ent, dispensed  with  the  probate  anew  in  tliis  state  of  wills 
admitted  to  probate  in  another  state,  provided  they  were  exe- 
cuted, attested  and  proved  in  the  manner  re(iuired  by  our 
laws.  And  in  lieu  of  i)robate  anew  in  this  state  provided  the 
"authenticated  copies  of  such  wills  and  the  probate  thereof 
sliall  be  r(M  orded  in  the  same  manner  as  wills  executed  and 
proved  in  this  state,  and  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  in  the 
same  manner  and  with  like  effect."  Accordingly,  it  has  been 
ruled  that  where  a  will  executed  in  another  state  according 
to  the  laws  of  INlissouri  had  been  probated  and  recorded  in 
the  former  state  and  an  authenticated  copy  of  such  record 
was  filed  in  the  county  where  the  land  ^^'^  was  situated  in 
this  slate  a  copy  of  this  last  r(>cord  furnished  conclusive  proof 
of  the  will:  Applegate  v.  Smith,  31  IMo.  166;  Keith  v.  Keith, 
97  Mo.  2:\:].  10  S.  AV.  597;  and  Fenderson  v.  Ali.ssouri  Tie  & 
Timber  Co.,  104  Alo.  App.  290,  78  S.  W.  819.  And  it  is  the 
uniform  ruling  of  this  court  that  when  a  will  has  been  pro- 
bated in  the  court  having  probate  jurisdiction,  the  judgment 
of  pr(^l)ate  is  a  judicial  act,  and,  like  any  other  judgment  of 
the  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  it  stands  as  a  judgment 
binding  upon  all  the  world  until  set  aside  in  the  mode  and 
within  the  time  allowed  by  our  law,  and  its  validity  as  a 
will  cannot  be  attaclced  collaterally:  Jourden  v.  Aleier,  31 
]\ro.  40;  Dilworth  v.  Rice,  48  "Slo.  124;  1  Woerner  on  the  Law 
of  Administration,  2d  ed..  sec.  145;  In  re  Broderick's  AVill, 
21  AVall.   (U.  S.)  503,  22  L.  ed.  599. 

P)iit  the  jilaiiitiffs  contend  that  both  by  the  laws  of  New 
Yoi'l<  and  of  this  state  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  lier 
will  l)y  A'ictoria  Cohen  said  will  was  revolted  by  her  subse- 
(pieiit  marriaue  to  the  defendant,  "Richard  J.  Tlerl)ert:  Gen. 
Stats.  ls!65.  p.  528,  sec.  6,  now  "Rev.  Stats.  ls;!)9.  sec.  4(;!)7; 
2  AVagner's  Stats.  1872,  p.  1365.  sec.  6;  4  X.  Y.  K(>v.  Stats. 
1901.  p.  4S89,  sec.  44;  2  N.  Y.  Kev.  Stats.  64.  sec  44.  The 
learned  counsel  f(U*  the  iilaintifTs  have  cited  us  to  vai'ious  de- 
cisions ol*  the  New  Yoi-lv  coui'ts,  luttably  Lrowii  v.  Clark,  77 
N.  Y.  369,  Alatler  of  Davis'  Estate,  1  Tucker's  Surnvjate 
licport.^^,  107,  and  Lathrop  v.  Dunlop,  4  Ilun,  213,  to  estab- 
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lish  tlic  proposition  that  the  subsequent  marriage  of  Yietoria 
Cohen  revoked  her  will.  Now,  as  to  these  ca.se.-^,  Brown  v. 
Clark  was  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  supreme  court 
reversing  a  decree  of  the  surrogate,  which  had  denied  pro- 
bate to  an  instrument  presented  as  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  Mary  J.  Clark  Proctor,  deceased.  Mary  J.  Clark 
executed  said  instrument  as  her  last  will  on  August  25,  1873; 
subsequently  she  married  Mr.  Proctor,  After  her  marriage, 
and  on  December  7,  1876,  she  executed  a  ^^^  codicil.  She 
died  October  1,  1877.  The  surrogate  court  held  that  the  will 
was  revoked  by  the  subsequent  marriage  of  the  testatrix,  and 
in  this  opinion  the  court  of  appeals  concurred,  both  on  the 
ground  that  by  the  common  law  the  marriage  of  a  woman 
operated  as  an  absolute  revocation  of  her  prior  will  (Forse 
and  Ilembling's  Case,  4  Coke,  61;  Hodsden  v.  Lloyd,  2  Bro. 
Ch.  534,  and  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stats.,  64,  sec.  44),  and  that  the 
testamentary  capacity  conferred  upon  married  women  by  the 
statute  of  that  state  did  not  repeal  either  the  common  law 
or  the  statute  providing  that  the  marriage  of  a  feme  sole  re- 
voked her  will.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  question  arose 
on  a  direct  application  to  probate  the  w411  and  not  as  to  the 
effect  of  a  pro])ate.  To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Davis' 
Estate  in  1st  Tucker.  In  that  ca^-e  the  will  was  adjudged  re- 
voked by  the  surrogate  court  pending  the  prO'-eedings  in  that 
court  and  as  soon  as  the  fact  of  the  subsequent  marriage  was 
made  to  appear.  Lathrop  v.  Dunlop,  4  Hun,  213,  was  an 
appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  surrogate  court  refusing  to 
admit  to  probate  the  v.ill  of  ]Mrs.  Jes.sie  Dunlop  Empsou. 
It  appears  that  ]\Iiss  Diudop  duly  executed  her  will  and  after- 
ward married  and  about  two  months  after  her  marriage  died. 
Her  will  was  presented  for  probate  and  refused  on  the  ground 
of  subrsequeiit  marriage,  so  that  the  case  in  principle  is  like 
unto  Brown  v.  Clark,  77  N.  Y.  369. 

To  the  same  effect  is  Swan  v.  Hammond,  138  Mass.  45,  52 
Am.  Rep.  255,  which  was  a  direct  appeal  from  the  probate 
court  admitting  a  will  made  by  a  single  woman,  who  had  sub- 
sequently married,  to  probate.  The  court  held  that  the  sub- 
r.equent  marriage  was  a  revor-ation.  And  so,  also,  was  the 
case  of  Blodgi-tt  v.  Moore,  141  Mass.  75,  5  N.  E.  470.  The 
case  of  Crum  v.  Sawyer,  132  111.  443,  24  N.  E.  956,  was  a 
bill  in  equity  brought  by  the  surviving  husband  of  ]Mrs.  Crum 
to  enforce  a  contract  made  between  a  liusl)and  and  wife  dur- 
ing coverture.     It  apjieai-s  that  the  wife  °^*^  prior  to  her  mar- 
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riage  had  executed  a  will  and  a  codicil,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  subsequent  marriage  revoked  and  annulled  her  will.  But 
there  was  no  i:)robate  of  the  said  will,  and  hence  the  quesiioii 
now  before  us  was  not  involved  in  that  case,  so  that  we  recur 
to  the  original  proposition,  AVhat  was  the  cirect  of  the  ju(!l'- 
ment  of  the  surrogate  court  of  New  York  county  adntitliui,' 
to  pro1)ate  the  will  of  IMrs.  Victoria  Colien  ITerlxMt,  notwitli- 
stniidiiig  tlio  law  of  IMisrsouri  at  that  time  provided  that  1]:' 
sub  .equent  marriage  of  a  single  woinan  would  revoke  lur 
will  made  prior  to  her  marriage?  "We  have  already  seeu 
that  by  the  laws  of  tliis  slate  the  judgment  of  a  probate  court 
adniilling  a  will  to  proltate  has  the  full  force  and  effect  of 
a  judgiiient  of  any  other  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and 
the  will  of  the  testator  or  testatrix  stands  as  his  or  her  will 
until  set  aside  in  the  mode  and  within  the  time  allowed  by 
law,  and  its  validity  as  a  will  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally. 
That  the  will  might  have  been  sncce-s fully  attacked  when  it 
was  ofTered  for  probate  in  the  surrogate  court  cannot  avail 
the  plaintiffs  at  this  time,  unless  the  rule  forbidding  a  col- 
lateral attack  upon  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction is  entirely  disi'egarded. 

The  qi^estion  is  not  a  new  one  in  other  jurisdictions  in  this 
country.  Thus  in  Poplin  v.  Ilawke,  8  N.  IT.  124,  the  court 
said:  "The  first  question  is  Avhether  JM.  Thorn  took  anything 
under  the  last  wills  of  Abigail  Graves  and  Betty  Thorn.  These 
wills  were  made  during  the  lives  of  their  husbands;  and  it 
has  been  settled  in  this  state  ....  that  a  married  woman  has 
no  power  to  devise  lands  by  Avill.  If,  then,  the  question  was 
on  the  alhnvance  of  the  wills  of  Abigail  Graves  and  Betty 
Thorn,  it  must  be  held  that  they  had  not  power  to  devise, 
and  the  instruments  be  rejected.  But  both  these  wills  have 
been  allowed  and  proved  in  the  probate  court.  The  decrees 
of  allowance  stand  unreversed,  ^"*  and   those  intert  sted   in 

the  estate  have  taken  no  appeal The  statute  of  17;)] 

did  not  declare,  in  express  terms,  the  effect  of  a  decree  of 
the  probate  court,  allowing  and  approving  of  a  Avill  i)uri)ort- 
ing  to  contain  a  devise  of  real  estate.  But,  from  t:ie  provi- 
sions of  the  act,  it  is  not  doubted  that  it  was  intended  the 
decree,  uidess  appealed  from,  should  be  conclusive  in  [Mass- 
ing the  title  of  the  estate,  according  to  tlie  i)rovisions  of  the 
will,  and  bind  all  persons  interested.  The  construction  of 
those  provisions  may  come  up  incidentally  in  suits  at  law; 
but  tlie  power  and  capacity  of  devising  b}    any  person  seised, 
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the  sanity  of  the  testator,  the  due  attestation,  and  all  ques- 
tions relating  to  the  validity  of  the  will  itself,  are  proper  sub- 
jects of  adjudication  upon  the  hearing,  when  the  will  is  pre- 
sented for  probate.     This  must  necessarily  be  the  case." 

In  Parker  v.  Parker,  11  Cush.  (Mass.)  519,  it  appeared 
that  the  will  was  made  in  New  Hampshire  by  a  married 
woman,  admitted  to  probate  there,  and  a  copy  of  the  will 
and  such  probate  recorded  in  Massachusetts,  as  provided  by 
statute  of  the  latter  state.  Under  the  law  of  both  said  states, 
a  married  woman  had  no  capacity  to  make  a  will.  Held,  that 
the  New  Hampshire  probate,  filed  and  recorded  in  ^Massa- 
chusetts  where  the  land  was,  unappealed  from  and  unre- 
versed, was  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  heirs  of  the  testa- 
trix, and  that  they  could  not  deny  the  legal  capacity  of  the 
testatrix  to  make  such  a  will. 

In  Cochran  v.  Young,  104  Pa.  333,  it  appeared  that  a  will 
devising  real  estate  was  duly  admitted  to  probate  on  Sep- 
tember 5,  1862.  On  February  11,  1881,  a  codicil  of  a  later 
date  disposing  of  the  same  property  in  a  different  manner 
was  admitted  to  probate.  An  action  of  ejectment  was  brought 
by  the  devisee  under  the  codicil  against  the  grantee  of  the 
original  devisee  under  the  first  probate.  Held,  the  probate 
of  the  ^^^  original  will,  not  having  been  contested  within 
five  years  as  allowed  by  statute,  was  conclusive  upon  all  par- 
ties and  was  not  revoked  by  the  subsequent  probate  of  the 
codicil.  The  court  said:  "We  are  bound  to  accept  the  will 
of  October  22,  1861,  as  the  testator's  last  will  and  testament; 
its  validity  cannot  now  be  questioned  as  to  the  realty  devised 
under  it.  We  have  no  right  to  assume  that  the  paper  of 
June  18,  1862,  was  his  last  will,  simply  because  it  bears  a 
later  date  than  the  former;  the  presumption  is  otherwise, 
and  that  presumption  is  now  conclusive." 

In  Winslow  v.  Donnelly,  119  Ind.  565,  22  N.  E.  12,  the 
court  said:  ''The  appellants  seek  a  decree  quieting  title,  and 
allege  in  their  complaint  that  their  title  is  clouded  by  a  de- 
vise to  the  appellee.     They  aver  that  the  will  containing  the 

devise  was  procured  by  the  fraud  of  the  devisee The 

complaint  also  alleges  that  the  will  'was  duly  admitted  to 
probate  in  the  district  court  of  Cedar  county,  Iowa,  and  a 
duly  authenticated  copy  of  said  will,  and  the  probate  thereof, 
had  been  filed  and  recorded,  under  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute of  this  state,  in  Parker  county.'  The  trial  court  did 
not  err  in  sustainijig  the   demurrer  to  the  complaint.     The 
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judgment  of  the  district  court  of  Cedar  country.  Town,  pre- 
cludes the  appeUant  from  attacking  the  will  in  an  action  to 
quiet  title." 

In  Bowen  v.  Allen,  113  111.  53,  55  Am.  Rep.  398,  the  action 
was  ejectment.  The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  will  of 
Ann  Quinn,  admitted  to  probate  by  the  Marion  county  pro- 
bate court,  which  judgment  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to  tlu; 
circuit  court.  It  was  shown  that  the  will  was  made  while 
she  was  unmarried,  and  that  she  sul)sequently  married.  Un- 
der the  Illinois  law  the  subsequent  nuirriage  operated  as  a 
revocation  of  the  will.  The  court  said:  "It  is  also  urged  tliat 
the  marriage  of  testatrix  after  its  execution  revoked  the  will. 
This  is  concluded  by  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  ^^^  es- 
tablishing and  admitting  the  will  to  probate.  This  was  a 
([uestion  to  be  considered  in  that  ease,  and  no  doubt  was.  The 
(inestion  tried  there  w^as,  whether  it  was  the  will  of  testa- 
trix, and  after  hearing  the  evidence,  on  the  trial,  it  was  found 
that  it  was,  and  that  finding  must  stand  until  the  judgment 
is  reversed  or  otherwise  annulled  by  some  regular  proceed- 
ing had  for  the  purpose.  As  long  as  it  stands  unreversed 
and  unimp(>ached,  it  imports  verity  in  all  collateral  proceed- 
ings. "We  must,  therefore,  receive  and  act  upon  it  as  the  last 
will  of  testatrix." 

In  Evansville  I.  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Winsor,  148  Ind. 
682,  48  N.  E.  592,  under  a  statute  in  ten)is  very  much  like 
section  35,  page  530,  General  Statutes  of  ^Missouri  of  1865, 
it  was  held  that  where  the  will  of  a  married  woman  had  been 
admitted  to  probate  in  New^  York,  and  a  copy  thereof  and 
of  its  probate  filed  in  Indiana  where  the  land  was  situated, 
such  will  could  be  contested  in  the  latter  state  within  thi'ee 
years  of  the  filing  thereof,  on  the  ground  that  the  will  was, 
under  tlie  Indiana  statute,  revoked  by  the  subsequent  birth 
of  issue  to  the  testatrix. 

T'tider  the  General  Statutes  of  1865,  sections  29  to  35, 
]);m'e  5;>0,  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  might  have  contcst(^d 
the  will  of  Victoria  Cohen  Herbert  witliin  five  years  afler 
said  will  was  filed  for  record  in  this  state,  upon  the  ground 
on  which  tlu\v  now  seek  to  avoid  its  force  and  effect.  But 
having'  fiiiled  to  avail  themsi^lves  of  the  remedy  in  the  mode 
and  within  the  time  provided  l)y  our  laws,  tlu^  will  of  Vicf<u'ia 
Cohen  by  \vhicli  her  ijiterest  in  the  real  estate  in  suit  in  this 
case  was  (le\Ms('d  to  tlu^  di't'etKhint  .lulia  llerbei-t  must  b(^ 
given  full  force  and  el'l'cct,  and  held  to  have  passed  her  un- 
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divided  interest  therein  to  her  sister  Julia,  as  has  been  re- 
cently held  by  this  court  in  Stevens  v.  Oliver,  200  Mo.  492, 
98  S.  W.  492 ,  reaffirming  Jourden  v.  Meier,  31  Mo.  40,  Stowe 
v.  Stowe,  140  Mo.  594,  41  S.  W.  951,  and  Stevens  v.  Lar- 
will,  110  ^lo.  App.  140.  84  S.  W.  113,  wherein  it  was  said: 
"The  suit  for  ^^'  partition  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  contest 
of  the  will.  The  will  was  duly  probated  and  can  be  con- 
tested only  by  a  proceeding  in  the  manner  required  by  sec- 
tions 4G22  and  4636  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1S99."  It 
goes  without  saying  that  the  count  in  ejectment  herein  is  also 
a  collateral  attack  upon  the  judgment  of  the  surrogate  court 
which  was  duly  filed  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  recorder 
of  deeds  of  the  city  (then  county)  of  St.  Louis,  on  June  6, 
1876.  Accordingly,  it  must  be  ruled  that  the  circuit  court 
committed  no  error  in  refusing  the  second  instruction  re- 
quested by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  learned  counsel  on  both  sides  have  discussed  other  in- 
teresting propositions  in  this  ease,  to  wit,  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs are  not  estopped  by  reason  of  their  having  received  and 
taken  tlieir  share  of  their  sister  Victoria's  estate  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  by  their  conduct  in  hav- 
ing loaned  their  said  sister  Julia  eigliteen  thousand  dollars 
on  this  property  and  taKen  her  deed  of  trust  conveying  the 
vrhole  of  the  same  to  secure  the  said  loan.  Counsel  on  both 
sides  have  also  discussed  whether  the  statute  of  limitations 
has  or  has  not  barred  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  in 
this  case,  and  whether  the  possession  of  the  said  Julia  Her- 
bert has  or  has  not  been  adverse  to  plaintiffs'  rights.  And  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  tliere  is  an  able  and  learned  dis- 
cussion as  to  whether  or  not  the  will  of  the  said  Victoria, 
although  not  good  as  a  will,  may  not  be  held  a  valid  execu- 
tion of  the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  her  in  her  anti- 
nuptial  contract  with  R.  J.  Herliert.  We  have  considered 
the  briefs  on  these  points,  but  inas.r.uch  as  we  have  reaclud 
the  conclusion  that  the  judiDrmcnt  of  the  surrogate  r-ourt  of 
the  county  of  New  York  probating  the  will  of  Vir-toria  Colien 
and  the  sid'scquent  filing  of  the  same  and  the  proliate  thereof 
in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  deeds  of  St.  Louis  county,  and 
the  failure  of  the  plaintiffs  to  ^^^  contest  that  will  within 
five  years  after  its  recording  in  St.  Louis  county,  conclusively 
estal)lished  the  title  of  Julia  Cohen  Herbert  to  the  undivided 
one-half  of  the  proj^erty  in  question,  we  deem  it  entirely  un- 
necessary to  decide  the  propositions  so  ably  discussed  by  the 
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respective  counsel.     Tlie  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  must 
be,  and  is,  affirmed. 

Fox,  P.  J.,  and  Burgess,  J.,  concur. 


The  Conclusiveness  of  the  Frohate  of  a  foreign  will  hag  roccntly  been 
unclpr  coiisidoration  in  Ee  Gertsen's  Will,  127  Wis.  G02,  115  Am.  St. 
Rep.  1060;  State  v.  District  Court,  34  Mont,  96,  115  Am,  St.  Eep,  510, 
and  note. 
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MARSDEN  V.  IIARLOCKER. 

[48  Or.  90,  85  Pac.  328.] 

ELECTIONS — Necessity    of    Notice. — In    the    case    of    general 

elections  the  statutory  requirements  for  issuing  prochsmatious  or 
giving  notice  are  treated  as  directory  only,  but  in  the  case  of  special 
elections  such  requirements  are   considered   mandatory,      (p.   788.) 

ELECTIONS — Order  or  Notice  of  Local  Option  Election.— As 
the  right  to  vote  under  the  Oregon  statutes  upon  the  question  of  pro- 
hibiting the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  in  any  particular  district  is 
inaugurated  by  filing  a  petition  the  election  held  in  pursuance  thereof 
is  si>t'cial,  and  hence  the  making  of  an  order  therefor  by  the  county 
court  is  mandatory  and  a  condition  precedent  to  a  valid  election, 
(p.  791.) 

COURTS. — A  Court  Consists  of  Persons  Officially  Assembled 
under  autiiority  of  law  at  the  appropriate  time  and  place  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice,     (p.  791.) 

COURTS. — The  Law  Makes  a  Distinction  Between  a  Judge 
and  a  judicial  tribunal,      (p.  791.) 

ELECTIONS — Irregularity  of  Court  in  Ordering  Local  Option 
Election. — Where  the  statutes  confer  on  the  county  authority  to  order 
an  election  on  the  question  of  selling  intoxicating  liquors  in  a  par- 
ticular district,  a  memorandum  signed  by  members  of  the  court  sepa- 
rately and  at  various  times  and  places  in  the  county  is  not  an  order 
signtd   by   the   court,      (p.    791.) 

ELECTIONS. — ^A  Court  of  Equity  will  Enjoin  the  Canvass  of 
a  vote  at  a  local  option  election,  which  election  is  in\"alid  because 
not  ordered  as  prescribed  by  law,  if  no  provision  for  a  contest  is 
made  by  statute,     (p.  792.) 

The  two  cases  of  ]\rarsclen  v.  Harlocker  and  IMcPherson  v. 
ITarlocker  were  argued  and  submitted  together.  The  first  was 
a  suit  to  enjoin  the  county  conunissioners  to  canvass  the  vote 
cast  at  a  local  option  election.  A  demurrer  to  the  complaint 
was  sustained,  and  the  plaintiff  declining  to  plead  further, 
the  suit  was  dismissed  and  he  appeals.  The  latter  case  is  a 
writ  of  review  to  have  the  determination  of  the  ofQcers  of 
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the  county  in  the  matter  of  the  election  reviewed  and  vacated. 
The  writ  was  denied,  and  the  petitioner  appeals. 

Coke  &  Seabrook  and  J.  M.  Upton,  for  the  appellant. 

George  W.  Brown,  district  attorney,  Bronaugh  &  Bronaugh 
and  George  F.  Martin,  for  the  respondents. 

®^  MOORE,  J.  It  is  contended  by  plaintiiT's  counsel  that 
the  fnilure  of  the  county  court  of  Coos  county,  as  confessed 
hy  the  demurrer,  to  order  an  election  as  prayed  for  in  the 
petition  therefor,  rendered  all  the  proceedings  attempted  to 
be  had  in  pursuance  thereof  invalid,  and,  this  being  so,  the 
court  erred  in  not  enjoining  the  defendants  from  invading 
the  property  rights  of  their  client  in  attempting  to  put  into 
execution  such  void  proceedings.  The  record  shows  that 
though  the  county  court  of  Coos  county  did  not  convene  in 
regular  or  special  session  **^  within  the  time  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  the  defendants,  as  members  thereof,  at  different 
times  and  in  various  parts  of  the  county,  individually  sub- 
scribed their  names  to  a  writing  purporting  to  call  an  elec- 
tion to  be  held  at  the  time  and  for  the  purpose  specified  in 
the  petition,  and  this  memorandum  having  been  entered  in 
the  records  of  such  court,  it  is  maintained  by  defendants' 
counsel  that  the  provisions  of  the  local  option  act  (Laws  1905, 
p.  41,  c.  2)  vest  the  county  clerk  of  each  county  with  judicial 
authority  to  determine  the  preliminary  steps  necessary  to 
confer  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  and  that  when  he 
has  exercised  this  power,  the  calling  of  an  election  in  pur- 
suance thereof  by  the  county  court  is  a  mere  ministerial  duty, 
requiring  neither  discretion  nor  judgment,  and  such  order 
may  properly  be  made  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  therefore 
no  error  was  committed  as  alleged. 

The  defendants'  counsel,  in  support  of  the  decree  rendered 
herein,  invoke  the  rule  announced  by  a  majority  of  the  court 
in  People  v.  Brenham,  3  Cal.  477,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
time  and  place  of  an  election  having  been  prescribed  by  a 
city  charter,  the  failure  of  the  council  to  perform  any  duty 
required  of  them  prior  to  an  election  should  not  defeat  the 
choice  of  the  electors  when  exercised  in  selecting  officers  for 
the  municipality.  We  do  not  think  the  prevailing  opinion 
in  that  case  is  founded  in  reason  or  supported  by  authority. 
The  doctrine  there  pronuilgated  has  since  been  practically 
repudiated  by  the  court  making  it.    Thus,  in  People  v.  Porter, 
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6  Cal.  26,  it  was  ruled  that  the  proclamation  of  the  governor, 
required  by  statute,  was  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  special 
election.  In  People  v.  Weller,  11  Cal.  49,  70  Am.  Dec.  754. 
it  was  decided  that  an  election  to  fill  a  vacancy  was  invalid 
unless  held  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  governor's 
proclamation,  which  was  mandatory  and  necessary  to  give 
notice  to  the  electors  that  an  election  was  to  be  held  for  such 
purpose.  To  the  same  effect  are  the  cases  of  People  v.  Ros- 
borough,  14  Cal.  180,  and  Kenfield  v.  Irwin,  52  Cal.  164,  in 
which  latter  case,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Wallace,  speaking  foi- 
the  court,  says:  "The  time  of  holding  an  election,  whether 
general  or  ^^  special,  must  be  authoritatively  desiirnated  in 
advance,  either  by  law  or  by  some  means  which  the  law  has 
prescribed;  otherwise  the  election  is  held  without  authority, 
and  is  ineffectual  for  any  purpose." 

1.  In  all  general  elections,  the  time,  place  and  manner  of 
holding  which  are  prescribed  by  law,  the  rule  is  well  settled 
that  electors  must  take  notice  thereof,  and  as  a  corollary  to 
this  legal  principle  any  requirement  for  the  issuing  of 
proclamations  or  the  giving  of  other  notice  in  respect  to  such 
elections  must  be  treated  as  directory  only :  MeCrary  on  Elec- 
tions, 4th  ed.,  sec.  185;  Stephens  v.  People,  89  111.  337.  In 
the  case  of  special  elections,  however,  all  the  statutory  re- 
quirements as  to  proclamations  or  other  means  of  giviiiL'' 
notice  are  considered  as  mandatory,  and  must  be  observed 
in  order  to  render  the  vote  of  the  electors  participating  therein 
valid:  People  v.  Kerwin,  10  Colo.  App.  472,  51  Pac.  530; 
Demaree  v.  Johnson,  150  Ind.  419,  49  N.  E.  1062,  50  N.  E. 
376;  Morgan  v.  Gloucester  City,  44  N.  J.  L.  137;  McIIan  v. 
Connell  (Tex.  App.),  15  S.  W.  284.  Thus,  in  State  v.  Tucker. 
32  Mo.  App.  620,  it  was  ruled  that  an  election  under  a  local 
option  liquor  law,  which  could  be  held  on  the  happening  of 
certain  conditions,  was  special,  and  that  all  the  preliminary 
steps  prescribed  should  have  been  taken  in  order  to  give  valid- 
ity to  the  election.  To  the  same  effect,  in  construing  local 
option  liquor  acts,  see  In  re  Sullivan,  34  Misc.  Rep.  598,  70 
N.  Y.  Supp.  374;  In  re  Powers,  34  Misc.  Rep.  636,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  590;  In  re  O'Hara,  63  App.  Div.  512,  71  N.  Y.  Supp. 
€13. 

The  reason  for  this  rule  rests  upon  the  doctrine  that 
suffrage  is  a  valuable  civil  right,  to  the  exercise  of  which 
each  qualified  person  is  entitled,  and  he  must  be  given  or 
charged  with  notice  as  to  when,  where  and  for  what  purpose 
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he  is  to  vote.  If,  by  operation  of  law,  the  election  invarial)ly 
occurs  at  stated  intervals,  without  any  superinducing^  cause, 
except  the  eHlux  of  time,  the  election  is  general,  in  which  case 
all  qualified  persons  are  presumed  to  have  kiiowled^e  thereof, 
and  hence  the  failure  of  any  officer  or  person  upon  whom  the 
duty  devolves  to  give  a  prescribed  notice  does  not  invalidate 
the  votes  cast  thereat.  ^^  Where,  however,  some  local  project 
may  be  initiated  by  petition  or  other  means,  an  election  to 
determine  wliether  such  proposition  shall  be  adopted  is  special, 
and  the  electors  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  knowledge  of  an 
application  of  the  power  which  calls  for  tlie  necessity  of  exer- 
cising the  electoral  franchise,  in  which  instance  a  compliance 
with  all  the  statutory  requirements  in  respect  to  the  perform- 
ance of  the  conditions  precedent  is  mandatory  in  order  to 
validate  the  election. 

The  provisions  of  the  local  option  act  in  this  state  (Laws 
1905,  p.  41,  e.  2),  so  far  as  deemed  involved  herein,  are  as 
follows: 

''Section  1.  Whenever  a  petition  therefor  signed  by  not 
l"ss  than  ten  per  cent  of  the  registered  voters  of  any  county 
in  the  state  ....  shall  be  filed  with  the  county  clerk  of  such 
r(iii!il_\-  in  the  manner  in  this  act  prescribed,  the  county  court 
(•f  such  (-(aiiity  shall  order  an  election  to  be  held  at  the  time 
iiieiitioned  in  such  petition,  ....  to  determine  wh(!tlier  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  licpiors  shall  be  prohibited  in  such  county. 
....  In  determining  whether  any  such  petition  contains  the 
ri'quisite  percentage  of  legal  voters,  said  percentage  sfudl  be 
iinsed  on  the  total  vote  in  such  county  ....  for  justice  of 
I  he  supreme  court  at  the  last  preceding  general  election  ;  pro- 
vided, that  in  no  event  sliall  more  than  five  hundred  petit  ion- 
ics, v.lio  are  legal  voters,  be  necessary  upon  any  petition  to 
require  an  election  as  herein  provided." 

"Sec.  3.  The  petition  therefor  shall  be  filed  with  tlu^ 
i()iiiit\-  cutIc  not  less  than  thirty  nor  more  tliau  nincl^v  days 
iicl'orc  tlie  da\-  of  election." 

"Sec.  6.  The  county  clerk  shall,  upon  receii)t  of  sm-h  peti- 
tion, innnc'liately  file  the  same,  and  shall  thereupon  eompare 
1h(;  signatures  of  the  electors  signing  the  same  with  their  sig- 
nal urts  on  the  I'egistralion  books  of  the  eleetion  then  i)i'iiilinu-, 
or  if  non[»e!uling,  tiien  with  the  signatures  on  the  regisiration 
books  and  blanks  on  (lie  in  his  office  for  the  [)rei'e(liim-  general 
el(!ction.  \['  the  re(juisi1e  nuiiii)er  of  qualified  eleetitrs  shall 
have  signed  the  peliiiitn,  and  if  not  inconsistent  with  the  pro- 
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visions  of  sections  1,  12  and  14  of  this  act,  he  shall  thereupon 
see  that  it  is  entered  in  full  in  the  records  of  the  county  court 
as  required  by  section  1  of  this  act." 

"Sec.  12.  If  at  any  time  an  election  hereunder  shall  result 
in  prohibition  for  any  subdivisions  of  county  as  a  whole,  or 
any  precinct  of  said  county,  no  election  hereunder  shall  be 
held  '*^'  within  said  prohibition  territory  except  an  election 
for  the  entire  county  before  the  first  IMonday  in  June  of  the 
second  calendar  year  following,  and  not  then  unless  petitioned 
tlierefor  by  the  required  number  of  legal  voters  and  subject 
to  the  provisions  in  section  14  of  this  act." 

"Sec.  14.  \Yhen  prohibition  has  been  carried  at  an  elec- 
tion held  for  the  entire  county,  no  election  on  the  question  of 
prohibition  shall  be  thereafter  held  in  any  subdivision  or  pre- 
cinct thereof  until  after  prohibition  has  been  defeated  at  a 
subsequent  election  for  the  same  purpose,  held  for  the  entire 
county,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act." 

2.  It  will  appear  from  an  examination  of  the  excerpts 
quoted  that  the  only  duty  specifically  imposed  on  the  county 
clerk  of  any  county,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  a  prohibition  peti- 
tion, is  to  compare  the  names  of  the  electors  appended  thereto 
with  their  signatures  on  the  registration  books  or  blanks,  and 
if  the  application  calls  for  an  election  for  a  subdivision  of  a 
county,  he  is  required  to  see  that  the  petition  is  entered  in 
the  records  of  the  county  court.  Who  is  to  determine  whether 
or  not  the  petition  contains  the  requisite  number  of  legal  vot- 
ers, and  is  otherwise  sufficient,  is  not  directly  stated  in  the 
act  under  consideration.  It  would  seem,  however,  that  since 
the  county  court  is  required  to  order  an  election  when  a  proper 
petition  therefor  has  been  filed,  that,  in  the  absence  of  any 
positive  declaration  on  the  subject,  it  must  be  incumbent  upon 
such  court  to  determine  the  preliminary  questions  involved 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  making  the  order.  As  a  petition 
is  required  to  be  filed  not  less  than  thirty  nor  more  than  ninety 
da^'s  prior  to  the  day  of  election,  ample  time  is  thus  given 
for  making  the  application  so  as  to  secure  an  order  at  a  reuu- 
lar  session  of  the  county  court  within  the  time  prescriix'd. 

\Ye  believe  that  a  fair  construction  of  the  local  option  law, 
considered  in  its  entirety,  requires  that  after  a  county  cleric 
has  examined  a  petition  for  a  prohibition  election,  compared 
the  names  subscribed  thereto  with  the  signatures  of  the  quali- 
fied electors  as  they  appear  on  the  registration  books  or  l)latiks. 
so  as  tt)  identify  the  petitioners,  it  then  becomes  the  duty  of 
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the  county  court  to  inspect  such  petition,  and  to  examine  its 
records  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  the  application  complies 
^"^  with  sections  1,  12  and  14  of  the  act,  and  if  the  court  con- 
cludes that  these  necessary  recpirements  are  fulfilled,  it 
should  order  an  election,  which  is  tantamount  to  a  proclama- 
tion authorizing  the  county  clerk  to  issue  notices  thereof.  As 
the  right  to  vote  upon  the  question  of  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  licjuors  is  inaugurated  by  filing  a  petition,  the 
election  held  in  pursuance  thereof  is  special,  and  hence  the 
making  of  an  order  therefor  by  a  county  court,  which  in  this 
particular  respect  at  least  requires  an  exercise  of  discretion 
and  judgment,  is  mandatory,  and  becomes  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  holding  of  a  valid  election. 

3.  "A  court,"  say  the  editors  of  the  American  and  English 
Encyclopedia  of  Law  (volume  8,  second  edition,  page  22),  "may 
be  defined  as  a  body  in  the  government,  organized  for  the 
public  administration  of  justice  at  the  time  and  place  pre- 
scribed by  law."  A  court  consists  of  persons  officially  assem- 
bled under  authority  of  law  at  the  appropriate  time  and  place 
for  the  administration  of  justice:  Dunn  v.  State,  2  Ark.  229, 
35  Am.  Dec.  54;  In  re  Allison,  13  Colo.  525,  16  Am.  St.  Rep. 
224,  22  Pac.  820,  10  L.  E.  A.  790 ;  Board  of  Commissioners  v. 
Gwin,  136  Ind.  5G2,  36  N.  E.  237,  22  L.  R.  A.  402.  Our 
statute  observes  the  distinction  usually  recognized  between  a 
judge  and  a  judicial  tribunal,  and  provides  that  this  officer 
may  exercise  out  of  court  such  powers  only  as  are  expressly 
conferred  upon  him:  B.  &  C  Comp.,  sec.  933.  The  county 
court  of  Coos  county  did  not  meet  in  regular  or  special  ses- 
sion, nor  assemble  at  the  time  or  place  prescribed  by  law, 
and  the  memorandum  signed  by  the  defendants,  purporting 
to  authorize  an  election  to  determine  whether  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors  as  a  beverage  should  be  prohibited  in  that 
county,  was  not  an  order  within  the  accepted  meaning  of 
that  tej'm.  No  election  ever  having  been  ordered,  the  votes 
(•a.st  in  Coos  county,  Noveml)er  8,  1904,  upon  the  question  at- 
tenq)ted  to  be  submitted,  were  nullities,  and,  such  being  the 
ease,  it  remains  to  be  seen  whether  a  court  of  equity  will 
grant  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  complaint. 

4.  The  reiiKiiniiig  question  is  one  of  remedy.  The  alleged 
threat  of  the  defendants  to  canvass  the  vote  cast,  to  announce 
'^^  the  r(;siilt  thereof  and  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
li(liiors  in  Coos  eoun1\'  is  as  thougli  they  were  about  to  order 
prohibit iuu   in   force   therein    without   observing   any   of   the 
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formalities  prescribed  by  law  as  a  means  to  that  end.  The 
rule  is  quite  general  that  equity  will  not  intervene  when  an 
adequate  remedy  is  afforded  at  law,  and  hence  in  contro- 
versies involving  the  right  to  an  office  an  injunction  will  not 
usually  lie,  because  the  parties  have  a  complete  remedy  by 
statute  to  contest  an  election  or  by  quo  warranto  to  determine 
the  right  resulting  therefrom.  "Where,  however,  an  election 
relates  to  the  adoption  or  rejection  of  some  local  question, 
and  does  not  include  an  office,  it  has  been  held  in  some  juris- 
dictions, in  the  absence  of  any  statute  authorizing  such  pro- 
ceedings, that  equity  would  intervene  to  determine  a  con- 
tested election  because  of  the  irregularities  or  fraud  in  the 
conduct  thereof:  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  816; 
High  on  Injunctions,  4th  ed.,  sec.  1250.  Thus,  in  State  v. 
Eggleston,  34  Kan.  714,  10  Pac.  3,  which  was  a  suit  to  enjoin 
county  commissioners  from  canvassing  votes  polled  upon  the 
proposition  of  the  relocation  of  a  county  seat,  it  was  held 
that  the  relief  sought  should  have  been  granted.  In  deciding 
the  case  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Ilorton,  speaking  for  the  court, 
says :  ' '  Counsel  for  the  county  board  rely  with  a  great  deal 
of  confidence  upon  the  cases  of  Moore  v.  Hoisington,  31  111. 
243,  and  Dickey  v.  Reed,  78  111.  261,  to  establish  the  doctrine 
that  the  canvass  of  election  returns  cannot  be  interfered  with 
1  ;'  an  injunction.  Both  of  these  cases  were  proceedings  for 
contesting  elections.  This  is  not  a  proceeding  to  contest  an 
election,  but  to  restrain  the  canvass  of  a  vote  upon  the 
ground  that  the  petition  presented  to  the  county  board  for 
the  election  was  wholly  insufficient  because  of  the  fact  that 
certain  names  were  by  the  signers  requested  to  be  withdrawn, 
and  that  some  of  the  names  signed  were  signatures  of  non- 
residents, or  other  unauthorized  persons.  The  petition  al- 
leges, in  substance,  that  no  election  ought  to  have  been  or- 
dered upon  the  petition,  and  that  no  election  could  have  been 
legally  held  upon  the  petition,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
statute." 

It  is  contended  by  defendants'  counsel  that  in  McWhirter 
V.  ^^  Brainard,  5  Or.  426,  a  different  rule  was  adopted  in 
this  state.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  an  injunction  would 
not  lie  to  restrain  the  removal  of  county  ofixces  to  a  county 
seat  that  had  been  relocated  pursuant  to  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  at  an  election  held  for  the  purpose,  Shattuck,  J., 
sayin<^  :  "We  think  the  matters  of  fact,  which  counsel  claim 
should  have  been  tried,  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  suit  in 
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equity — do  not  present  a  case  v.lioroin  relief  can  l)e  had  Ijy 
injunction.  Tliere  is  no  special  statutory  provision  fen-  coii- 
testin<,'  an  election  for  location  of  county  seat;  but  we  think 
■when  the  question,  in  such  a  case,  is  the  qualiflealioii  of  tlie 
voter,  the  conduct  of  the  judges  or  the  legality  of  the  canvass, 
the  proper  remedy  is  by  mandamus  and  not  by  iiijuin-tiou  in 
equity."  In  Robinson  v.  Wingate,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  65,  80 
S.  W.  1067,  in  a  well-considered  opinion,  it  was  ruled  by  the 
court  of  civil  appeals  of  Texas  that  equity  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  prevent  by  injunction  the  publication  of  the  result  of  a 
local  option  election,  on  the  ground  of  its  invalidity  or  un- 
fairness in  conducting  it,  even  at  the  suit  of  lic^uor  dealers 
on  allegation  of  irrei)arable  injury  to  their  property  in  case 
publication  was  made.  In  the  case  last  cited,  Mr.  Justice  Gill, 
referring  to  the  Texas  statute,  which  permits  any  (puilified 
elector  to  contest  a  local  option  election  (Tex.  Rev.  Stats. 
1895,  sec.  3897;  Norman  v.  Thompson,  96  Tex.  250,  72  S.  W. 
62),  says:  "We  think  it  follows  logically  and  inevital:)ly  that 
a  suit  to  contest  the  result  of  local  optioii  eleclions  must  be 
brought  under  the  statute,  and  that  a  suit  of  this  nalui'c 
addressed  to  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  district  court 
cannot  be  heard."  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  Texas  court, 
observing  the  rule  which  prevails  in  all  jurisdictions,  denied 
injunctive  relief,  because  the  party  alleging  fear  of  injury 
from  a  proclanuition  of  the  result  of  a  majority  vote  in  favor 
of  local  option  had  an  adequate  remedy  by  statute  for  con- 
testing the  election.  In  .McWliirter  v.  Braiiuird,  5  Or.  426, 
an  injunction  was  denied  because  there  was  no  special  stat- 
utory provision  for  contesting  an  election  for  location  of  a 
county  seat.  AA^e  do  not  think  the  doctrine  announced  in  that 
case  can  be  predicated  upon  the  reasons  a.ssigned,  or  that  it 
is  (onl I'olling  '*'**  in  the  case  at  bar,  no  election  contest  being 
[)ernii.ssiljle  except  in  case  of  pereons  claiming  an  oflice:  B.  & 
('.  (.'ciiip.,  sec.  2S:)i)  et  se(p  It  woukl  s(H'm.  therefore,  tliat 
(  iulty  has  jui'isdiclion  to  alTord  tlie  relief  prayed  for  in  the 
3.jars(lcn  i-ase ;  but,  however  that  may  be,  the  same  ((uesiions 
are  presenlcd  in  the  review  proceeding  instituted  by  .MciMier- 
sou,  and  in  any  event  are  properly  befor(3  the  court  fur  de- 
terminal  ion. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  county  court  did  not,  as  re- 
quired by  law,  order  the  election  in  (pu'stion,  such  election 
was  invalid,  and  the  judmnent  and  decree  of  the  court  below 
are  respecli\cly   reversed. 
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NECESSITY  OF  NOTICE  Olt  PBOCLAMATION  OF  ELECTION. 

L  In  Case  of  General  Elections,  794. 
n.  In  Case  of  Special  Elections, 
a.  In  General,  794. 
"b.  Elections  to  Fill  Vacancies,  798. 

c.  Bond  Elections,  795. 

d.  Local  Option  Elections,  796. 

L    In  Case  of  General  Elections. 

The  courts  are  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  when  the  time  and 
place  of  holding  an  election  are  fixed  by  the  statutes  or  constitution, 
as  in  the  case  of  general  elections,  this  in  itself  is  notice  which  all 
electors  must  heed,  and  hence  the  failure  of  any  officer,  charged  by 
law  with  the  duty  of  giving  a  notice  or  proclamation  of  the  election, 
to  give  such  notice  or  proclamation,  will  not  invalidate  the  election. 
The  special  provision  for  notice  is  only  a  reminder  to  electors  of  what 
the  law  already  has  provided;  and  it  is  directory  merely,  and  not 
mandatory:  Sheen  v.  Hughes,  4  Ariz.  337,  40  Pac.  679;  In  re  Pulaski 
County  Board  of  Equalization  Cases,  49  Ark.  518,  6  S.  W.  1;  Wheat 
V.  Smith,  50  Ark.  266,  7  S.  W.  161;  State  v.  Burbridge,  24  Fla. 
112,  3  South,  809;  City  of  Lafayette  v.  State,  69  Ind.  218;  Dishon 
V  Smith,  10  Iowa,  212;  Jones  v.  Gridley,  20  Kan.  584;  Morgan  v. 
Pratt  County,  24  Kan.  71;  Berry  v.  McCullough,  94  Ky.  247,  22  S.  W. 
78;  Augusta  v.  Marysville  etc.  E.  E,  Co.,  97  Ky.  145,  30  S.  W.  1; 
Adsit  V.  Osraun,  84  Mich.  420,  48  N.  W,  31,  11  L.  E.  A.  534;  State 
V.  Govin,  6  Nev.  276;  People  v.  O'Brien,  38  N.  Y.  193;  People  v. 
Schiellein,  95  N.  Y.  124;  People  v.  Village  of  Wappingers  Falls,  9 
Misc.  Eep.  246,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  265;  State  v.  Carroll,  17  E.  I.  591, 
24  Atl.  835;   Seymour  v.  Tacoma,  6  Wash.  427,  33  Pac.  1059. 

Since  an  entire  failure  to  give  the  special  notice  does  not  vitiate 
a  general  election,  it  follows  that  an  imperfect  or  defective  notice, 
which  does  not  mislead  electors  so  that  they  lose  the  right  to  exorcise 
their  franchise,  will  not  invalidate  the  election,  for  the  authority  to 
hold  it  is  based  upon  the  statutes  or  constitution,  and  not  on  the 
notice:  Commonwealth  v.  Smith,  132  Mass.  289;  Brown  v.  Street 
Lighting  District,  70  N.  J.  L.  762,  58  Atl.  339;  State  v.  Dohcrty, 
16  Wash.  382,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  39,  47  Pac.  958;  note  to  Patton  y. 
Watkins,  90  Am,  St.  Eep.  7L 

II.  In  Case  of  Special  Elections, 
a.  In  General. — Where  the  time  and  place  of  an  election  are  not 
fixed  by  law,  but  the  election  is  only  to  be  called  at  the  time  and 
plaoe  to  be  fixed  by  some  authority  named  in  the  statute,  after  the 
happening  of  some  condition  precedent,  it  is  essential  to  the  validity 
of  such  election  that  it  be  called,  noticed,  or  proclaimed  by  the 
agency  designated  by  the  law.  Hence,  the  general  rule  that  in  the 
case  of  s;>rcial  elections  all  statutory  requirements  as  to  proclama- 
tions or  other  means  of  notice  are  considered  mandatory  and  neces- 
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eary  to  be  observed  in  order  to  render  the  votes  of  electors  partici- 
pating therein  valid:  Kenfield  v.  Irwin,  52  Cal.  164;  Sti.'pliciis  v. 
People,  89  111.  337;  Snowball  v.  People,  147  111.  2G0,  35  N.  E.  r,?,9,; 
Jones  V.  State,  1  Kan.  273;  Wilson  v.  Brown,  109  Ky.  229,  58  S.  W. 
.IDa;  ^lePike  v.  Pen,  51  Mo.  63;  Mcllaw  v.  Coniiell  (Tex.  App.), 
15  S.  W.  284;  Field  v.  Hall,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  233,  40  S.  W.  749; 
Hubbard  v.   WiUiamstown,   61    Wis.   397,  21   N.   W.   295. 

b.  Elections  to  Fill  Vacancies. — The  foregoing  rule  is  frequently 
apjiliod  to  special  elections  for  the  filling  of  vacancies  in  public  otTicc 
occasioned  by  death,  removal  or  resignation:  Peojjle  v.  Porter,  6  Cal. 
26;  People  v.  Wellcr,  11  Cal.  49,  70  Am.  Dec.  751;  People  v.  Martin, 
12  Cal.  409;  People  v.  Eosboroiigh,  14  Cal.  180;  George  v.  O.xl'oiil 
Township,  16  Kan.  72;  People  v.  Palmer,  91  Mich.  283,  51  N.  W.  999; 
State  v.  Buck,  13  Nob.  273,  13  N.  W.  406;  Foster  v.  Scarff,  15  Oliio 
St.  532;  State  v.  McKinney,  25  Wis.  416.  "In  an  election  for  an  office 
for  a  regular  term  the  not  giving  notice  may  not  invalidate,  for  a 
contrary  doctrine  would  put  it  in  the  power  of  a  clerk  through  ignor- 
ance, carelessness  or  design,  to  set  aside  a  regular  annual  election, 
the  place  and  time  of  vphich  is  fixed  by  law;  but  where  the  elec- 
tion is  to  fill  a  vacancy,  the  time  and  place  for  holding  which  are 
to  be  fixed  by  the  chief  executive  or  some  other  power,  the  notice 
is  essential  not  only  as  to  fact  of  the  vacancy  and  the  object  of  the 
election,  but  the  time  and  place  for  depositing  the  ballots.  In  the 
former  case,  the  right  to  iiold  the  election  at  the  time  and  place  fixed 
and  between  the  hours  designated  is  derived  from  the  statute;  in  the 
latter,  it  proceeds  not  only  from  the  law,  but  also  by  virtue  of  the 
proclamation  and  notice,  all  of  which  are  necessary  to  constitute  a 
legal  election":  Morgan  v.  Gloucester  City,  44  N.  J.  L.  137. 

However,  when  the  law  provides  that  vacancies  shall  be  filled  at 
the  next  general  election,  the  failure  to  give  the  special  notice  pre- 
scribed by  statute  will  not,  according  to  the  better  rule,  invalidate 
the  election,  if  the  groat  body  of  the  voters  in  fact  have  notice.  The 
qui  stion  to  be  considered  in  sucli  cases  is  whether  the  want  of  tln' 
.-^t:itiitory  notice  has  resulted  in  dojiriviiig  sufficient  electors  of  the 
opp'irtutiily  to  (>xcrcise  tlieir  franchise  to  change  the  result  of  the 
clectiuii:  and  the  election  will  not  be  set  aside  when  it  is  a[iparei!t 
that  the  r' suit  would  not  have  b^cn  different  had  all  the  electors 
voted.  In  fart  some  authorities  affirm  that  such  an  election  cannot  be 
ilefcati  d  by  showing  that  only  a  small  portion  of  the  voters  were 
actually  ;n\ave  of  the  vacancy,  or  cast  tlieir  votes  to  fill  it:  Sec  the 
note  to  I'atton  v.  WatkiTis,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  69-71;  Colbert  Cuuntv 
V.  'L'iiiniiiniHl.  116  Ala.  209,  22  South.  558;  Adsit  v.  Osmund,  84  Mich. 

ii;o,  48  X.  w.  31,  11  L.  Pv.  A.  :>:\\. 

c.  Bond  Elections. — A  sprcial  election  on  the  question  of  appro- 
[irii.tiii-  jiiililic  funds  or  issuing  bonds  in  aid  of  some  project  of  a 
pul'ir  n:;;uri  must,  to  bo  \-:iliil,  be  iirecrilcd  by  a  notice  giv('ii  in  sub- 
stauiial    i,i'!!.i'li:;iii-e     with    the    r<  quirrnifnts    of    the    law:    People    v. 
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C'aruthers  School  District,  102  Cal.  184,  3G  Pac.  396;  Force  v.  Batavia, 
61  m.  99;  Domaree  v.  Johnson,  150  Ind.  419,  49  N.  E.  1062,  50  N.  E. 
376;  George  v.  Oxford  Township,  16  Kan.  72;  St.  Louis  etc.  E.  R. 
Co.  V.  Apperson,  97  Mo.  300,  10  S.  W.  478.  But  where  a  city  ordi- 
nance provides  for  the  election  and  fixes  the  date  therefor,  the  elec- 
tion will  not  necessarily  be  invalidated  by  a  failure  to  give  the 
usual  notice:  Board  of  Trustees  of  Augusta  v.  Maysville  etc.  E.  E. 
Co.,  97  Ky.  145,  30  S.  W.  1. 

d.  Local  Optiou  Elections. — Elections  under  local  option  acts  are 
special  elections,  the  notice  of  which  is  essential  to  their  validity. 
The  supreme  court  of  Oregon  in  the  principal  case  so  holds,  and  quite 
a  number  of  courts  in  other  jurisdictions  have  made  similar  holdings: 
State  v.  Tucker,  32  Mo.  App.  620;  Bean  v.  Barton  County  Court,  33 
Mo.  App.  635;  Stallworth  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  378;  Ex  parte  Kramer, 
19  Tex.  App.  123;  Smith  v.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  444;  Haddox  v.  Clarke 
County,  79  Va.  677.  Tliese  decisions  have  generally  involved  the 
question  of  adopting  a  local  law  for  prohibiting  the  sale  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors,  but  in  State  v.  Martin,  83  Mo.  App.  55,  the  local  law 
concerned  the  construction  of  highways. 


HIGTNBOTPIAI\r  v.  FROCK. 

[48   Or.   129,   83   Pac.   536.] 

VENDOR  AISTD   VENDEE— Forfeiture   of  Vendee's  Rights.— 

Where  a  bond  for  a  deed  provides  that  in  case  of  default  in  payments 
the  vendor  may  declare  the  bond  void  and  repossess  himself  "of  the 
premises,  the  mere  default  of  the  vendees  does  not  work  a  forfeiture 
of  their  riglits  unless  the  vendor  elects  to  insist  on  a  strict  perform- 
ance, in  which  case  he  is  required  to  give  timely  notice  of  his  inten- 
tion to  cancel  the  contract,     (p.  798.) 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE— Forfeiture  of  Vendee's  Rights.— 
A  vendor  cannot,  because  of  a  default  in  payments,  forfeit  the 
rights  of  the  vendees  when  he  himself  is  not  in  a  position  to  perform 
the  contract  of  sale.     (p.  798.) 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE— Forfeitures.— A  Court  of  Equity 
will  not  declare  a  forfeiture  against  a  vendee,  but  will  leave  the  vendor 
to  his  leyal  remedy,      (p.  799.) 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE.— A  Bond  for  a  Deed  Transfers  to 
the  Vendee  an  equitable  title,      (p.  799.) 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE— Foreclosure  of  Vendee's  Interest.— 
An  application  for  strict  foreclosure  against  a  vendee  under  a  bond 
for  title  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  will  not  be 
granted  without  giving  him  a  reasonable  time  to  comply  with  his 
contract,     (p.  799.) 

Cornelius  Jackson  Bright,  for  the  appellant. 

John  Ijassett  Ilosfurd,  for  the  respondents. 
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^•^^  BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  a  suit  to  cancel  and  annul  a  bond 
for  a  deed.  On  December  20,  1902,  the  defendant  Henry 
Frock  purchased  of  the  plaintiffs  one  hinidred  and  sixty  acres 
of  land  in  Sherman  county  for  two  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars.  lie  paid  twelve  hundred  dollars  in  cash,  givinu' 
his  three  i)romissory  notes  for  the  balance,  due  the  first 
day  of  October,  1903,  1904  and  1905,  respectively.  Each  note 
bore  interest  at  eight  per  cent,  payable  annually,  and  pro- 
vided that,  if  the  interest  w^as  not  so  paid,  the  whole  sum, 
both  princii)al  and  interest,  should  become  immediately  due 
and  collectible  at  the  option  of  the  holder  of  the  note.  At 
the  same  time  the  plaintiffs  executed  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant  a  bond  for  a  deed,  whereby  they  obligated  them- 
selves to  convey  the  land  to  him  in  fee  simple,  by  good  and 
sufficient  deed,  clear  of  all  encumbrances,  except  certain  taxes, 
wliich  bond  contained  a  stipulation  that  the  defendant  should 
have  immediate  possession,  and  this  further  provision:  "If 
he  shall  make  default  in  any  of  the  above  deferred  payments, 
or  shall  violate  any  of  the  agreeinents  herein  contained,  the 
said  obligors  [the  plaintiffs]  may  declare  this  bond  void  and 
may  forthwith  repossess  themselves  of  said  premises." 

'i'lie  defendant  immediately  went  into  possession.  Soon 
thereafter  the  plaiiitiffs  assigned  and  transferred  the  promis- 
sory notes  for  the  deferred  payments  to  Moore  Bros,  as  col- 
lateral security.  When  the  first  note  matured,  the  defendant 
offered  to  pay  all  the  notes  upon  the  delivery  to  him  of  a 
deed  to  the  premises,  as  stipulated  in  the  bond.  Nothing 
definite  was  done  at  that  time,  however,  and  in  November  he 
paid  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  to  ^Moore  Bros,  on 
the  first  note,  and  again  requested  a  deed,  offering  at  the 
same  time  to  pay  all  the  notes  in  full.  In  January,  1904, 
the  plaintiffs  redeemed  the  notes  from  I\Ioore  Bros.,  and  on  the 
25111  of  February  notiiied  the  defendant  that  they  had  elected 
to  terminate  the  contract  and  to  repossess  themselves  of  the 
land  berause  of  his  default  in  making  the  payments,  at  the 
same  time  offering  to  return  the  unpaid  notes.  'J'he  defendant 
refused  to  accept  the  notes  or  to  relinciuish  his  chiini  under  the 
*^i  bond.  On  March  7th  he  tendered  to  plaintiffs  and  offered 
to  pay  the  entire  amount  due  on  the  purchase  price,  and  de- 
numded  from  them  a  deed  as  stipulated  in  the  contract.  At 
the  time  of  the  attempted  rescission  by  the  plaintiff's  the  prop- 
erty was  encumbered  by  moi'tgages  to  the  amount  of  about 
three  tliuusand  six  hundred  dollars,  and  they  were  then  in  no 
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position  to  comply  with  their  contract  and  convey  the  prop- 
erty to  the  defendant,  free  of  all  liens  and  encumbrances. 
Soon  thereafter  this  suit  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffs.  In 
his  answer  the  defendant  pleads  the  tender  made  on  March 
7th,  brings  the  amount  thereof  into  court,  and  prays  for  a 
decree,  requiring  the  plaintiffs  to  comply  with  their  contract. 
The  defendant  had  a  decree  in  his  favor,  and  plaintiffs  appeal. 

1,  There  are  several  reasons  why  the  decree  of  the  court 
below  sliould  be  affirmed.  In  the  first  place,  the  mere  failure 
of  the  defendant  to  make  the  deferred  payments  on  the  pur- 
chase price  of  the  land  did  not,  ipso  facto,  entail  a  forfeiture 
of  his  rights  under  the  contract.  The  stipulation  in  the  bond 
is  that,  if  default  is  made  in  any  of  the  deferred  payments, 
the  obligors  (the  plaintiffs)  may  declare  the  bond  void  and  re- 
possess themselves  of  the  premises.  This  provision  gave  the 
plaintiffs  power  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement  if  they  elected 
to  do  so,  but  the  mere  default  of  the  defendant  did  not  term- 
inate the  contract  or  work  a  forfeiture  of  his  rights,  unless  the 
plaintiffs  should  elect  to  insist  upon  a  strict  performance  ac- 
cording to  its  terms,  in  which  case  they  were  required  to  give 
him  timely  and  reasonable  notice  of  their  intention  to  cancel 
the  contract,  so  he  might  have  an  opportunity  to  comply  with 
its  terms  and  make  the  payments:  Pomeroy  on  Contracts,  2d 
ed.,  sec.  393;  O'Connor  v.  Hughes,  35  Minn.  446,  29  N.  W. 
152.  "Such  notice,"  says  Dickinson,  J.,  in  O'Connor  v. 
Hughes,  a  case  similar  to  the  one  at  bar,  "might  have  been 
given  before  the  time  named  for  payment,  or,  if  not  so  made, 
notice  might  have  been  given  after  default,  fixing  a  reasonable 
time  within  which  payment  would  be  required ;  but  the  rights 
of  the  purchaser  under  a  contract  not  absolutely  terminated 
cannot  be  extinguished  by  a  summary  declaration  of  for- 
feiture." 

^^^  2.  Again,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  declare  a  forfeiture  at 
the  time  they  attempted  to  do  so,  because  they  were  not  then 
in  a  position  to  comply  with  the  contract  on  their  part.  The 
property  was  subject  to  mortgages  for  about  three  thousand 
six  hundred  dollars,  and  they  could  not  convey  it  to  the  de- 
fendant in  fee  simple,  free  from  all  liens  and  encumbrances, 
as  they  had  agreed  to  do.  The  rights  of  a  vendee  under  a  con- 
tract like  the  one  under  consideration  cannot  be  forfeited  by 
the  vendor,  although  default  has  been  made  in  the  payments, 
unless  he  is  in  a  position  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement  : 
29  Am.  &  Eng.  Eney.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  683j  2  Warvelle  on 
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Vendors,  2d  ed.,  sec.  822;  "Wells  v.  Pa-o,  48  Or.  74,  82  Pae. 
856,  3  L.  K  A.,  N.  S.,  103;  Baker  v.  Bishop  Hill  Colony,  45 
III.  264. 

3.  And,  finally,  this  is  a  suit  in  efpiity,  either  to  de-la  re  a 
forfeiture  or  to  foreclose  the  defendant's  equitable  ri'-ihts  in 
the  pro[)erly.  It  is  a  familiar  doctrine  that  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  declare  a  forfeiture,  but  will  leave  a  parly  entitled 
thereto  to  his  Icual  remedy,  if  any :  1  Pomeroy  on  Ecjuity,  3d 
ed.,  see.  459.  So  that  plaintifls  are  not  eutilled  to  relief  on 
that  ground. 

4.  If,  on  the  otlicr  hand,  the  suit  is  to  be  treated  as  one  for 
the  foreclosure  of  defendant's  interest  in  the  |)roperty,  the 
l)laintifl's  are  not  entitled  to  the  relief  denuinded;  for,  having 
invoked  the  aid  of  a  court  of  e(piity,  they  are  bound  them- 
selves to  do  equity.  The  bond  for  a  deed  traiisferred  to  the 
purchaser  an  equitable  title:  Burkhart  v.  Howard,  14  Or.  39, 
12  Pae.  79;  Sayre  v.  :\rohney,  30  Or.  238,  47  Pae.  197;  Secur- 
ity Sav.  Co  V.  i\rackenzie.  33  Or.  209,  52  Pae.  104G ;  Sievers  v. 
Brown,  34  Or.  454,  5G  Pae.  171,  45  L.  R.  A.  642.  By  institut- 
inii'  this  suit  tlie  plaintiffs  reco.iznizcd  that  defendant  had  some 
interest  in  the  property  which  they  desire  to  have  forever  bar- 
red and  foreclosed.  An  application  for  a  strict  foreclosure  is 
always  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
when  enforced  at  all  will  not  be  done  without  giving  the  de- 
fendant a  reasonable  time  to  comply  with  his  contract:  Secur- 
ity Sav.  Co.  V.  .Mackenzie,  33  Or.  209,  52  Pae.  1046;  Flanagan 
Estate  V.  Great  Cent.  Land  Co.,  45  Or.  335,  77  Pae.  485. 

Tlie  decree  of  ihe  court  below  is  afilrmed. 


I'hr  Fiuihi.  of  a  Verulor  to  roeo\cr  jiosppssion  from  liis  vcnrlce  in  oas« 
of  (li'f;nilt  is  the  subjfct  of  a  note  to  Brixen  v.  Jorgeiisen,  107  Am.  St. 

i;,.,..  71^2. 

lulicf  in  TJ(p(it!i   from  forfoiturrs  is  the  snliject  of  a  note  to   South. 
Pcua    Oil  Co.  V.  Edyoll,  86  Am.  St.  Kep.  48. 
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AUSTIN  V.  VANDERBTLT. 

[48   Or.   206,   85   Pac.   519,]  . 

TROVER — Sufficiency  of  Complaint. — In  an  action  of  trover 
it  is  sufficient  to  allege  the  conversion  as  a  fact  without  stating  the 
particular  acts  constituting  the  unauthorized  assumption  and  exercise 
of  the  right  of  owners!  ip.      (p.  802.) 

TROVER — Tender  by  Pledgor  Before  Suit. — Where  property  has 
been  converted  by  the  pledgee  thereof,  no  tender  of  the  debt  by  the 
pledgor  is  necessary  before  bringing  an  action  for  the  conversion, 
(p.   803.) 

TROVER — Measure  of  Damages — Evidence  of  Value. — The 
value  of  property  at  the  time  of  its  conversion  is  generally  the  measure 
of  damages  in  an  action  of  trover;  but  to  ascertain  that  value,  evi- 
dence of  its  worth  a  reasonable  time  prior  and  subsequent  to  the 
conversion  is  admissible,     (p.  804.) 

A.  K.  Wilson  and  0.  A.  Neal,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  C.  Emmons,  for  the  respondent. 

206  MOORE,  J.  This  is  an  action  by  Aimee  Austin  against 
Oscar  Vanderbilt  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  conversion 
of  personal  property.  The  complaint  states  that,  October  30, 
1902,  at  Los  Angeles,  California,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
and  possessed  of  one  pair  of  six-carat  solitaire  earrings,  pure 
white,  of  the  value  of  nine  hundred  dollars,  and  also  of  one 
horseshoe  pin,  set  with  eleven  diamonds,  of  the  value  of  two 
hundred  and  eighty-five  dollars,  which  she  then  and  there  de- 
livered to  the  defendant ;  that  she  thereafter  demanded  of  him 
possession  of  such  property,  but  he  refused  to  comply  there- 
with, and  converted  it  to  his  own  use,  to  her  damage  in 
the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  eighty-five  dollars.  A  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  having  been 
overruled,  an  answer  was  filed  denying  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  and  averring  that  the  diamonds  were 
delivered  to  the  defendant  as  security  for  a  loan  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars;  that,  plaintiff  having  failed  to  pay  any  part  of 
that  smn,  he  gave  her  a  written  notice,  July  30,  1903,  that  in 
thirty  days  he  would  sell  such  property  ^^"^  to  the  highest  bid- 
der; that  pursuant  to  such  notice  he  sold  the  diamonds  men- 
tioned for  two  hundred  and  fifty-five  dollars,  which  was  the 
full  value  thereof,  to  A.  McPhail  of  Chicago,  Illinois;  that  de- 
fendant, retaining  the  amount  of  his  debt,  tendered  to  plain- 
tiff, in  writing,  fifty-five  dollars,  which  she  refused  to  accept, 
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whereupon  lie  deposited  that  sum  in  court  for  her.  The  reply 
denied  the  allegations  of  new  matter  in  the  answer,  and  the 
cause  being  tried,  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  assessing 
her  damage  at  seven  hundred  and  twenty-six  dollars,  less 
two  hundred  dollars  loaned  to  her  by  the  defendant,  and, 
judgment  having  been  rendered  on  the  verdict  for  five  hun- 
dred and  twenty-six  dollars,  the  defendant  appeals. 

1.  It  is  contended  that  the  complaint  should  have  alleged 
the  sul>stance  of  the  contract,  respecting  the  delivery  of  the 
diamonds,  and  averred  wherein  it  had  been  violated  by  the  de- 
fendant, but  not  having  done  so,  the  pleading  assailed  failed 
to  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  which 
defect  Avns  not  waived  by  answering  over.  In  ]Miller  v.  Ilirsch- 
berg,  27  Or.  522,  40  Pac.  506,  it  was  held  that  an  allegation 
of  the  facts  now  insisted  upon  was  unnecessary  in  an  action  of 
trover,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Bean  saying:  "The  material  aver- 
ments in  an  action  of  this  character  are  ownership  and  right 
to  the  possession  in  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  wrong- 
fully took  and  converted  the  property  in  question  to  his  own 
use,  or  that,  being  lawfully  in  possession  thereof,  he  so  con- 
verted it."  The  conclusion  thus  reached  is  amply  supported 
by  the  adjudged  cases  (21  Ency.  of  PI.  &  Pr.  1053),  which 
hold  that  it  is  sufficient,  in  an  action  of  trover,  to  allege  in  the 
complaint  the  conversion  as  a  fact,  without  stating  the  partic- 
ular acts  constituting  the  unauthorized  assumption  and  exer- 
cise of  the  right  of  ownership  over  the  plaintiff's  goods  and 
personal  chattels  to  the  exclusion  of  his  dominion  over  them ; 
21  Ency.  of  PI.  &  Pr.  1077.  Whether  it  is  necessary  to  the 
maintenance  of  an  action  of  this  character  '-^^^  to  allege  a 
tender  of  the  sum  loaned,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which  the 
property  was  pledged,  will  be  considered  in  connection  with 
tlie  contention  that  the  court  erred  in  denying  a  motion  for  a 
nonsuit  and  also  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find  for 
the  doLcndaiit. 

2.  An  examination  of  the  plaintiff's  pleadings  would  seem  to 
show  that  her  theory  was  that  the  delivery  of  the  diamonds 
was  a  mere  nalanl  bailment;  but,  as  the  jury  found  that  she 
owed  the  defendant  two  hundred  dollars,  we  shall  adopt  his 
hypotlu'sis,  that  the  deliveiy  of  the  jewels  to  him  was  a  pledge 
to  secure  the  payment  of  that  sum.  The  bill  of  exceptions 
eontaiiis  the  following  statement:  "There  was  no  evidence  in- 
trodurod  at  the  trial  of  any  demand  to  repay  any  loan,  or  of 
tiny  tender  of  aii\'  ni<)ii(\\'  by  plaintitf  to  defendant." 

Am.    h^t.    Ko]).,    Vol.    120 — 51 
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So  that  a  consideration  of  questions  of  averments  and  of 
proof  of  tender  become  important.  In  ITalliday  v.  Holgate, 
L.  R.  3  Ex.  299,  one  Bentley  borrowed  of  the  defendant  a  sum 
of  money,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which  he  deposited  scrip 
certificates  for  certain  shares  of  stock  in  a  mining  company. 
Bentley  became  a  bankrupt  and  absconded,  whereupon  the  de- 
fendant, without  demand  or  notice,  sold  a  part  of  the  certifi- 
cates. The  plaintiff,  as  the  bankrupt's  assignee,  not  having 
tendered  any  of  the  debt,  brought  an  action  of  trover  against 
the  defendant,  to  recover  the  value  of  the  shares  disposed  of, 
and  it  was  held,  affirming  the  decision  in  Donald  v.  Suckling, 
L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  585,  that,  assuming  the  sale  to  be  wrongful,  as 
the  immediate  right  to  the  possession  of  the  shares  of  stock 
was  not  by  the  sale  revested  in  the  plaintiff,  he  could  not  main- 
tain trover,  either  for  the  whole  value  of  the  shares  or  for 
nominal  damages,  thereby  substantially  overruling  the  de- 
cision in  Johnson  v.  Stear,  15  Cora.  B.,  N.  S.,  330.  In  ITal- 
liday V.  Holgate,  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  speaking  for  the  court  of 
exchequer  chamber,  in  discussing  the  question,  says:  "It  is 
true  the  pledgor  has  such  a  property  in  the  article  pledged  as 
he  can  convey  to  a  third  person,  but  he  has  no  right  to  the 
goods  without  paying  off  the  debt,  and  until  the  debt  is  paid 
off  the  pledgee  has  the  whole  present  interest.  If  he  deals 
with  it  in  a  manner  other  ^^^  than  is  allowed  by  law  for  the 
payment  of  his  debt,  then,  in  so  far  as  by  disposing  of  the 
reversionary  interest  of  the  pledgor  he  causes  to  the  pledgor 
any  difficulty  in  obtaining  possession  of  the  pledge  on  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  due,  and  thereby  does  him  any  real  damage, 
he  commits  a  legal  wrong  against  the  pledgor.  But  it  is  a 
contradiction  in  fact,  and  would  be  to  call  a  thing  that  which 
it  is  not,  to  say  that  the  pledgee  consents  by  his  act  to  revest 
in  the  pledgor  the  immediate  interest  or  right  in  the  pledge, 
which  by  the  bargain  is  out  of  the  pledgor  and  in  the  pledgee. 
Therefore,  fer  an}'  such  wrong  an  action  of  trover  or  of 
detinue,  each  of  which  assumes  an  immediate  right  to  posses- 
sion in  the  plaintiff,  is  not  maintainable,  for  the  right  clearly 
is  not  in  the  plaintiff."  The  doctrine  thus  announced  in  Eng- 
land prevails  in  some  of  the  states  of  the  Union. 

In  Cortelyou  v.  Lansing,  2  Caines'  Cas.  200,  however,  a 
different  rule  was  adopted,  where  it  was  held  that,  if  a  pledgee 
sells  the  pledge  before  application  is  made  to  redeem  it,  he  is 
answerable  in  damages  for  the  value  of  tlie  property  converted 
and  that  it  is  not  necessary  in  such  case  to  make  an  actual 
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tender  of  the  sum  due,  to  secure  the  payment  of  wliich  the 
property  was  delivered  to  the  pledgee.  In  deciding  that  case 
Mr.  Justice  Kent,  assigning  a  reason  for  the  conclusion  thus 
reached,  observes:  "But  when  one  party  has  incapacitated 
himself  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  there  is  no  need 
of  the  other  coniing  forward  at  the  time  to  make  a  tender,  or 
to  show  himself  in  a  capacity  to  pay,  because  it  would  be  a 
nugatory  act  which  the  law  will  never  require.  If  tlie  one 
parly  discharges  the  other  from  a  performance,  by  saying  he 
will  not  perform  on  his  part  (and  voluntarily  and  notoriously 
rendering  himself  unable  to  perform  his  part  is  equivalent  to 
such  discharge),  it  is  well  understood  that  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  other  part}^  to  go  forward."  The  rule  established  in 
that  pioneer  case  is  tersely  stated  by  i\Ir.  IMilburn,  as  follows: 
"If  the  property  has  been  converted  by  the  pledgee,  no  tender 
of  the  debt  secured  need  be  made  by  the  pledgor  before 
bringing  an  action  against  the  pledgee" :  22  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  2d  ed.,  874.  Judge  Story,  in  his  work  on  Bailments 
(8th  ed.,  ^^^  sec.  349),  in  speaking  of  the  recovery  of  com- 
pensation for  injury  sustained  by  reason  of  the  conversion  of 
a  pledge,  remarks:  "But  if  an  action  is  brought,  the  pledgee 
may  recoup  his  debt  in  the  damages."  In  addition  to  the 
e;ises  cited  by  JMr.  jMilburn,  as  supporting  the  text  quoted,  see 
the  following:  Hallack  L.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Gray,  19  Colo.  149,  34 
I'ac.  1000;  Wilson  v.  Little,  2  N.  Y.  443,  51  Am.  Dec.  307; 
Pu-ush  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  71  Fed.  102,  17  C.  C.  A.  627 ;  AVar- 
ing  V.  Gaskill,  95  Ga.  731,  22  S.  E.  659;  Glidden  v.  :Meclianics' 
Nat.  Ba]ik,  53  Ohio  St.  588,  42  N.  E.  995,  43  L.  R.  A.  737 ; 
Feige  v.  Burt,  118  Mich.  243,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  390,  77  N.  W. 
928 ;  AVork  v.  Bennett,  70  Pa.  484. 

The  pledgee  impliedly  agrees  faiHifully  to  hold  the  pledge 
until  the  conditions  have  been  performed  upon  the  faitli  of 
which  tlie  choses  in  action,  goods,  or  personal  chattels  have 
lirin  delivered  to  him.  If,  in  violation  of  his  trust,  he  sells  or 
(li.>l)()-;es  of  the  plcdye,  thereby  putting  it  out  of  liis  power  to 
return  the  i>rupcrty,  it  would  be  useless  to  impose  upon  the 
pledgor  the  burden  of  tendering  to  the  pledgee  the  paynient 
ol"  (he  debt,  or  the  performance  of  the  duly  before  he  could 
niiiintain  an  action  against  the  pledgee  for  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  I't.'ason  of  the  conversion,  when  it  would  be  impos- 
sible for  tlie  laLler  to  discharge  the  obligation  ^hich  he  had 
undiuMaken.  AVheu  a  pledg(>e.  by  liis  o\'ei-t  aet,  violates  the 
terms  of  his  agreeiiienl,  so  that  it  cannot  be  speeilieally  eu- 
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forced,  he  necessarily  severs  the  fiduciary  relations  he  assumed 
toward  the  pledgor,  whose  remedy  against  him  in  this  form 
of  an  action  for  the  injury  sustained,  though  treated  as  one 
for  conversion,  is  in  reality  founded  on  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract: Glidden  v.  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank,  53  Ohio  St.  588,  42 
N.  E.  985,  43  L.  R.  A.  737.  The  statement  that  the  rules  of 
law,  which  are  founded  in  reason,  do  not  require  the  perform- 
ance of  vain  things,  has  been  so  often  repeated  as  to  be- 
come almost  a  general  maxim,  invoking  which,  we  think,  there 
was  no  necessity  to  allege  in  the  complaint,  or  to  prove  ^*^  at 
the  trial  a  tender  of  any  sum  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant as  a  condition  precedent  to  this  right  to  maintain  this 
action. 

3.  A.  Feldenheimer,  who,  as  plaintiff's  witness,  testified 
that  he  had  bought  and  sold  diamonds  for  several  years  and 
knew  the  value  thereof,  was  permitted,  over  objection  and  ex- 
ception, to  state  the  highest  market  value  from  October  30. 
1902,  to  the  time  of  trial,  of  two  pure  white  flawless  dia- 
monds, one  weighing  a  trifle  less  and  the  other  a  little  more 
than  three  carats,  and  also  to  specify  the  rate  of  increase  in  the 
value  of  such  jewels  in  the  interim,  and  it  is  contended  by 
defendant's  counsel  that  an  error  was  committed  thereby 
The  value  of  properly  at  the  time  of  its  conversion  is  generally 
the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  of  trover.  To  ascertain 
that  value,  however,  evidence  of  its  worth  a  reasonable  time 
prior  and  subsequent  to  the  conversion  is  admissible :  Douglass 
v.  Kraft,  9  Cal.  562 ;  Hamer  v.  Hathaway,  33  Gal.  117 ;  Denton 
V.  Smith.  61  Mich.  431,  28  N.  W.  160;  Kendrick  v.  Beard,  90 
Mich.  589,  51  N.  W.  645 ;  Gauche  v.  Milbrath,  94  Wis.  674,  69 
N.  W.  999. 

4.  "We  think  no  error  ^vas  committed  as  alleged,  nor  in  per- 
mitting the  witness  to  testify  concerning  the  value  of  "flaw- 
less" diamonds;  for  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  disclose 
that  the  jewels  which  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  were 
not  of  that  quality. 

These  considerations  necessitate  an  affirmance  of  the  judg- 
ment, wiiich  is  ordered. 
Affirmed. 


If  a  Pledgor  has  No  Notice  of  a  Conversion  of  the  property  by  the 
pledgee  and  an  application  of  the  proceeds  to  the  paynient  of  the 
pledgor's  debt  until  after  the  conversion,  he  may  maintain  an  actiim 
fur  damages,  without  a  tender  of  the  amount  due  and  without  a  de- 
mand for  the  return  of  the  property:  Gregg  v.  Bank  of  Columbia,  72 
S.  C.  458,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  033. 


June,  1906.]  State  r.  Mn.LEii.  605 

The  fifeosure  of  Liahillty  for  a  Conversion  is  orilinnvily  tlio  vnlno  of 
the  chattel  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  conversion:  Ainorifiin  Soda 
Fountain  Co.  v.  Fiitrall,  73  Ark.  4G4.  108  Am.  St.  Rop.  G4.  But  see 
Gregg  V.  Bank  of  Columbia,  72  S.  C.  458,  110  Am,  St.  Rep.  633. 


STATE  V.  MULLER. 

[48   Or.   252,   85   Pac.   855.] 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— The  Right  to  LaT)or  or  Employ 
Labor,  guaranteed  by  tlie  fourteenth  amendment,  is  subject  to  the 
power  of  the  states  to  reasonably  regulate  callings  affecting  the  pub- 
lic  health   and  welfare,      (p.   800.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Hours  of  Labor  by  Females.— A 
statute  is  constitutional  M'liieh  forbids  the  employment  of  females 
more  than  ten  hours  a  day  in  any  factory,  laundry  or  mechanical  es- 
tablishment,     (p.   809.) 

W,  D.  Fenton  and  E.  S.  J.  McAllister,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  M.  Crawford,  attorney  general,  John  Manning,  district 
attorney,  and  B.  E.  Hancy,  for  the  state. 

-•'^'*  BEAN,  C.  J.  In  1903  the  legislature  passed  an  act 
which,  among  other  things,  provided  that  "no  female  [shall] 
be  employed  in  any  mechanical  establishment,  or  factory,  or 
laundry,  in  this  state,  more  than  ten  hours  during  any  one 
day,"  and  that  "  any  employer  who  shall  recpiire  any  female 
to  work  in  any  of  the  places  mentioned"  more  than  the  pro- 
hibited time  "shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be"  punished,  etc.:  Laws  1903,  p.  1-48. 
The  defendant  was  convicted  for  a  violation  of  this  act  by 
requiring  a  female  to  work  more  than  the  prescribed  time  in 
a  laundry.  He  appeals  to  this  court  on  the  ground  that  the 
law  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  violative  of  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  which 
provides  that  no  state  shall  "deprive  any  person  of  life,  lib- 
erty, or  property,  without  due  process  of  law,"  and  of  sections 
1  and  20  of  article  1  of  the  constitution  of  this  state,  as 
follows: 

Section  1.  "We  declare  that  all  men,  when  they  form  a 
social  compact,  are  equal  in  rights." 

And  section  20:  "No  law  sliall  be  passed  granting  to  any 
citizen  or  class  of  citizens,  privileges  or  immunities  which, 
upon  the  same  terms,  shall  not  equally  belong  to  all  citizens." 

1.  The  right  to  labor,  or  employ  labor,  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  interested  parties,  ia 
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not  only  a  liberty  but  a  property  right  guaranteed  to  every 
citizen  by  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  cannot  be  arbitrarily  interfered  with 
by  the  legislature:  Lochner  v.  New  York,  198  U.  S.  45,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  539,  49  L.  ed.  937 ;  Ex  parte  Kuback,  85  Cal.  274,  20 
Am.  St.  Rep.  226,  24  Pac.  737,  9  L.  R.  A.  482;  Frorer  v. 
^•'*  People,  141  111.  171,  31  N.  E.  395,  16  L.  R.  A.  492 ;  State 
V.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  R.  A.  789 ;  Low 
V.  Rees  Printing  Co.,  41  Neb.  127,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  59  N. 
W.  362,  24  L.  R.  A.  702 ;  Seattle  v.  Smyth,  22  Wash.  327,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  939,  60  Pac.  1120.  But  the  amendment  was 
not  designed  or  intended  to  limit  the  right  of  the  state, 
under  its  police  power,  to  prescribe  such  reasonable  regula- 
tions as  may  be  necessary  to  promote  the  welfare,  peace, 
morals,  education  or  good  order  of  the  people,  and  therefore 
the  hours  of  work  in  employments  which  are  detrimental  to 
health  may  be  regulated  by  the  legislature:  Ilolden  v.  Hardy, 
169  U.  S.  366,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383,  42  L.  ed.  780. 

The  right  to  labor  and  to  contract  for  labor,  like  all  rights, 
is  itself  subject  to  such  reasonable  limitations  as  are  essential 
to  the  peace,  health,  welfare  and  good  order  of  the  community, 
and,  as  said  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States:  "A 
large  discretion  is  necessarily  vested  in  the  legislature  to  deter- 
mine, not  only  what  the  interests  of  the  public  require,  but 
what  measures  are  necessary  for  the  protection  of  such  inter- 
ests": Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  499, 
38  L.  ed.  385.  In  Ilolden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  18  Sup  Ct. 
Rep.  383,  42  L.  ed.  780,  the  court,  referring  to  the  limitations 
placed  by  a  state  upon  the  hours  of  workmen  in  underground 
mines,  said:  "These  emplo^'^ments,  when  too  long  pursued,  the 
legislature  has  judged  to  be  detrimental  to  the  health  of  the 
employes,  and,  so  long  as  there  are  reasonable  grounds  for  be- 
lieving that  this  is  so,  its  decision  upon  this  subject  cannot  be 
reviewed  by  the  federal  courts."  And  in  the  subsequent  case 
of  Gundling  v.  Chicago,  177  U.  S.  183,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  633, 
44  L.  ed.  725,  the  court  uses  this  language:  "Regulations  re- 
specting the  pursuit  of  a  lawful  trade  or  business  are  of  very 
frequent  occurrence  in  the  various  cities  of  the  country,  and 
what  such  regulations-  shall  be  and  to  what  particular  trade, 
business,  or  occupation  they  shall  apply,  are  questions  for  the 
state  to  determine,  and  their  determination  comes  within  the 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power  by  the  state,  and  unless  the 
regulations  are  so  utterly  unreasonable  and  extravagant  in 
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their  "''^  nature  and  purpose  tliat  the  property  and  personal 
riprhts  of  the  citizen  are  unnecessarily,  and  in  a  manner  wholly 
arbitrary,  interfered  with  or  destroyed  without  due  process  of 
law,  they  do  not  extend  beyond  the  power  of  the  state  to  pass, 
and  they  form  no  subject  for  federal  interference."  The 
legislature  may  not,  therefore,  unduly  interfere  with  the  lib- 
erty of  contract,  or  arbitrarily  limit  the  right  of  a  citizen  to 
enter  into  such  contracts  as  to  him  may  seem  expedient  or 
desirable ;  but  it  may  prescribe  reasonaljle  regulations  in  refer- 
ence thereto  and  limitations  thereon  to  promote  the  general 
welfare  and  guard  the  public  health,  and  the  power  of  the 
courts  to  review  such  regulations  exists  only  "when  that  which 
the  legislature  has  done  comes  within  the  rule  that  if  a  statute, 
purporting  to  have  been  enacted  to  protect  the  public  health, 
the  public  morals,  or  the  public  safety,  has  no  real  or  sub- 
stantial relation  to  those  objects,  or  is  beyond  all  question  a 
plain,  palpable  invasion  of  rights  secured  by  the  fundamental 
law":  Jacobson  v.  Massachusetts,  197  U.  S.  11,  31,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  358,  49  L.  ed.  643. 

2.  Now,  the  statute  in  question  was  plainly  enacted,  although 
not  so  declared  therein,  in  order  to  conserve  the  public  health 
and  welfare  by  protecting  the  physical  well-being  of  females 
who  work  in  mechanical  establishments,  factories  and  laun- 
dries. Such  legislation  must  be  taken  as  expressing  the  belief 
of  the  legislature,  and  through  it  of  the  people,  that  the  labor 
of  females  in  such  establishments  in  excess  of  ten  hours  in  any 
one  day  is  detrimental  to  health  and  injuriously  affects  the 
public  welfare.  The  only  question  for  the  court  is  whether 
such  a  regulation  or  limitation  has  any  real  or  substantial  rela- 
tion to  the  object  sought  to  be  accomplished,  or  whether  it  is 
"so  utterly  unreasonable  and  extravagant"  as  to  amount  to  a 
mere  arbitrary  interference  with  the  right  to  contract.  On 
this  question,  we  are  not  without  authority.  Legislation  limit- 
ing the  hours  during  which  women  may  be  employed  is  in 
force  in  several  of  the  states  of  the  Union,  and,  so  far  as  we  are 
advised,  such  legislation  has  everywhere  been  upheld,  except 
in  the  slate  of  Illinois.  This  particular  class  of  legislation 
w'as  first  ^^*^  enacted  in  INIassachusetts,  and  came  before  the 
supreme  court  of  that  state  in  Conunonwealtli  v.  Hamilton 
Mfg.  Co.,  120  ]\ra.ss.  383.  The  law  provided  that  "no  minor 
under  the  ace  of  eighteen  years,  and  no  woman  over  that  age, 
shall  be  employed  in  laboring  by  any  pei'son.  lirm  or  corpora- 
tion  in   any   manufacluring   establishment   in   this   common- 
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wealth  more  than  ten  hours  in  any  one  day,"  except  in  certain 
cases,  and  that  "in  no  case  shall  the  hours  of  labor  exceed 
sixty  per  week."  This  law  was  held  valid,  the  court  declaring 
that  it  was  not  in  violation  of  any  rights  reserved  to  the  in- 
dividual citizen,  because  "it  merely  provides  that  in  an  em- 
ployment which  the  legislature  has  evidently  deemed  to  some 
extent  dangerous  to  health  no  person  shall  be  engaged  in  labor 
more  than  ten  hours  a  day  or  sixty  hours  a  week.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  such  legislation  may  be  maintained  either  as 
a  health  or  police  regulation,  if  it  were  necessary  to  resort  to 
either  of  those  sources  for  power.  This  principle  has  been 
so  frequently  recognized  in  this  commonwealth  that  reference 
to  the  decisions  are  unnecessary."  And  it  was  held  that  the 
law  did  not  violate  the  right  of  the  female  employe  to  labor 
in  accordance  with  her  own  judgment  as  to  the  number  of 
Lours  ^he  should  A/ork,  because  it  merely  prohibited  her  being 
employed  continuously  in  the  same  service  more  than  a  certain 
number  of  hours  during  a  day  or  week,  leaving  her  free  to 
work  elsewhere  as  many  hours  as  she  might  desire. 

In  1899  the  legislature  of  Nebraska  (Laws  1899,  p.  362, 
c.  107),  enacted  a  law  providing  that  "no  female  shall  be  em- 
ployed in  any  manufacturing,  mechanical  or  mercantile  estab- 
lishments, hotel  or  restaurant  in  this  state  more  than  sixty 
hours  during  any  one  week  and  that  ten  hours  shall  constitute 
a  day's  labor."  This  legislation  was  upheld  by  the  court  on 
the  grflund  that  it  was  a  reasonable  regulation  to  promote  the 
public  good  and  to  protect  the  health  and  well-being  of  women 
engaged  in  labor  in  the  establishments  mentioned  in  the  act, 
and  therefore  came  within  the  police  powers  of  the  state: 
Wenham  v.  State,  65  Neb.  394,  91  N.  W.  421,  58  L.  R.  A.  825. 
The  court  said:  "Women  and  children  have  always,  to  '^^"^  a 
certain  extent,  been  wards  of  the  state.  Women  in  recent 
years  have  been  partly  emancipated  from  their  conmion-law 
disabilities.  They  now  have  a  limited  right  to  contract.  They 
may  own  property,  real  and  personal,  in  their  own  right,  and 
may  engage  in  business  on  their  own  account.  But  they  have 
no  voice  in  the  enactment  of  the  laws  by  which  they  are  gov- 
erned, and  can  take  no  part  in  municipal  affairs.  They  are 
unable,  by  reason  of  their  physical  limitations,  to  endure  the 
same  hours  of  exhaustive  labor  as  may  be  endured  by  adult 
males.  Certain  kinds  of  work,  which  may  be  performed  by 
men  without  injury  to  their  health,  would  wreck  the  consti- 
tutions and  destroy  the  health  of  women,  and  render  them 
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incapal)le  of  bearing  tlieir  share  of  the  1)urdens  of  the  family 
and  the  home.  The  state  must  be  accorded  the  riglit  to  cuard 
and  protect  women,  as  a  class,  against  such  a  condition  ;  and 
the  law  in  question,  to  that  extent,  conserves  the  public  healtli 
and  welfare." 

In  1901  a  similar  statute  was  enacted  in  the  state  of  Wash- 
ington, and  was  held  valid  in  the  supreme  court  in  State  v. 
Buchanan,  29  Wash.  602,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  930,  70  Pac.  52, 
59  L.  R.  A.  342,  Mr.  Justice  Dunbar  saying:  "It  is  a  mat- 
ter of  universal  knowledge  with  all  reasonably  intelligent  peo- 
ple of  the  present  age  that  continuous  standing  on  the  feet  by 
women  for  a  great  many  consecutive  hours  is  deleterious  to 
their  health.  It  must  logically  follow  that  that  which  would 
deletcriously  affect  any  great  number  of  women,  who  are  the 
mothers  of  succeeding  generations,  must  necessarily  affect  the 
public  welfare  and  the  public  morals.  Law  ib,  or  ought  to  be 
a  progressive  science.  While  the  principles  of  justice  are 
immutable,  changing  conditions  of  society  and  the  evolution 
of  employment  make  a  change  in  the  application  of  principles 
absolutely  necessary  to  an  intelligent  administration  of  gov- 
ernment." 

The  case  of  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  98,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
315,  40  N.  E.  454,  29  L.  R.  A.  79,  is  the  only  decision  to  which 
our  attention  has  been  called,  or  which  we  have  been  able  to 
find,  in  which  an  act  of  the  kind  under  consideration  has  been 
^^^  held  unconstitutional  and  void.  The  case  is  well  consid- 
ered and  ably  presented,  but  is,  we  think,  borne  down  by  the 
weight  of  authorit.y  and  sound  reason.  We  are  of  the  opinion, 
therefore,  that  the  act  in  question  is  not  void  be(;ause  an 
arbitrary  and  unwarranted  limitation  of  the  right  of  contract, 
but  is  within  the  police  power  of  the  state. 

Nor  can  we  concur  with  counsel  that  it  is  an  arbitrary  and 
unwai-rantable  discrimination  against  persons  engaged  in  the 
particular  business  or  employments  specified,  because  persons 
in  oiher  businesses  or  callings  are  not  prohibited  from  re(|uir- 
iiig  or  permitting  their  female  employes  to  work  more  than 
ten  liours  a  day.  Nearly  all  legislation  is  special  in  the  ob- 
jects sought  to  be  obtained  or  in  its  application,  aiul  the  gen- 
ei-al  rule  is  that  such  legislation  does  not  infringe  the  con- 
st ilutional  right  to  equal  protection  of  the  laws  when  all 
persons  subject  thereto  are  tr(>ated  alike  under  like  circum- 
stances and  conditions:  In  re  01)erg,  21  Or.  406,  28  Pac.  130, 
14  L.  R.  A.  577;  Ex  parte  Xorthrup,  41  Or.  489,  69  Pac.  445. 
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"The  discriminations  which  are  open  to  objection,"  says  ]Mr. 
Justice  Field,  in  Soon  Hing  v.  Crowley,  113  U.  S.  703,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  Kep.  730,  28  L.  ed.  1145,  "are  those  where  persons  en- 
gaged in  the  same  business  are  subjected  to  different  restric- 
tions, or  are  held  entitled  to  different  privileges,  under  the 
same  conditions.  It  is  only  then  that  the  discrimination  can 
be  said  to  impair  that  equal  right  which  all  can  claim  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  laws." 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


The  Principal  Case  was  Aflarmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States:  See  Muller  v.  State,  00  U.  S.  000,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Eep. 
.324,  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  therein 
as  follows: 

"On  February  19,  1903,  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  Oregon  passed 
an  act  (Sess.  Laws  1903,  p.  148)  the  first  section  of  which  is  in  these 
words: 

"  'Sec.  1.  That  no  female  (shall)  be  employed  in  any  mechanical 
establishment,  or  factory,  or  laundry  in  this  state  more  than  ten 
hours  during  any  one  day.  The  hours  of  work  may  be  so  arranged  as 
tc  permit  the  employment  of  females  at  any  time  so  that  they  shall 
not  work  more  than  ten  hours  during  the  twenty-four  hours  of  any 
one  day.' 

"Section  3  made  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  prior  sections 
a  misdemeanor  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  less  than  ten  dollars  nor  more 
than  twenty-five  dollars.  On  September  18,  1905,  an  information 
was  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  state  for  the  county  of  Multnomah, 
charging  that  the  defendant  'on  the  fourth  day  of  September, 
A.  D.  1905,  in  the  county  of  Multnomah  and  state  of  Oregon,  then 
and  there  being  the  owner  of  a  laundry  known  as  the  Grand  Laundry, 
in  the  city  of  Portland,  and  the  employer  of  females  therein,  did 
then  and  there  unlawfully  permit  and  sufi;er  one  Joe  Haselbock,  he,  the 
said  Joe  Haselbock,  then  and  there  being  an  overseer,  superintendent, 
and  agent  of  said  Curt  Muller,  in  the  said  Grand  Laundry,  to  re- 
quire a  female,  to  wut  one  Mrs.  E.  Gotcher  to  work  more  than  ten 
hours  in  said  laundry  on  said  fourth  day  of  September,  A.  D.  1905, 
contrary  to  the  statutes  in  such  cases  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  state  of  Oregon.' 

"A  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  against  the  defendant,  who  was  sen- 
tenced to  pay  a  fine  of  ten  dollars.  The  supreme  court  of  the  state 
aflirmcd  the  conviction  (48  Or.  252,  85  Pac.  855),  whereupon  the  case 
was  brought  here  on  writ  of  error. 

"The  single  question  is  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  under 
which  the  defendant  was  convicted,  so  far  as  it  afifects  the  work 
of  a  female  in  a  laundry.  That  it  docs  not  conflict  with  any  pro- 
visions of  the  state  constitution  is  settled  by  the  decision  of  the  su- 
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preme  court  of  the  state.  The  contentions  of  the  defendant,  now 
plaintiff  in  error,  are  thus  stated  in  his  brief: 

"'1.  Because  the  statute  attempts  to  prevent  persons  sui  juris 
from  making  their  own  contracts  and  thus  violates  the  provisions 
of  the  fourteenth  amendment,  as  follows:  "No  state  shall  make  or 
enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  per- 
son of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor 
deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws." 

"  '2.  Because  the  statute  does  not  apply  equally  to  all  persons 
similarly  situated,  and  is  class  legislation. 

"  '.3.  Tiie  statute  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police  power.  The 
kinds  of  work  prescribed  are  not  unlawful,  nor  are  they  declared 
to  be  immoral  or  dangerous  to  the  public  health;  nor  can  such  a 
law  be  sustained  on  the  ground  that  it  is  designed  to  protect  women 
ou  account  of  their  sex.  There  is  no  necessary  or  reasonable  connec- 
tion between  the  limitation  prescribed  by  the  act  and  the  public 
health,  safety,  or  welfare.' 

"It  is  the  law  of  Oregon  that  women,  whether  married  or  single, 
have  equal  contractual  and  personal  rights  with  men.  As  said  by 
Chief  .lustice  Wolverton,  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Leonard,  36  Or.  390, 
50  Pac.  873,  after  a  review  of  the  various  statutes  of  the  state  upon 
the  subject: 

"  'We  may  therefore  say  with  perfect  confidence  that,  with  these 
three  sections  upon  the  statute  book,  the  wife  can  deal,  not  only  with 
her  separate  property,  acquired  from  whatever  source,  in  tlie  same  man- 
ner as  her  husband  can  with  property  belonging  to  him,  but  that 
she  may  make  contracts  and  incur  liabilities,  and  the  same  may  be 
enforced  against  her,  the  same  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole.  There  is 
lutw  no  residuum  of  civil  disability  resting  upon  her  which  is  not 
recognized  as  existing  against  the  husband.  The  current  runs  steadily 
and  strongly  in  the  direction  of  the  emancipation  of  the  wife,  and 
the  policy,  as  disclosed  by  all  recent  legislation  upon  the  subject  in 
this  state,  is  to  place  her  upon  the  same  footing  as  if  she  were  a 
fiMiie  sole,  not  only  with  resjiect  to  her  separate  property,  but  as  it 
alV(cts  iier  right  to  make  binding  contracts;  and  tlie  most  natural 
corollary  to  tiie  situation  is  tliat  the  remedies  for  the  enforcenimt  of 
liabilities  incurred  are  made  coextensive  and  coequal  with  such  en- 
ku\L;fd  condition.' 

"It  tlius  aitpears  that,  putting  to  one  side  the  elective  franchise, 
in  the  matter  of  personal  and  contractual  rights  they  stand  on  the 
same  plane  as  tlie  other  sex.  Their  rights  in  these  res]>ects  can  no 
more  be  infringed  than  the  equal  rights  of  tlieir  brotiiers.  We  held 
in  Loehner  v.  New  York,  198  U.  S.  i-l,  L'3  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  539,  49  L. 
Oil.  937,  that  a  law  providing  that  no  laborer  siiall  be  required  or 
peruiittt^d  to   work  iu  bakeries  more   than  sixty  hours  in  a  week  or 


812  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.       [Oregon, 

ten  hours  in  a  day  was  not  as  to  men  a  Icgitiinntc  exorcise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  state,  but  an  unreasonable,  unnecessary  and  ar- 
bitrary interference  with  the  right  and  liberty  of  the  individual  to 
contract  in  relation  to  his  labor,  and  as  such  was  in  conflict  with, 
and  void  under,  the  federal  constitution.  That  decision  is  invoked 
by  plaintiff  in  error  as  decisive  of  the  question  before  us.  But  this 
assumes  that  the  difference  between  the  sexes  does  not  justify  a 
different  rule  respecting  a  restriction  of  the  hours  of  labor. 

"In  patent  cases  counsel  are  apt  to  open  the  argument  with  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  state  of  the  art.  It  may  not  be  amiss,  in  the  present 
case,  before  examining  the  constitutional  question,  to  notice  the 
course  of  legislation,  as  well  as  expressions  of  opinion  from  other 
than  judicial  sources.  In  the  brief  filed  by  Mr.  Louis  D.  Brandeis 
for  the  defendant  in  error  is  a  very  copious  collection  of  all  these 
matters,  an  epitome  of  which  is  found  in  the  margin.* 


•"The  following  legislation  of  the  states  imposes  restriction  in 
some  form  or  another  upon  the  hours  of  labor  that  may  be  required  of 
women:  Massachusetts:  1874,  Eev.  Laws  1902,  c.  lOG,  sec.  2-i;  Khode 
Islaud:  1SS5,  Acts  and  Eesolves  1902,  c.  994,  p.  73;  Louisiana:  18S6, 
Eev.  Laws  1904,  col.  1,  sec.  4,  p.  989;  Connecticut:  1887,  Gen.  Stats. 
Eev.  1902,  sec.  4691;  Maine:  1887,  Eev.  Stats.  1903,  c.  40,  sec.  48;  New 
Hampshire:  1887,  Laws  1907,  c.  94,  p.  95;  Marvland:  1888,  Pub. 
Gen.  Laws  1903,  art.  100,  sec.  1;  Virginia:  1890,  Code  1904,  tit;  51A, 
c.  178A,  sec.  3(yr,7h ;  Pennsylvania:  1897,  Laws  1905,  No.  226,  p.  352; 
New  York.  1899,  Laws  1907,  c.  507,  sec.  77,  subd.  3,  p.  1078;  Nebraska: 
1899,  Comp.  Stats.  1905,  sec.  7955,  p.  1986;  Washington:  Stats.  1901, 
c.  68,  sec.  1,  p.  118;  Colorado:  Acts  1903,  c.  138,  sec.  3,  p.  310;  New 
.Jersey:  1892,  Gen.  Stats.  1895,  p.  2350,  sees.  66,  67;  Oklahoma:  1890, 
Eev.  "^Stats.  1903,  c.  25,  art.  58,  sec.  729;  North  Dakota:  1877,  Eev. 
Code  1905,  see.  9440;  South  Dakota:  1877,  Eev.  Code  (Pen.  Code, 
sec.  764),  p.  1185;  Wisconsin:  1867,  Code  1898,  sec.  1728;  South 
Carolina:   Acts   1907,   No.   233. 

"In  foreign  legislation  Mr.  Brandeis  calls  attention  to  these  stat- 
utes: Great  Britain,  1814:  Law  1901,  1  Edw.  VII,  c.  22.  France,  1848: 
Act  Nov.  2,  ]892,  and  March  30,  1900.  Switzerland,  Canton  of 
Glarus,  1848:  Federal  Law  1877,  art.  2,  sec.  1.  Austria,  1855:  Acts 
1897,  art.  96a,  sees.  1-3.  Holland,  1889:  Art.  5,  sec.  1.  Italy,  June 
19,   1902,   art.    7.     Germany:    Laws    1891. 

"Tlion  follow  extracts  from  over  ninety  reports  of  committees, 
bureaus  of  statistics,  commissioners  of  hygiene,  inspectors  of  fac- 
tories both  in  this  country  and  in  Europe  to  the  effect  that  long  hours 
of  labor  are  dangerous  for  women,  primarily  because  of  their  special 
jihysieal  organization.  The  matter  is  discussed  in  these  reports  in 
diiierent  aspects,  but  all  agree  as  to  the  danger.  It  would,  of  course, 
take  too  much  space  to  give  tliese  reports  in  detail.  Following  tlicm 
are  extracts  from  similar  reports  discussing  the  general  benefits  of 
short  hours  from  an  economic  aspect  of  the  question.  In  many  of 
these  reports  individual  instances  are  given  tending  to  support  the 
general  conclusion.  Perhaps  the  general  scope  and  character  of  all 
these  reports  may  be  summed  up  in  what  an  inspector  for  Hanover 
says:  'The  reasons  for  the  reduction  of  the  working  day  to  ten  hours — 
(a)  the  physical  organization  of  women,  (b)  her  maternal  functions, 
(c)  the  reaving  and  education  of  the  children,  (d)  the  maintenance 
of  the  home— are  all  so  important  and  so  far-reaching  that  the  need 
for  such  reduction  need  hardly  be  discussed.'  " 
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""While  there  have  been  but  few  decisions  bearing  directly  upon  the 
question,  the  following  sustain  tlie  constitutionality  of  such  legisla- 
tion: Commonwealth  v.  Hamilton  Mfg.  Co.,  120  Mass.  383;  Wonliam  v. 
State,  65  Neb.  394,  91  N.  W.  421,  r,S  L.  R.  A.  825;  State  v.  Bnchaiuni, 
29  Wash.  C02,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  930,  70  Pac.  52,  59  L.  R.  A.  342;  Com- 
monwealth V.  Beatty,  15  Pa.  Su[)cr.  Ct.  5,  17;  agninst  them  is  tlic 
case  of  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  98,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  40  N.  JC. 
454,  29  L.  R.  A.  79. 

"The  legislation  and  opinions  referred  to  in  the  margin  may  not  be, 
technically  speaking,  autlioritics,  and  in  them  is  little  or  no  dis- 
cussion of  the  constitutional  question  presented  to  us  for  determina- 
tion, yet  they  are  significant  of  a  widespread  belief  that  woman  's 
physical  structure  and  the  functions  she  performs  in  consequence  there- 
of justify  special  legislation  restricting  or  qualifying  the  conditions 
under  which  she  should  be  permitted  to  toil.  Constitutional  ques- 
tions, it  is  true,  are  not  settled  by  even  a  consensus  of  present  pub- 
lic opinion,  for  it  is  the  peculiar  value  of  a  written  constitution, 
that  it  places  in  unchanging  form  limitations  upon  legislative  action, 
and  thus  gives  a  permanence  and  stability  to  popular  government 
which  otherwise  would  be  lacking.  At  the  same  time,  when  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  is  debated  and  debatable,  and  the  extent  to  which  a 
special  constitutional  limitation  goes  is  aiTected  by  the  truth  in  respect 
to  that  fact,  a  widespread  and  long-continued  belief  concerning  it  is 
worthy  of  consideration.  "We  take  judicial  cognizance  of  all  matters 
ot'  general  knowledge. 

"It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  more  than  once  declared  by  this  court, 
that  the  general  rJglit  to  contract  in  relation  to  one's  business  is 
part  of  the  liberty  of  the  individual,  protected  by  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  federal  constitution;  yet  it  is  equally  well  settled 
that  this  liberty  is  not  absolute  and  extending  to  all  contracts,  and 
that  a  state  may,  witliout  conflicting  with  the  provisions  of  the 
fourteenth  amendment,  restrict  in  many  respects  the  individual 's  power 
of  contract.  Without  stopping  to  discuss  at  length  the  extent  to 
which  a  state  7nay  act  in  this  respect,  we  refer  to  the  following  cases 
in  which  the  question  has  been  considered:  Allgeyer  v.  Louisiana. 
1G5  U.  S.  578,  17  Kup.  Ct.  Rep.  427,  41  L.  ed.  832;  Ilolden  v.  Ilardv, 
lii9  U.  S.  3C';,  IS  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383,  42  L.  ed.  780;  Lochner  v.  .\eu- 
York.  Iii8  U.  S.  45,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  539,  49  L.  ed.  937. 

"Tl;at  wem.'ir. 's  physical  structure  and  the  performance  of  material 
fuiu-tit'ii.^  ;  l:;ce  her  at  a  disath  antage  in  the  struggle  for  subsisteuci- 
is  o!)\-ieus.  This  is  cspt>cially  true  when  the  bLirtlcus  of  mothcrhoii! 
are  u[ii)u  her.  Iv.en  when  they  are  not,  by  abuT.dant  te-tiiiiony  of  the 
medic;. 1  fraternity  coiit  iiiimnce  for  a  long  time  on  her  feet  at  work, 
i(>[ie:it  ing  this  from  d;iy  to  d:iy,  t(  nds  to  injurious  iffeets  upon  the 
1).)(1\-.  'ii'il.  ;is  lienlthy  m:i'hers  are  essential  to  vigorous  olVspring, 
the  ,)!!•, -i'.ii  well-being  ni  '.Aoitinii  l)econu>s  nn  object  of  public  interest 
and  eaie  iu  oriler  to  preserve  the  strength  and  vigor  of  the  race. 
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"Still  again,  history  discloses  the  fact  that  woman  has  always 
been  dependent  upon  man.  He  established  his  control  at  the  outset 
by  superior  physical  strength,  and  this  control  in  various  forms,  with 
diminishing  intensity,  has  continued  to  the  present.  As  minors, 
though  not  to  the  same  extent,  she  has  been  looke.d  upon  in  the  courts 
as  needing  especial  care  that  her  rights  may  be  preserved.  Educa- 
tion was  long  denied  her,  and  while  now  the  doors  of  the  school- 
room are  opened  and  her  opportunities  for  acquiring  knowledge  are 
great,  yet  even  with  that  and  the  consequent  increase  of  capacity 
for  business  affairs  it  is  still  true  that  in  the  struggle  for  subsistence 
she  is  not  an  equal  competitor  with  her  brother.  Though  limitations 
upon  personal  and  contractual  rights  may  be  removed  by  legislation, 
there  is  that  in  her  disposition  and  habits  of  life  which  will  operate 
against  a  full  assertion  of  those  rights.  She  will  still  be  where  some 
legislation  to  protect  her  seems  necessary  to  secure  a  real  equality 
of  right.  Doubtless  there  are  individual  exceptions,  and  there  are 
many  respects  in  which  she  has  an  advantage  over  him;  but  looking 
at  it  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  effort  to  maintain  an  independent 
position  in  life,  she  is  not  upon  an  equality.  Dilfeientiatcd  by  these 
matters  from  the  other  sex,  she  is  properly  placed  in  a  class  by  her- 
self, and  legislation  designed  for  her  protection  may  be  sustained, 
even  when  like  legislation  is  not  necessary  for  men,  and  could  not 
be  sustained.  It  is  impossible  to  close  one's  eyes  tothe  fact  that  she 
still  looks  to  her  brother  and  depends  upon  him.  Even  though  all 
restrictions  on  political,  personal  and  contractual  rights  were  taken 
away,  and  she  stood,  so  far  as  statutes  are  concerned,  upon  an  ab- 
solutely equal  plane  with  him,  it  would  still  be  true  that  she  is  so 
constituted  that  she  will  rest  upon  and  look  to  him  for  protection; 
that  her  physical  structure  and  a  proper  discharge  of  her  maternal 
functions — having  in  view  not  merely  her  own  health,  but  the  well- 
being  of  the  race — justify  legislation  to  protect  her  from  the  greed 
as  well  as  the  passion  of  man.  The  limitations  which  this  statute 
places  upon  her  contractual  powers,  upon  her  right  to  agree  with 
her  employer  as  to  the  time  she  shall  labor,  are  not  imposed  solely 
for  her  benefit,  but  also  largely  for  the  benefit  of  all.  Many  words 
cannot  make  this  plainer.  The  two  sexes  ditl'er  in  structure  of  body, 
in  the  functions  to  be  performed  by  each,  in  the  amount  of  physical 
strength,  in  the  capacity  for  long-continued  labor,  particularly  when 
done  standing,  the  inlluence  of  vigorous  health  upon  the  future  well- 
I'cing  of  the  race,  the  self-reliance  which  enables  one  to  assert  full 
rights,  and  in  the  capacity  to  maintain  the  struggle  for  subsistence. 
This  difference  justifies  a  difference  in  legislation,  and  upholds  that 
which  is  designed  to  compensate  for  some  of  the  burdens  which  rest 
upon  her. 

"We  have  not  referred  in  this  discussion  to  the  denial  of  the  elec- 
tive franchise  in  tlie  state  of  Oregon,  for  while  that  nmy  disclose  a 
lack  of  political  equality  in  all  things  with  her  brother,   that  is  not 


August,  1906.]      Reser  v.  Umatilla  County.  815 

of  itself  decisive.  The  reason  nms  deeper,  and  rests  in  the  inlu  rent 
difference  between  the  two  sexes,  and  in  the  dilTereiit  fuiietions  in 
life  which   they  perform. 

"For  these  reasons,  and  without  questioning  in  any  respect  the  de- 
cision in  Lochner  v.  New  York,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  can- 
not be  adjudged  that  the  act  in  question  ia  in  conflict  with  the  fed- 
eral constitution,  so  far  as  it  respects  the  work  of  a  female  in  a 
laundry,  and  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  ©f  Oregon,  is 
affirmed." 


EESER  V.  mrATILLA  COUNTY. 

[48   Or.  326,  86   Pac.   595,] 

ANIMALS. — The    Keeping    and    Pasturing    of    Livestock    are 

subject  to  police  regulation,     (pp.  817,  818.) 

TAXATION — Distinction  Betw^een  Tax  and  License. — The  dis- 
tinction between  a  tax  upon  a  business  or  property  and  a  license  is 
that  the  former  is  exacted  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  business  is 
carried  on  or  the  property  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  taxing 
power,  while  tlie  latter  is  required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
right  to  carry  on  such  business  or  have  such  property  within  the  jur- 
isdiction,    (pp.   818,   819.) 

TAXATION  of  Sheep  of  Nonresident  Owners. — A  statute  im- 
posing a  tax  of  a  cert:iin  sum  upon  each  slieep  brought  into  tlie  state 
by  nonresident  owners,  which  does  not  confer  any  special  privilege  on 
such  owners  nor  make  the  payment  of  the  tax  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  to  bring  sheep  into  the  state,  is  essentially  a  revenue  law, 
and  unconstitutional  because  not  uniform  and  equal  in  its  operation, 
(p.  819.) 

A.  ]\I.  Crawford,  attorney  general,  and  G.  W.  Phelps,  dis- 
trict attorney,  for  the  appellant. 

Oscar  Cain  and  II.  C.  Bryson,  for  the  respondent. 

"-**  BEAN,  C.  J.  In  1905  the  legislature  passed  an  act  "to 
tax  all  foreign  sheep  coming  into  the  state  of  Oregon  for  the 
pui'[)use  of  pastiirr.ge,  or  being  driven  through  the  state," 
w'lich  act  is  as  follows: 

' '  See.  1.  That  all  sliecp,  whose  owner  or  owners  residing  out- 
side of  the  Stale  of  Oregon,  shall  bring  or  cause  to  be  brou.uht 
into  the  Slate  of  Oregon,  any  such  sheep,  for  the  purpo.se  of 
pasturage,  or  for  the  purpose  of  driving  such  sheep  through 
the  Stale  of  Oregon,  such  sheep  shall  be  liable  for,  and  the 
owner  thereof  shall  pay,  the  following  tax  upon  each  and 
every  head  of  sheep:  20  cents  per  head  fur  the  purfiose  of 
pasturage  by  the  year,  or  any  fraetioual  part  of  a  year,  and 
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when  any  such  sheep  shall  be  driven  from  the  state  or  any 
connty  of  the  state,  such  sheep  shall  be  taxed,  and  the  owners 
thereof  made  to  pay,  5  cents  per  head  for  each  and  every 
county  through  which  such  sheep  shall  be  driven;  and  taxes 
herein  specified  shall  be  a  preferred  lien  against  any  sheep 
liable  to  sucli  tax,  and  the  stock  inspectors  of  the  several 
counties  of  this  state  may  take  into  their  possession  any  of 
said  sheep  and  keep  and  retain  such  possession  until  such 
taxes  are  paid;  provided,  that  if  such  tax  "^^"^  so  due  is  not 
paid  within  thirty  days  after  the  same  has  been  assessed,  any 
inspector  of  stock  having  any  such  sheep  shall  sell  the  same, 
by  giving  ten  days'  published  notice  in  the  nearest  newspai)er 
to  where  said  sheep  is  held,  of  the  time  and  place  of  such  sale. 
And  the  sale,  as  herein  provided  for,  shall  convey  an  ab- 
solute title  to  any  and  all  sheep  so  sold;  provided,  that  the 
owner  of  any  sheep  so  sold  may,  within  ten  days  thereafter, 
redeem  such  sheep,  by  paying  all  charges  incurred  in  the 
keeping  and  sale  thereof,  together  with  the  tax  due  thereon, 
and  10  per  cent  interest  and  damages  thereon  on  the  whole 
amount  of  taxes  and  charges. 

' '  Sec.  2.  The  stock  inspectors  of  the  several  counties  of  this 
State  are  hereby  empowered  to  collect  the  taxes  mentioned  in 
Section  1  of  this  act ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  inspectors 
to  collect  all  taxes  and  fines  hereunder,  and  to  keep  careful 
watch  that  all  foreign  sheep  shall  pay  all  the  taxes  and  fines 
herein  provided  for ;  and  when  any  such  sheep  shall  come  or  be 
driven  into  any  county  of  this  State,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
stock  inspector  to  such  county  to  immediately  take  such  sheep 
into  his  possession  and  to  keep  and  retain  possession  of  the 
same  until  the  taxes  and  fines  due  thereon  are  paid,  or  until 
the  sale  thereof,  as  herein  provided  for,  has  been  made;  and 
all  taxes  and  fines  collected  under  this  act  shall  be  paid  intt) 
the  general  fund  of  the  county  where  collected.  The  stock 
inspector  shall  be  allowed  $3.00  per  day  for  each  and  every  day 
actually  employed,  and  said  wages  to  be  paid  by  the  county  for 
which  such  services  are  rendered;  provided,  that  when  tlie  in- 
spector of  any  county  has  to  take  any  stock  in  cliarge  and  sell 
the  same,  in  order  to  collect  the  taxes  and  fines  due  thereon, 
then  such  per  diem  charge  of  $3.00  per  day  shall  be  a  charge 
against  any  slieep  so  held  and  sold  for  taxes  and  fines,  as 
herein  provided  for. 

' '  Sec.  3.  When  any  tax  shall  be  paid  by  the  owner  or  owners 
of  any  slieep,  the  slock  inspector,  to  whom  such  tux  ia  paid, 
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shall  issue  a  tax  certificate  to  the  party  so  paying,  which 
receipt  or  certificate  shall  state  for  what  purpose  the  same 
was  issued,  whether  for  pasturage  or  driving;  provided,  that 
under  no  condition  shall  any  stock  inspector  issue  any  certifi- 
cate, permit,  or  receipt,  whether  for  pasturage  or  driving, 
for  any  diseased  or  unhealthy  sheep,  but  shall  immediatel}'' 
cause  all  diseased  or  unhealthy  sheep  to  be  taken  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  State  at  the  point  where  the  same  sheep  entered 
the  state.  The  owner  or  owners  of  any  sheep  who  shall  fail  or 
refuse  to  immediately  remove  any  diseased  or  unhealthy  sheep 
(when  ^2®  brought  into  this  State)  when  ordered  to  do  so 
by  any  stock  inspector,  shall  be  fined  $25  for  each  and  every 
day  that  such  stock  is  kept  within  the  State  after  having  been 
notified  to  remove  the  same  by  the  stock  inspector  of  the 
county  wherein  such  stock  is  located. 

"Sec.  4.  The  provision  of  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  any  of 
the  hereinbefore  mentioned  stock  that  shall  be  brought  into 
the  State  for  the  purpose  of  being  fed  through  the  winter 
months,  of  November,  December,  January  and  February,  of 
each  year,  or  to  any  stock  being  shipped  to  market":  Laws 
1905,  ^p.  268,  c.  156. 

The  plaintiff,  W.  P.  Reser,  is  a  resident  of  "Washington  and 
the  owner  of  one  hundred  head  of  sheep,  which  were  driven 
into  Umatilla  county,  in  this  state,  for  the  purpose  of  pastur- 
age in  the  spring  of  1905.  In  July  of  that  year,  the  stock  in- 
spector threatened  to  take  possession  of  the  sheep  and  sell 
them  as  provided  in  the  act  referred  to,  unless  the  tax  of 
twenty  cents  a  head  was  paid  thereon.  In  order  to  avoid  such 
seizure  and  sale,  the  plaintiff  paid  the  tax  under  protest,  and 
the  same  was  converted  into  the  general  fund  of  the  county. 
The  plaintiff  thereafter  brought  this  action  to  recover  the 
amount  so  paid,  on  the  ground  that  the  law  under  which  it  was 
exacted  was  unconstitutional  and  void,  because  not  in  accord 
with  section  1,  article  9,  of  the  constitution  of  Oregon,  wliieh 
provides  that  the  rate  ol  assessment  and  taxation  sliall  be 
equal  and  uniform.  The  plaintiff  had  judgment  in  the  court 
below,  and  the  defendant  appeals. 

1.  It  is  conceded  by  the  defendant  county  that  if  the  law  in 
question  is  a  revenue  measure,  and  the  sum  reciuired  to  be  paid 
by  the  owners  of  foreign  sheep  a  tax,  it  is  void,  because  the  tax 
is  not  uniform  or  levied  according  to  value.  But  the  conten- 
tion "'^  is  that  the  law  was  designed  simply  to  regulate  and 
control  the  pasturage  of  foreign  sheep,  and  comes  within  the 
police  power.     There  is  no  doubt  that  the  keeping  of  livestock 
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within  the  state  is  under  police  regulation.  The  state  may 
prohibit  the  running  at  large  of  such  animals,  and  compel 
their  owners  to  keep  them  within  their  own  inclosures,  and  it 
has  been  held  that  it  may  prohil)it  their  grazing  or  being 
horded  within  certain  prescribed  territory :  2  Tiedeman  on 
State  and  Federal  Control,  838;  Sifers  v.  Johnson,  7  Idaho, 
798,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  271,  65  Pac.  709,  54  L.  R.  A.  785 ;  Sweet 
V.  Ballentyne,  8  Idaho,  431,  G9  Pac.  995;  Spencer  v.  Morgan, 
10  Idaho,  542,  79  Pac.  459. 

2.  And,  as  an  incident  to  the  power  to  regulate  and  control, 
it  may  be  that  the  state  can  exact  a  charge  or  fee  for  the 
privilege  of  allowing  stock  to  run  at  large.  But  we  do  not 
think  the  law  under  consideration  is  of  that  character. 

3.  It  is  sometimes  diifieult  to  distinguish  between  a  tax  and 
a  license.  Generally  speaking,  a  tax  is  a  charge  or  burden 
imposed  on  persons  or  property  for  the  support  of  the  govern- 
ment or  for  some  specific  purpose  authorized  by  it.  Its  ob- 
ject is  to  raise  revenue :  Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary.  A  license. 
however,  is  a  permission  to  do  what  would  otherwise  be  un- 
lawful. The  fee  or  charge  often  exacted  therefor  is  in  law 
supposed  to  cover  the  cost  of  issuing  the  license  and  the  ex- 
penses incident  to  regulating  and  controlling  the  business, 
although  it  may  ultimately  result  in  a  source  of  revenue.  To 
relieve  a  law  imposing  a  burden  or  tax  upon  persons  or  prop- 
erty from  the  operation  of  the  constitutional  provision  relative 
to  taxation,  it  must  have  for  its  primary  object  the  granting 
of  some  privilege  or  the  imposing  of  some  restraint.  A  license 
is  essentially  a  grant  of  a  special  privilege  to  one  or  more 
persons,  not  enjoyed  by  citizens  generally,  or,  at  least,  not 
enjoyed  by  the  class  of  citizens  to  which  the  licensee  belongs; 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  City  Council  of  Augusta,  50  Ga.  530.  "The 
object  of  a  license,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Manning,  "is  to  confer 
a  right  that  does  not  exist  without  a  license":  Chilvers  v. 
People,  11  Mich.  43.  And  Judge  Deady  says  that  it  is  "a 
permission  to  do  what  was  ^^^  unlawful  at  common  law,  or 
is  made  so  by  some  statute  or  ordinance,  including  the  one 
authorizing  or  retiuiring  the  license":  The  Laundry  License 
Case  (D.  C),  22  Fed.  701.  And  Mr.  Justice  Cooley^says  that 
the  popular,  as  well  as  the  legal,  understanding  of  the  "word 
'license'  undoubtedly  is  a  permission  to  do  something  which 
witliout  the  license  would  not  be  allowable":  Youngblood  v. 
Sexton,  32  Mich.  406,  20  Am.  Rep.  654.  The  distinction  be- 
tween a  tax  upon  a  business  or  property  and  a  license  may  be 
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said  to  be  that  the  former  is  exacted  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  the  business  is  carried  on  or  the  property  is  within  tlie 
jurisdiction  of  the  taxing  power,  and  the  hitter  is  re(iuired  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  carry  on  such  business 
or  have  such  property  within  the  jurisdiction. 

4.  Within  these  definitions  a  mere  tax  on  sheep  of  non- 
resident owners  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  license  unless  the  pay- 
ment of  such  tax  confers  some  right  or  privilege  upon  such 
owners  wliich  otherwise  would  not  exist.  We  do  not  under- 
stand that  such  is  the  case  here.  The  law  is  entitled,  "An 
Act  to  Tax  All  Foreign  Sheep  Coming  into  the  State  of 
Oregon,"  etc.,  and  simply  provides  the  amount  of  such  tax 
and  the  manner  of  its  collection.  No  special  privileges  are 
granted  to  the  nonresident  owner  by  reason  of  the  payment 
of  the  tax,  nor  is  the  payment  of  such  tax  made  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  to  bring  sheep  into  the  state,  if,  in- 
deed, such  legislation  would  be  valid:  21  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  2d  ed.,  799 ;  Farris  v.  Henderson,  1  Okla.  384,  33 
Pac.  380.  Nor  does  the  failure  to  pay  the  recjuired  tax  render 
the  pasturing  of  sheep  in  the  state  illegal,  any  more  than  the 
failure  of  a  man  to  pay  the  taxes  upon  his  farm  renders  the 
occupation  of  farming  illegal.  The  law  does  not  pretend  to 
impose  any  restraint  upon  the  sheep  industry  and  no  privilege 
is  granted  by  its  terms.  The  burden  imposed  is  upon  the 
property,  and  not  upon  the  business,  and  applies  alike  to  the 
man  who  brings  his  sheep  into  the  state  to  pasture  them  on 
land  of  his  own  or  that  of  the  government  and  the  man  who 
brings  his  sheep  into  the  state  to  pasture  them  upon  the  land 
of  the  state.  We  are  therefore  forced  to  the  conclusion 
•'^'  that  it  is  essentially  a  revenue  law  and  void,  within  the 
rule  announced  in  Ellis  v.  Frazier,  38  Or.  462,  63  Pac.  642, 
53  L.  R.  A.  454,  because  the  tax  is  not  uniform  and  equal, 
nor  levied  with  reference  to  the  value  of  the  property. 

And  such  is  the  conclusion  reached  by  other  courts  upon 
substantially  the  same  character  of  legislation.  Thus  an  act 
of  the  legislature  of  Colorado  providing  that  nonresidents 
grazing  cattle  in  any  county  of  the  state  should  pay  a  certain 
fixed  sum  per  head  in  lieu  of  all  taxes  was  held  void,  because 
in  violation  of  the  constitutional  provision  that  all  taxes  shall 
be  uniform  upon  the  same  chiss  of  subjects :  Kiowa  County  v. 
Dunn,  21  Colo.  185,  40  Pac.  357.  So,  also,  a  law  providing 
for  a  special  tax  of  a  stated  amount  for  the  benefit  of  public 
roads  upon  all  road  wagons  and  other  vehicles,  irrespective  of 
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their  value,  was  declared  invalid  by  the  supreme  court  of  Ala- 
bama :  Smith  v.  Court  of  County  Commissioners,  117  Ala.  196, 
23  South.  141.  Likewise  an  act  requiring  •  every  corporation 
or  company  operating  a  railroad  or  any  part  of  a  railroad 
within  the  state  to  pay  a  fee  of  one  dollar  a  mile  for  each  mile 
of  track  was  held  to  contravene  the  provisions  of  the  Ohio 
constitution,  requiring  equal  and  uniform  taxation :  Pitts- 
burgh etc.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  49  Ohio  St.  189,  30  N.  E.  435, 
16  L.  R.  A.  380.  And  in  Georgia  a  municipal  ordinance  im- 
posing a  specific  tax  of  one  dollar  a  head  on  each  horse  or 
mule  sold  by  drovers  in  the  city  was  declared  void,  because 
in  violation  of  the  provision  of  the  state  constitution  that 
taxation  shall  be  ad  valorem  and  uniform  on  all  property  of 
the  same  class :  Livingston  v.  City  Council  of  Albany,  41  Ga. 
21.  So,  also,  an  ordinance  imposing  on  bicycles  and  other 
wheel  vehicles  a  tax  to  be  used  for  the  improvement  of  the 
streets  was  declared  to  be  within  the  inhibition  of  the  state 
constitution  of  Illinois  against  double  taxation,  and  void  be- 
cause unequal  and  not  uniform:  Chicago  v.  Collins,  175  111. 
445,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  51  N.  E.  907,  49  L.  R.  A.  408. 
Minnesota  has  a  constitutional  provision  similar  to  ours,  and 
in  State  v.  Lakeside  Land  Co.,  71  Minn.  283,  73  N.  W.  970, 
it  was  held  that  a  law  providing  for  a  system  of  taxation  on 
mining  property  and  products  by  the  payment  of  a  fixed  sum 
per  ton  for  all  ore  ^^^  mined  or  shipped  was  void,  the  court 
saying:  "It  would  be  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  system  of  t;i\a- 
tion  more  obnoxious  to  the  constitution."  Under  a  similar 
constitution  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana  held  that  the 
legislature  could  not  levy  a  tax  upon  cotton  by  the  poiuid: 
Sims  V.  Parish  of  Jackson,  22  La.  Ann.  440. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be 
affirmed,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

]\Ir.  Justice  Hailey,  having  been  of  counsel,  took  no  part  in 
this  decision. 


Taxation  miist  he  Equal  and  Uniform  upon  all  persons  and  prop- 
erty within  the  state  or  municipality  levying  the  tax:  Mauldin  v. 
City  Council,  42  S.  C.  293,  46  Am.  St.  Kep.  723;  Matter  of  Pell,  171 
N.  Y.  48,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  791;  Detroit  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Common  Coun- 
cil, 125  Mich.  673,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  589;  State  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R. 
Co.,  195  Mo.  228,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  661.  This  rule  does  not  or- 
dinarily apply,  however,  to  license  taxes  or  taxes  imposed  upon 
privik'ges  and  occupations:  State  v.  Hammond  Packing  Co.,  110  La. 
180,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  459;  Phoenix  Carpet  Co.  v.  State,  118  Ala.  143, 
72  Am.  St.  Rep.  143;  Denver  City  Ry.  Co.  v.  Denver,  21  Colo.  350, 
52  Am.  St.  Rep.  239. 
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KATZ  V.  OBENCIIAIN. 

[48  Or.   352,   85   Pac.   617.] 

ATTACHMENT — Nature  of  Proceeding — Lien. — A  proceeding 
by  attaclinient  is  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rom.  The  attach- 
ing creditor  acquires  a  specific  lien  upon  the  attached  property,  which 
ripens  into  a  judgment  against  the  res  when  the  order  of  sale  is 
made.  Such  a  proceeding  is  in  effect  a  finding  that  the  property 
attached  is  an  indebted  thing,  and  a  virtual  condemnation  of  it  to 
pay  the  owner's  debt.     (p.  824.) 

ATTACHMENT  LIEN— Necessity  of  Entry  of  Judgment. — The 
validity  or  continuation  of  an  attachment  lien  is  not  dependent  upon 
the  entry  of  the  jnd<:^raent  in  the  judgment  lien   docket,      (p.   824.) 

MERGER  OF  ESTATES — When  does  not  Take  Place. — When  a 
lesser  and  higher  estate  meet  and  coincide  in  the  same  person,  they 
will  be  kept  separate  when  equity  and  justice  require  it,  unless  there 
is  an  exi)ressed  intention  to  the  contrary,      (p.  825.) 

MERGER  OF  ESTATES. — A  Mortgage  is  not  Extinguished, 
as  against  a  subsequent  attachment  lien,  by  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  title  to  the  mortgagee,  when  there  is  no  express  intention  there- 
for,     (p.   82(i.) 

LIMITATIONS — Suit  to  Quiet  Title.— Where  a  mortgagee  ob- 
tains a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title  and  takes  possession  of  the 
premises,  a  suit  by  him  to  enjoin  a  sale  under  an  attachment  levied 
prior  to  the  conveyance  is  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  to  quiet  title,  rather 
than  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,      (p.   826.) 

EQUITY  PLEADING— Relief  Under  General  Prayer.— A  com- 
plaint that  sets  up  the  facts  out  of  which  equities  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  arise,  and  a  general  prayer  for  relief,  is  sufficient  to  enable 
the  court  to  award  such  a  decree  as  the  law  and  facts  afford,  (p. 
82G.) 

F.  H.  I\rills  and  A.  L.  Leavitt,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  C.  Riitenic,  for  the  respondent. 

353  BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  a  suit  for  an  injunction  and 
ponoral  equitable  relief  by  Israel  Katz  against  Silas  Oben- 
chain,  as  sheriff,  and  others. 

On  December  8,  1892,  Quincy  A.  Brooks  and  wife  mort- 
gaged blocks  71,  72,  73,  86  and  87,  in  Klamath  Falls,  to  the 
]>lainlirf  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note  for 
twelve  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  due  one  year  after  date, 
and  l)oaring  interest  at  ten  per  cent  per  annum,  and  such 
mortgage  was  duly  recorded  on  December  16,  1802.  Brooks 
and  wife  were  at  the  time,  and  continued  tliei-eafter  to 
be,  nont'csidents  of  the  state.  On  July  21,  1S94,  one  ^leyer 
conmienced  an  action  at  law  against  them  in  the  circuit  court 
for  Klamath  county  to  recover  money,  and  caused  the  jirop- 
erty  included  in  the  itlaiiitiUs  mortgage,  together  with  a  large 
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amount  of  other  real  property  belonging  to  them  in  that 
county,  to  be  attached  to  satisfy  any  judgment  he  might  re- 
cover. Thereafter  service  was  had  by  publication  upon  Brooks 
and  wife,  and  on  November  20,  1894,  Meyer  recovered  a  judg- 
ment against  them  for  five  thousand  seven  hundred  and 
iwenty-scven  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents  and  costs,  and  an 
order  adjudging  and  directing  the  sale  of  the  attached  prop- 
erty to  satisfy  the  same.  This  judgment  was  immediately 
entered  in  what  was  used  as  the  judgment  lien  docket,  but 
>vas  insufficient  to  create  a  lien  because  it  did  not  show  the 
time  when  docketed:  Hutchinson  v.  Gorham,  37  Or.  3-47,  61 
Pac.  431;  AYestern  Sav.  Co.  v.  Currey,  39  Or.  407,  87  Am. 
St.  Rep.  GGO,  Go  Pac.  360.  Soon  after  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court,  pending  which 
Brooks  and  wife  conveyed  the  mortgaged  property  to  one  E. 
C.  Broolis.  The  Meyer  judgment  was  subsequently  affirmed, 
except  in  so  far  as  it  was  a  personal  one  against  Brooks  and 
wife :  29  Or.  203.  The  mandate  was  entered  in  the  court  be- 
low on  November  18,  1896,  and  the  judgment  again  entered 
in  the  pretended  judgment  lien  docket.  On  April  12,  1897, 
an  execution  and  order  of  sale  were  issued  thereon  and  all 
the  attached  property  sold  thereunder  except  that  included 
within  the  plaintiff's  mortgage.  On  May  30,  1898,  E.  C. 
Brooks  and  wife,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  to  them  of 
354  gyg  hundred  dollars  in  money  by  the  plaintiff,  and  tlie 
release  by  him  of  Quincy  A.  Brooks  and  wife  from  any  lia- 
bility on  their  note  and  mortgage,  conveyed  the  mortgaged 
property  to  the  plaintiff  and  he  is  now,  and  has  ever  since 
been,  the  owner  thereof. 

On  February  1,  1905,  an  alias  execution  was  issued  on  tlie 
Meyer  judgment,  and  the  property  conveyed  by  E.  C.  Brooks 
and  wife  to  plaintiif  seized  and  advertised  for  sale,  when  this 
suit  was  commenced  by  plaintiff  to  enjoin  such  sale.  In  his 
complaint  he  sets  out  in  detail  the  giving  of  the  mortgage  to 
him  by  Brooks  and  wife  and  the  recording  of  the  same,  alleges 
that  no  part  of  the  principal  or  interest  has  been  paid,  and 
that  on  ]\Iay  30,  1898,  he  demanded  payment  thereof,  jsiid 
thereupon  E.  C.  Brooks  and  wife  conveyed  the  mortgaged 
property  to  him  in  consideration  of  the  payinent  to  theiii  of 
five  hundred  dollars  and  the  release  of  Quincy  A.  Brooks  and 
wife  from  further  liability  on  such  note  and  mortgage,  and 
(hat  such  conveyance  was  recorded  on  October  30.  1900;  that 
at  the  time  of  such  conveyance  E.  C.  Brooks  was  the  owner  in 
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fee  of  the  prox)erty,  and  that  plaintiff  accepted  the  convey- 
ance from  liim  and  paid  the  consideration  tlicrefor  in  good 
faith,  witliout  knowlecige  of  any  lien  or  encumbrance  on  the 
proi)erty,  and  has  ever  since  been  iji  the  peaceable  and  quiet 
possession  tlicrcof,  ])ayint,'  taxes  tliei-eon,  and  has  either  by 
himself  or  through  his  tenants  made  valuable  improvements 
to  the  extent  of  more  than  three  thousand  dollars;  that  the 
defendant  sheriff  has  seized  and  advertised  the  proi)erty  for 
sale  under  the  Meyer  judgment,  and  that  neither  ^leyer  nor 
anyone  else  has  a  valid  and  subsisting  lien  or  claim  on  such 
property.  The  prayer  is  for  an  injunction  restraining  the 
sale  of  such  property,  and  for  such  other  and  further  relief 
as  in  eiiuity  nuty  seem  just. 

The  defendants  answered  jointly,  admitting  and  denying 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  for  an  affirmative  de- 
fense plead  the  Meyer  judgment  and  the  issuance  of  an  execu- 
tion thereon  and  that  plaintiff's  mortgage  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations.  The  reply  puts  in  issue  the  averments 
of  the  answer,  and  affirmatively  alleges  that  the  lien  of  the 
attachment  ^"'^  and  judgment  in  the  action  of  ]\Ieyer  against 
Brooks,  so  far  as  it  aft'ected  the  property  now  in  controversy, 
was  abandoned  at  the  time  the  execution  was  issued  on  the 
judgment  in  1897,  because  the  attorney  for  iMe^'cr  then  di- 
rected the  sheriff  not  to  sell  such  property  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  of  less  value  than  the  amount  due  the  plaintiff  on  his 
mortgage.  A  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
as  prax'ed  for  in  the  complaint,  and  the  defendants  appeal. 

The  importaiit  questions  on  this  appeal  are  (1)  whether 
the  atlncliiiicnt  lien  in  the  action  of  ]Meyer  v.  Brooks,  29  Or. 
200,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  790,  44  Pac.  281,  was  waived  or  lost 
l)y  the  failure  to  make  a  proper  entry  of  the  judgment  in 
the  judgment  lien  docket;  and,  if  not,  (2)  wln^lier  the  plain- 
tii'l'"s  rights  under  his  mortgage  were,  as  against  the  sul)se- 
((ueiit  lien  of  Meyer's  attachment,  nu'rged  in  the  legal  title 
ac(iuired  by  him  through  E.  C.  Brooks. 

1.  The  statute  provides  that  the  sheriff's  certificate  of  the 
attac'niiu'Ml  of  real  property  shall  be  by  sucli  officer  delivered 
to  the  county  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  the  attached  prop- 
ei'ty  is  situate  (  B.  &  C.  Comp.,  sec.  301),  and  that  such  clerk 
shaft  iiiiiiicdiat(>ly  file  the  same  in  his  oflice  aiul  recoi'd  it  in  a 
book  lo  l)c  kept  for  that  pui-posc.  ;iiid  th(M*cupon  ''the  lien  in 
f;ivo!'  of  the  pl.'iintiff  shall  iiiinic(ii;itcl\-  ;i1tai-h  to  sucli  re;d 
proiiciiy"  dcscril)ed  thci-cin   {]A.  &  (J.  Comp.,  see.  303 j,  and 
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that  if  judgment  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  the  court  shall 
order  and  adjudge  the  attached  property  to  be  sold  to  satisfy 
plaintiff's  demand:  B.  &  C.  Comp.,  sec.  309.  The  proceeding 
by  attachment  is,  therefore,  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in 
rem.  It  is  against  the  particular  property.  The  attaching 
creditor  thereby  acquires  a  specific  lien  upon  the  attached 
l)roperty  which  ripens  into  a  judgment  against  the  res  when 
the  order  of  sale  is  made.  Such  ^'^^  a  proceeding  is,  in  effect, 
a  finding  that  the  property  attached  is  an  indebted  thing, 
and  a  virtual  condemnation  of  it  to  pay  the  owner's  debt. 
The  statute  does  not  provide  the  length  of  time  an  attachment 
lien  shall  continue  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  it 
must  therefore  necessarily  continue  until  the  debt  is  paid, 
or  sale  is  had  under  execution  issued  on  the  judgment,  or 
until  the  judgment  is  satisfied,  or  the  attachment  discharged 
or  vacated  in  some  manner  provided  by  law.  The  validity  or 
continuation  of  an  attachment  lien  is  not  made  dependent 
upon  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  judgment  lien  docket. 

2.  A  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution  issued  on  a  judgment 
may  be  made  without  the  judgment  being  docketed  at  all. 

3.  A  judgment  itself,  however,  is  no  lien  upon  real  property 
until  docketed,  but  the  lien  acquired  by  an  attachment  re- 
mains and  may  be  enforced,  and  the  sheriff's  certificate  filed 
with  the  county  clerk  and  recorded  by  him  informs  parties 
dealing  with  the  debtor  of  the  attaching  creditor's  claim  upon 
the  property  as  effectually  as  does  the  docketing  of  a  judg- 
ment in  the  lien  docket.  It  is  optional  with  the  creditor 
whether  a  judgment  is  docketed  at  all.  If  it  is  not  properly 
entered  in  the  judgment  lien  docket,  the  creditor  has  no  gen- 
eral lien  on  the  real  property  of  the  defendant,  and  the  rights 
of  bona  fide  purchasers  and  lien  creditors  subsequent  to  the 
judgment  and  prior  to  the  seizure  of  property  under  execu- 
tion issued  thereon  are  in  no  way  affected  by  the  judgment. 
But  the  failure  to  docket  the  judgment  does  not  waive  or 
suspend  the  lien  acquired  by  the  previous  attachment  and 
order  of  sale. 

4.  In  the  case  under  consideration,  there  could  have  been 
no  benefit  to  ]\Ieyer  in  entering  the  judgment  in  the  judgment 
lien  docket.  The  action  brought  by  him  was  against  a  non- 
resident. There  was,  therefore,  no  personal  judgment  against 
the  defendants,  and  it  would  not  have  become  a  general  lien 
if  it  had  been  docketed.  The  only  remedy  of  ]\re>-er  was 
against  the  specific  property.     His  lien  thereon  was  acquired 
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by  the  attachment,  and,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  to  the 
contrary,  ^'^''  continued  during  the  period  an  execution  could 
issue  on  the  judgment:  Bank  of  California  v.  Cowan  (C.  C), 
Gl  Fed.  871;  Emery  v.  Yount,  7  Colo.  107,  1  Pac.  68G;  Floyd 
V.  Sellers,  7  Colo.  App.  498,  44  Pac.  373;  affirmed,  24  Colo. 
484,  52  Pac.  674. 

5.  But  it  is  argued  that  Meyer  waived  and  abandoned  his 
specific  lien  upron  the  property  in  controversy  because  his  at- 
torney directed  the  sheriff  not  to  sell  it  under  a  previous 
execution.  The  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of  this  fact  at  the 
time  he  purchased  the  property,  and  therefore  could  not  in- 
voke the  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  against  Meyer.  Besides,  there 
is  no  proof  that  the  attorney  had  authority  to  waive  the  lien, 
or  that  he  intended  to  do  so.  The  evidence  is  that  he  directed 
the  property  not  to  be  sold  at  that  time  because  in  his  opinion 
it  was  not  then  worth  as  much  as  the  amount  of  plaintiff's 
mortgage,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  sale  could  not 
have  been  realized  out  of  it.  We  think,  therefore,  that 
^leyer's  attachment  and  judgment  are  still  a  valid  and  sub- 
sisting lien  upon  the  property,  and  may  be  enforced  by  execu- 
tion. 

6.  The  remaining  question  is  whether  such  attachment  and 
judgment  take  precedence  over  the  prior  mortgage  of  plaintiff 
or  rather  whether  such  mortgage  was  merged  in  the  legal  title 
acquired  by  him  from  E.  C.  Brooks,  and  was  thereby  satisfied. 
]\Iergers  are  not  favored  in  equity.  When  a  lesser  and  a 
higher  estate  meet  and  coincide  in  the  same  person  they  will 
be  kept  separate  when  equity  and  justice  require  it,  unless 
there  is  an  expressed  intention  to  the  contrary.  ''It  is  only 
in  those  cases,"  says  ]\Ir.  Justice  Lord,  in  AVatson  v.  Dundee 
Mtg.  &  T.  I.  Co.,  12  Or.  474,  8  Pac.  548,  "where  it  is  per- 
fectly indilierent  to  the  party  in  whom  the  interests  had 
united  whether  the  charge  or  term  should  or  should  not  sub- 
sist, that  in  eciuity  the  term  is  merged.  But  if  the  owner  has 
an  interest  in  keeping  them  distinct,  or  there  is  an  intervening 

right,  there  will  be  no  merger In  the  absence,  then, 

of  an  express  intention  to  the  contrary,  the  intention  to  keep 
the  two  estates  separate  will  be  implied  and  presumed,  when 
it  is  for  the  interest  of  the  party  that  they  should  be  kept 
separate.  It  will  not  do,  then,  ^^*^  as  was  said  by  Elliott,  J., 
to  assume,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  there  was  a  merger, 
for  there  are  many  cases  in  which,  in  ordi^r  to  prevent  in- 
justice, courts  will  not  allow  merger  to  take  place,  although 
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all  the  essential  elements  of  a  technical  merger  combine  in 
the  particular  case."  It  is  consequently  said  by  Mr.  Pomeroy 
that  "where  a  morti^a^ee  takes  a  conveyance  of  the  land  from 
the  morti?ai,'or  or  from  the  grantee  of  the  mortgagor,  if  the 
transiietion  is  fair,  the  presumption  of  an  intention  to  keep 
the  security  alive  is  very  strong.  It  is  generally  for  the  in- 
terests of  the  party  in  this  position  that  the  mortgage  should 
not  merge,  but  should  be  preserved  to  retain  la  priority  over 
other  encumbrances.  As  the  mortgagee  acquiring  the  land  is 
not  the  debtor  party  bound  to  pay  off  either  the  mortgage  or 
the  other  encumbrances  on  the  land,  there  is  nothing  to  pre- 
vent equity  from  carrying  out  his  presumed  intent,  by  decree- 
ing against  a  merger":  2  Pomeroy 's  Equity,  3d  ed.,  see.  793. 
Now,  the  mortgage  of  the  plaintiff  was  prior  in  time  and 
right  to  the  lien  of  ]\Ie.yer's  attachment,  and  it  was  therefore 
manifestly'  to  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  that  it  should  not  be 
extinguished  as  against  any  subsequent  lien  by  the  convey- 
ance to  him  of  the  legal  title  to  the  mortgaged  property,  and 
as  there  was  no  express  intention  of  a  merger,  a  court  of 
equity  will,  in  order  to  prevent  an  injury  to  him,  keep  the 
two  estates  separate  and  distinct:  Watson  v.  Dundee  Mtg.  & 
T.  I.  Co.,  ]2  Or.  474,  8  Pac.  548,  and  Floyd  v.  Sellers,  7  Colo. 
App.  498,  44  Pac.  373,  24  Colo.  484,  52  Pac.  674. 

7.  But  it  is  said  the  mortgage  is  now  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitation  and  cannot  be  foreclosed.  This,  however,  is  not 
strictly  a  proceeding  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  but  rather  a 
suit  b}'  the  owner  in  fee  of  real  property,  who  is  in  possession 
thereof,  against  one  who  is  claiming  or  asserting  some  adverse 
claim  or  lien  thereon,  to  have  such  right  or  claim  determined, 
and  is  therefore  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitation : 
Meier  v.  Kelly,  22  Or.  136,  29  Pac.  265. 

8.  Again,  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  does  not,  by  the  prayer 
of  his  complaint,  ask  to  have  his  mortgage  restored  as  against 
^^*^  the  Meyer  judgment.  The  complaint  sets  up  the  facts 
out  of  which  the  equities  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  arise  and 
contains  a  general  prayer  for  relief.  This  is  sufficient  to 
enaljle  the  court  to  award  such  a  decree  as  the  law  and  the 
facts  afford:  Rutenic  v.  Ilamaker,  40  Or.  444,  67  Pac.  196. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  will,  therefore,  be  reversed, 
and  one  entered  here  directing  the  sale  of  the  property  in  con- 
troversy and  the  distribution  of  tlie  {)roceeds  among  the  sev- 
eral parties  interested  therein  according  to  their  rights  as  set 
out  in  this  opinion. 
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2'hc  Doclciing  of  Judgments  as  a  comlition  prccedont  to  the  croatinn 
of  a  lien  is  discussed  in  the  note  to  Western  Savings  Co.  v.  Cunev, 
87  Am.  St.  Eep.  665. 

'Hic  Merger  of  Efitates  ia  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Forthnian  v.  Deters, 
99  Am.  tit'.  Eep.   152. 


MORTON  V.   OREGON  SHORT  LINE   RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 

[48  Or.  444,  87  Pac.  151,  1046.] 

WATERCOUESE  -Defense      Against      SvvOllen      Stream.— The 

swollen  current  of  a  river  during  floods  is  a  part  of  the  stream,  and 
not  surface  water  against  whicli  a  land  proprietor  may  combat  as  lie 
would  oppose  a  common  enemy  to  the  injury  of  otlier  proprietors, 
(p.  831.) 

WATERCOUESE^  The  Terms  "Dam,"  "Jetty,"  "Dike," 
and  "Embankment"  Defined  and  Distinginshed. — An  embankment  or 
(like  is  a  structu)-e  of  eartii  or  other  material  usually  placed  upon  the 
bank  of  a  stream  or  near  the  shore  of  a  lake  or  bay  and  extending 
across  low  land  to  higher  ground,  forming  a  continuous  bulwark 
or  obstruction  to  water,  and  designed  to  keep  it  without  tlie  in- 
closure  thus  formed.  A  dam  is  a  structure  erected  in  and  usually 
extending  across  the  entire  channel  at  right  angles  to  a  stream, 
and  intended  to  retard  the  flow  of  water.  A  jetty  is  a  kind  of  dam 
intended  to  deflect  the  current,  so  as  to  deepen  the  channel  or  to 
form  an  eddy  below  the  obstruction  in  which  sediment  may  be  de- 
posited,   thei'eby    extending   and    protecting   the    bank.      (p.    832.) 

WATERCOURSE.— The  "Channel"  of  a  Stream  is  the  passage- 
way between  the  banks  through  which  the  water  Hows;  it  may  in- 
clude the  flow  of  water  between  an  island  and  a  bank  of  the  stream. 
(p.   833.) 

WATERCOUESE.— Courts  Take  Judicial  Notice  of  the  laws  of 
nature  guNorning  the  efl'ect  on  rijiarian  lands  of  deflecting  the  waters 
of  a   swollen   stream   by  the  construction  of  a  jetty,      (p.   834.) 

WATERCOURSE. — The  construction  of  a  jetty  in  a  river  by 
a  railmad  cenipiiny  to  protect  its  property  in  times  of  higli  wati>r, 
which  ,i''!i>'.  liy  ilellceting  the  current  of  the  stream  or  shoaling  its 
^^•atel■s.  injures  a  lower  proprietor,  is  unlawful  and  will  be  enjoined, 
(pp.    832,    83  i.) 

AV.  R.  Kinu'  and  W.  II.  Broi^ke.  for  the  appellant. 

V.   T>.   AViiliams,   S.  F.  Diet  rich  and  A.  N.   Soliss,  for  the 

rcs[);MI(loilt. 

^««  MOORE.  J.  This  is  a  suit  by  J.  A.  AForton  a.2:aiiist 
the  ())V':;()n  Short  Line  Railway  ('oni[)an\-,  a  corporation,  to 
enjoin  I  lie  luaiiilcnancc  of  obstriicl  ions  to  the  llow  of  water 
in  a  sli'cani.  The  coitiplainl  states,  in  suh-t;ince,  that  the 
plaiiiliii'  is  the  owner  of  ccihiin    ' '•"'   real  [)roperly  in  tsediou 
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28,  township  18  south,  of  range  47  east,  in  Malheur  county, 
which  land  lies  west  of  and  borders  on  the  Snake  river;  that 
in  1904  the  defendant  built  above  such  premises  in  the  west 
channel  of  the  stream  certain  dams  which  deflected  the  water, 
depositing  sediment  in  the  channel,  and  shoaling  it  so  as  to 
prevent  the  operation  of  plaintiff's  private  ferr^^-boat  from 
his  land  to  an  island  in  the  river,  and  also  depriving  his  arid 
land  of  water  from  the  river  for  subirrigation ;  that  these 
obstructions  caused  another  channel  to  form  in  such  a  direc- 
tion as  to  force  a  current  directly  against  the  bank  of  his 
land,  cutting  away  a  wide  margin  thereof,  and,  if  such  en- 
croachment is  permitted  to  continue,  it  will  force  a  channel 
through  a  depression  in  his  premises,  making  an  island  of 
a  part  thereof  to  his  irreparable  injury,  to  redress  which  he 
has  no  plain,  speedy  or  adequate  remedy  at  law.  The  an- 
swer denied  the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and 
averred,  in  effect,  that  in  1883  the  defendant  built  its  rail- 
road through  Malheur  county  on  the  right  of  way  now  occu- 
pied thereby  and  thereafter  maintained  its  roadbed  and  track, 
operating  trains  thereon  for  the  benefit  of  the  public ;  that 
at  the  time  the  railroad  was  constructed  the  water  of  Snake 
river,  during  each  freshet,  flowed  through  a  swale  situated 
between  the  roadbed  and  the  west  channel  of  the  river,  and 
the  floods  in  that  stream  have  cut  and  are  cutting  away  the 
bank  near  the  track,  thereby  endangering  the  roadbed  to  such 
an  extent  that  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  build  the  ob- 
structions complained  of,  to  prevent  its  property  from  being 
destroyed ;  and  that  the  swale  is  the  so-called  channel  referred 
to  in  the  complaint  as  the  west  channel  of  the  river,  but  that 
such  swale  is,  and  at  the  time  the  railroad  was  constructed 
was,  at  least  three  hundred  feet  west  of  the  west  channel  of 
Snake  river.  The  reply  having  put  in  issue  the  allegations 
of  new  matter  in  the.  answer,  the  cause  was  referred,  and 
from  the  testimony  taken  the  court  made  certain  findings 
and  dismissed  the  suit,  from  w^hich  decree  the  plaintiff  ap- 
peals. 

*^®  The  transcript  shows  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner 
of  the  real  property  mentioned,  and  that  his  land  borders 
on  the  west  bank  of  the  Snake  river.  The  township  referred 
to  was  surveyed  in  1874,  and  the  field-notes  thereof,  a  copy 
of  which  was  offered  in  evidence,  show  that  the  left  bank  of 
the  river,  as  meandered,  then  intersected  the  south  boundary 
of  section  33  at  a  point  sixty-eight  and  thirty-five  hundredths 
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chains  west  of  the  southwest  comer  of  that  section,  and  ex- 
tended northwesterly  by  a  curved  line  to  a  point  west,  but 
near  the  center,  of  section  33 ;  thence,  by  a  similar  line  north- 
easterly, to  a  point  east  of  the  northeast  corner  of  that  sec- 
tion ;  thence  westerly  and  northerly  by  a  curved  line  to  a 
point  west  of,  but  near  the  center  of,  section  28 ;  and  thence 
northeasterly  to  a  point  two  and  eighty  hundredths  chains 
east  of  the  northeast  corner  of  the  latter  section.  A  sketch 
of  the  margin  of  the  river  as  indicated  will  disclose  that 
when  the  government  survey  was  made,  the  stream  flowed 
around  a  peninsula  over  which  the  boundary  between  sec- 
tions 28  and  33  extended.  The  defendant,  in  1883,  con- 
structed its  railroad  from  Huntington,  Oregon,  southerly 
through  the  premises  hereinbefore  described,  and  also  through 
adjoining  land  on  the  south,  now  owned  by  H.  M.  Plummer. 
The  defendant  offered  in  evidence  a  blue-print  of  the  locus 
in  quo.  reduced  to  a  scale  of  four  hundred  feet  to  the  inch, 
which  indicates  the  original  course  of  the  river  as  meandered, 
the  line  of  the  railway  as  constructed,  and  other  data.  It 
appears  from  this  plat  that  the  railroad  was  built  about  four- 
teen rods  west  of  the  meander  line  at  the  bend  near  the  center 
of  section  28,  and  about  fifty-two  rods  west  thereof  at  the 
curve  near  the  middle  of  section  33.  An  extraordinary 
freshet  in  Snake  river  in  1894,  cut  across  the  base  of  the 
peninsula  a  new  channel,  which  extends  nortlieasterly  over 
what  theretofore  had  been  a  meadow.  Prior  to  such  change, 
a  large  part  of  the  river  below  the  peninsula  flowed  in  a 
channel  that  separated  plaintiff's  land  from  Datey  Island, 
east  of  his  *^''  premises;  but,  after  such  flood,  the  greater 
volume  of  water  flowed  east  of  that  island.  Immediately 
north  of  section  33,  but  south  of  Datey  Island,  the  change  in 
the  channel  of  Snake  river  formed  a  large  sandbar,  constitut- 
ing an  island,  the  surface  of  which  was  above  the  ordinary 
stage  of  water.  The  bar  is  separated  from  the  left  bank  of 
the  river  by  a  nari^ow  channel  which  extends  northerly,  and 
is  also  severed  from  Datey  Island  by  a  broader  channel  that 
extends  northwesterly,  the  waters  of  which  unite  and  flow 
by  plaintiff's  premises. 

The  freshet  adverted  to  and  the  annual  floods  in  the  river 
have  washed  away  the  left  bank  of  the  stream  in  sertions  28 
and  33,  nearly  to  the  east  line  of  the  riglit  of  way  of  the  rail- 
road, and,  to  prevent  further  injury  thfn-ofrom,  the  defend- 
ant placed  several  hundred  carloads  of  rock  along  the  margin 
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of  the  river;  and  in  1903,  with  Plummer's  consent,  it  built, 
where  the  swale  had  been,  five  jetties  that  extend  from  the 
bank  down  stream  at  an  acute  angle  with  the  thread  thereof. 
These  obstructions  were  made  by  driving  parallel  rows  of 
piling  about  twelve  feet  apart,  and  filling  the  intervening 
space  with  brush  and  rock.  The  lower  jetty  is  about  two 
hundred  and  fifteen  feet  long,  and  extends  nearly  across  the 
channel  west  of  the  sandbar  at  the  head  thereof.  The  other 
jetties  are  from  fifty  to  seventy-five  feet  in  length.  Another 
extraordinary  freshet  in  1904  caused  the  bank  of  plaintiff's 
land,  for  a  distance  of  about  half  a  mile,  to  be  washed  away 
to  the  depth  of  one  hundred  feet  or  more,  whereupon  he  in- 
stituted this  suit,  and,  at  the  trial,  ofi'ered  testimony  tending 
to  show  that  the  lower  jetty  prevented  the  water  from  flow- 
ing in  the  channel  west  of  the  sandbar,  thereby  permitting 
the  current  in  the  channel  between  the  bar  and  Datey  Island 
to  flow  nearly  at  right  angles  against  his  bank,  damaging  it; 
that  the  closing  of  the  channel  west  of  the  sandbar  caused 
sediment  to  be  deposited,  shoaling  the  channel  east  of  his 
land,  and  preventing  him  from  operating,  by  force  of  the 
current,  a  ferry-boat  which  he  maintained  for  his  own  use 
from  his  premises  to  Datey  Island,  a  part  of  which  he  held 
by  lease  from  year  to  year,  and  another  part  thereof  was 
claimed  by  his  son  as  a  homestead  where  cattle  were  pastured 
in  which  he  had  an  interest;  and  that  if  the  lower  '*'*^  jett}^ 
be  maintained,  the  diminution  of  water  in  the  channel  will 
prevent  the  subirrigation  of  his  land,  which  is  arid,  and  will 
also  prevent  the  water  in  the  channel  north  of  the  sandbar  to 
cut  into  a  swale  on  his  premises,  thereby  forming  a  new  course 
through  his  land  and  creating  an  island. 

The  testimony  relating  to  the  injury  which  it  is  claimed 
v\'ill  result  to  plaintiff's  land  by  the  maintenance  of  the  lower 
jetty,  though  given  by  persons  living  in  the  vicinity  of  his 
premises,  w^ho  are  acquainted  therewith,  know  the  character 
of  the  soil,  and  the  effect  thereon  of  freshets  in  the  river, 
consists  of  the  opinions  of  several  witnesses,  and  it  is  pos- 
sible that  the  disastrous  consequences  w'hich  they  predict  may 
not  eventuate.  It  was  stipulated  that  three  civil  engineers 
who  were  employed  by  the  defendant  would,  if  present,  tes- 
tify that  in  the  early  spring  of  1905,  they  made  accurate 
measurements  of  the  left  bank  of  the  river  through  the  plain- 
tiff's promises,  setting  stakes  along  the  margin  of  the  stream, 
and  that  returning  to  his  land  in  the  latter  part  of  July^ 
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after  the  annual  freshet  had  siihsided,  they  found  that  no 
part  of  the  bank  had  been  washed  away  during  tliat  season, 
but  that  the  water  in  the  river  in  1905  was  not  as  high  as  it 
Avas  the  preceding  year.  The  foregoing  is  deoniod  a  fair  state- 
ment of  the  material  facts  involved,  and,  based  tliereon,  the 
([uestion  to  be  determined  is  whether  or  not  the  jetties  can 
legally  be  maintained  where  they  are  built.  The  defend- 
ant's counsel  insist  that  the  river  having  suddenly  changed 
its  channel  in  1904,  thereby  endangering  the  railroad  track, 
their  client,  to  protect  its  property,  was  authorized  to  r&store 
the  flow  of  the  stream  to  its  original  bed,  and  hence  the  de- 
cree should  be  affirmed. 

1.  It  has  been  held  that  the  person  across  whose  land  a 
freshet  in  a  natural  stream  suddenly  causes  a  new  channel 
to  be  formed  may,  within  a  reasonable  time,  restore  the  flow 
of  water  to  its  original  bed:  Farnham  on  Waters,  sec.  491; 
Mathewson  v.  Hoffman,  77  Mich.  420,  43  N.  W.  879,  6  L. 
R.  A.  349. 

2.  It  will  be  remembered  that  the  defendant  built  the  jet- 
ties into  the  river  from  the  bank  of  Plummer's  land  witli  his 
consent,  and,  as  he  is  a  riparian  proprietor  on  the  new  chan- 
nel, the  '*^'*  railway  company,  as  his  licensee,  secured  such 
right  to  change  the  flow  of  the  current  as  he  possessed:  Slater 
V.  Fox,  5  Hun,  544. 

3.  An  examination  of  the  blue-print  referred  to  shows  that 
the  upper  jetty  is  built  nearly  half  a  mile  below  the  original 
meander  line  of  the  river  where  it  commenced  to  cut  the  new 
channel,  and  as  the  barriers  complained  of  do  not  force  the 
water  around  the  peninsula,  they  were  evidently  constructed 
to  prevent  injury  to  the  railroad  grade  by  deflecting  the  cur- 
rent. Instead,  therefore,  of  attempting  to  restore  the  stream 
to  its  ancient  channel,  the  defendant,  by  building  the  jetties, 
has  in  fact  recognized  the  new  way  as  the  true  watercourse, 
and  tried  to  confine  it  to  the  bed  as  at  first  made.  The  swollen 
current  of  Snake  river  during  floods  is  nevertheless  a  part 
of  that  stream  at  the  place  where  the  jetties  are  built,  and 
not  surface  water,  within  the  accepted  meaning  of  that  term, 
against  which  a  land  proprietor  may  combat  as  he  would 
oppose  a  common  enemy,  tliough  he  therel)y  injures  tlie  real 
property  of  others :  Price  v.  Oregon  R.  R.  Co.,  47  Or.  350, 
83  Pac."  843. 

The  def(MKlant's  conn<el.  in  support  of  the  decree  rendered, 
cite  the  case  of  Gulf  C.  c^-  S.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Clark,  101  Fed.  678, 
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41  C.  C.  A.  597,  upon  the  authority  of  which  the  trial  court 
evidently  relied.  In  that  case  a  railroad  company,  to  pro- 
tect its  roadbed,  a  part  of  which  had  been  washed  away  by 
the  gradual  change  of  the  channel  of  a  river,  built  dikes  some 
distance  from  the  bank  of  the  stream  on  what  was  formerly 
solid  ground,  to  restore  the  current  to  its  original  channel. 
These  dikes  encroached  upon  the  channel  as  it  existed  when 
they  were  built,  and  deflecting  the  current  a  subsequent 
freshet  in  the  river  washed  away  part  of  the  land  of  a  ripar- 
ian proprietor,  who,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  damages  sus- 
tained, secured  a  judgment,  in  reversing  which  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  says:  "A  riparian  owner  may  construct 
necessary  embankments,  dikes  or  other  structures  to  main- 
tain his  bank  of  the  stream  in  its  original  condition,  or  to 
restore  it  to  that  condition,  and  to  bring  the  stream  back  to 
its  natural  course;  and,  if  it  does  no  more,  other  riparian 
owners  upon  the  opposite  or  upon  the  same  side  of  the 
^^^  stream  can  recover  no  damages  for  the  injury  his  action 
causes  them."  In  that  case,  as  the  means  adopted  to  pre- 
vent the  roadbed  from  injury  from  encroachments  of  the 
channel  consisted  of  dikes,  the  term  "other  structures"  re- 
ferred to  in  the  opinion  quoted  evidently  means  similar  forma- 
tions, and  not  jetties  placed  in  a  stream  to  deflect  its  course. 
The  conclusion  reached  in  the  case  adverted  to  is  at  variance 
with  the  rule  announced  in  Gerrish  v.  Clough,  48  N.  H.  9, 
97  Am.  Dec.  561,  2  Am.  Rep.  165,  where  it  was  held  that 
though  a  riparian  proprietor  was  authorized  to  protect  the 
bank  of  his  land  from  injury  from  the  encroachment  of  a 
natural  stream,  he  could  not,  without  incurring  liability,  erect 
any  structure  for  that  purpose  which  would  injure  the  prop- 
erty of  others.  These  cases  illustrate  the  conflict  that  exists 
in  respect  to  this  important  subject.  Which  rule  is  founded 
on  the  better  reason,  or  supported  by  the  greater  weight  of 
judicial  utterance,  is  not  necessary  to  a  decision  herein. 

The  words  "embankment"  and  "dike,"  when  used  to  rep- 
resent the  means  employed  to  prevent  the  inundation  of 
land,  are  synon^'mous,  and  mean  a  structure  of  earth  or 
other  material  usually  placed  upon  the  bank  of  a  stream  or 
near  the  shore  of  a  lake,  bay,  etc.,  the  ends  of  which  extend 
across  low  land  to  higher  ground,  forming  a  continuous  bul- 
wark or  obstruction  to  water,  and  designed  to  keep  it  with- 
out the  inclosure  thus  formed.  A  "dam,"  however,  is  a 
structure,  composed  of  wood,  earth  or  other  material,  erected 


Oct.  IDOG.J     Morton  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  Ry.  Co.  833 

in  and  usually  extending  across  the  entire  channel  at  right 
angles  to  the  thread  of  the  stream,  and  intended  to  retard  the 
flow  of  water  by  the  barrier  or  to  retain  it  within  the  obstruc- 
tion. A  "jetty"  is  a  kind  of  a  dam,  usually  built  in  the 
manner  hereinbefore  described,  and  intended  to  deflect  the 
current  so  as  to  deepen  the  channel  or  to  form  an  eddy  below 
the  obstruction  in  which  sediment  may  be  deposited,  thereby 
extending  and  protecting  the  bank. 

4.  Assuming,  without  deciding,  that  an  embankment  may 
be  built  by  a  riparian  proprietor  to  prevent  his  land  from  be- 
ing submerged  in  extraordinary  freshets,  we  think  a  jetty 
cannot  be  classed  as  ''other  structures,"  specified  in  the  case 
relied  upon,  and  tliat  wdien  they,  by  deflecting  the  current 
or  by  shonling  '*''^  the  water,  injure  a  lower  riparian  pro- 
])rietor,  the  author  of  the  obstructions  violates  the  maxim, 
"Sic  utere  tuo,  ut  alienum  non  laedas. "  One  of  tlie  is.sues 
1o  be  tiled  is  the  identity  of  the  watercourse  west  of  the  sand- 
bar at  the  head  of  which  tlie  long  jetty  is  built.  "The  chan- 
nel," says  a  distinguished  text-^vritei-,  "is  the  passageway  be- 
tween t]i(^  l)anks  tlirougli  which  the  water  of  the  stream 
flows":  l'';irn}iam  on  Waters,  sec.  417.  This  dofiiiilion  Avas 
undou1)te(lly  intended  to  afj^^ly  only  to  the  entire  uninter- 
rupted space  occupied  by  Avater  flowing  between  well-dcnned 
])anks.  The  description  of  a  channel,  as  given  by  the  learned 
autlior,  is  bi'or.d  enough,  however,  to  include  the  flow  of  water 
between  an  i.sland  and  a  bank  of  a  stream,  and  hence  the 
exact  menning  of  the  word  embraces  the  passagev;ay  that  was 
obstructed  by  the  defendant's  lower  jetty.  As  the  blue-print 
shows  iMs  to  be  a  watercourse  Vvliich  is  indicated  by  the  ex- 
j)laii;i1(iry  words  "Very  swift  and  sliallow,"  and  shows  the 
passa'.rcway  to  be  the  most  westerly  route,  we  have  no  doTibt 
th;it  it  is,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  the  west  channel  of 
the  SnalvC  river. 

.").  It  ;ipj)cars  from  the  transcript  that  the  lower  jetty  was 
intrn(i;'<I  to  close  this  entire  channel,  but  that  the  \vater,  de- 
ilc.lcd  hy  the  anuie  of  tlic  bai'rier,  v.aslKHl  the  s;ind  from  the 
outi-r  end  of  the  obstruction,  pcnnilting  a  p;irt  of  tlie  current 
to  coiiliMi.e  in  tlie  bed  of  tlie  stj'eaiii  west  of  the  sandbar,  but 
raiisiiiu'  tile  grialer  \'(ilunie  to  flow  east  thereeP.  .\s  a  jelty 
is  a  siic'ies  of  d;im,  and  the  lower  obstruction  de[)rives  a 
i'innriaii  jii'MiMiefor  of  the  ac'^ustnuied  flo\v  of  \\;i1er  in  the 
(  iiannel  oT  Ihe  stj'enrii.  is  the  dcMfivation  of  th(»  right  Avhich 
i.s  in  ■id^'i't  to  t'le  esiiiie    snch  an  injui'v  as  will  authorize  the 

An;      S..    l.vi).,    A  ol.    1-20       .".3 
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granting  of  the  relief  sought?  The  plaintiff  and  his  witnesses 
express  the  opinion  that  if  the  water  is  permitted  to  flow  in 
the  west  channel,  it  will  continue  its  course  along  the  bank 
of  his  land  and  diverge  the  current,  which  otherwise  strikes 
his  premises  at  nearly  right  angles.  This  consensus  of  opinion 
is  not  based  on  observations  as  to  the  effect  of  the  water  at 
the  line  of  injury  to  plaintiff's  land  during  the  flood  of  1904, 
but  the  consequences  assumed,  though  speculative,  seem  so 
reasonable  and  dependent  upon  the  **^^  laws  of  nature,  of 
Avhieh  a  court  will  take  judicial  notice,  that  we  are  forced  to 
the  determination  that  injury  must  necessarily  result  to  plain- 
tiff's premises,  and  to  his  property  rights  incident  thereto, 
if  another  freshet  should  occur  in  the  river.  The  conclu- 
sion thus  reached  makes  such  a  case  as  entitles  the  plaintiff 
to  equitable  intervention,  but,  as  the  lower  jetty  is  the  only 
one  of  which  he  seriously  complains,  that  obstruction  only 
will  be  ordered  abated. 

6.  The  defendant's  objections  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  in- 
stitute this  suit  and  to  prosecute  this  appeal  not  being  deemed 
important,  the  decree  is  reversed,  and  one  will  be  entered  hero 
requiring  the  defendant,  within  three  months  from  the  entry 
of  a  mandate  herein  in  the  lower  court,  to  remove  the  long 
or  lower  jetty;  the  plaintiff  to  recover  his  costs  and  disburse- 
ments in  both  courts. 

ON    MOTION  to   modify   DECREE. 

MOORE,  J,  7.  After  the  opinion  was  announced  in  this 
case  the  defendant's  counsel  moved  to  modify  the  decree  ren- 
dered in  this  court  so  as  not  to  require  the  entire  demolition  of 
the  long  jetty,  insisting  that  the  retention  of  a  part  thereof 
will  not  injure  the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  will  afford  some 
protection  to  the  railroad  embankment  from  erosion  from  the 
water.  It  is  impossible  to  determine  from  the  evidence  be- 
fore us  whether  or  not  the  motion  interposed  should  be  al- 
lowed, and,  this  being  so,  the  cause,  upon  the  payment  by 
the  defendant  of  the  costs  and  disbursements  taxed,  will  be 
remanded,  with  directions  to  take  testimony  upon  this  ques- 
tion, and,  if  it  shall  appear  therefrom  to  the  trial  court  that 
any  part  of  the  long  jetty  can  be  allowed  to  remain  Avithout 
injury  to  the  plaintiff's  premises,  to  enter  a  suppleiiipntal 
decree  to  that  effect,  but  if  this  cannot  be  done,  to  deny  the 
motion. 

Reversed. 
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The  Iiight  of  a  Land  Owitcr  to  Accdcrnte  or  diniini?li  t1io  flow  of 
water  to  or  from  the  lands  of  anothor  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to 
Mizell  V.  McGowan,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  707.  If  a  levee  is  built  in  or 
across  a  stream,  whereby  its  waters  are  diverted  from  their  usual 
course  and  made  to  flow  against  and  upon  the  land  of  a  lower  pro- 
prietor, he  is  entitled  to  recover  for  resulting  injuries:  De  Baker  v. 
Southern  Cal.  Ry.  Co.,  106  Cal.  257,  46  Am,  St.  Eep.  237. 

The  Overflow  Waters  of  a  Stream  at  times  of  ordinary  flood  do  not 
cease  to  be  a  part  of  the  stream  and  become  surface  water,  unless  so 
separated  from  the  stream  that  it  will  not  return  hereto:  Uhl  v.  Ohio 
River  R.  R.  Co.,  56  \V.  Va.  495,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  !)(i8;  Fordham  v. 
Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  30  Mont.  421,  104  Am.  St.  Rup.  729. 


HAINES  V.  CONXELL. 

[48  Or.  469,  87  Tac.  205,  8  Pac.  872.] 

ATTACHMENT — Priority  Over  Unrecorded  Deed. — An  attach- 
ment lc\icd  in  gootl  faith  upon  land  previously  cotiveyed  by  an  un- 
recorded deed  takes  precedence,  under  the  Oregon  statutes,  over  the 
conveyance,      (p.    887.) 

ATTACHMENT — Unrecorded  Deed — Burden  to  Show  Good 
Faith.- — When,  in  a  suit  involving  the  priority  of  an  attachment  over 
a  pi-ior  unrecorded  deed,  the  aLlaeliing  creditors,  by  the  allegations 
(if  their  answer,  assume  the  burden  which  the  law  casts  on  tliem  of 
showing  their  good  faith  and  want  of  notice  in  levying  the  attach- 
nieiit,  a  failure  to  deny  such  allegations  in  the  reply  is  an  admission 
of  their  truth,      (p.  8;;S.) 

ATTACHMENT— Caption  to  Certificate.— It  is  not  necessary 
that  a  ceitilicate  of  attachuieni:  should  have  a  caption  statit'g  tlie  title 
of  the  cause  and  the  names  of  the  parties,  if  such  niatters  are  stated 
in  the  body  of  the  certificate,     (p.  839.) 

W.  ]\r.  Langley  &  Son,  for  the  api)ell;int3. 

W.  IT.  Ilollis  and  S.  B.  ITuston,  for  the  appellee. 

^7«  BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  a  suit  hy  E.  W.  Haines  agninst 
J.  Vr.  (. 'i)jiiiell,  shcrifO,  and  J.  E.  Sehocli  to  renujve  a  cloud 
friiTii  a  title,  and  comes  here  on  an  appeal  from  a  decree  iu 
f:ivor  of  the  phiintiff.  '^'^  On  April  22,  1002.  E.  T.  Katie 
wa.s  the  owner  of  the  southi.'ast  quai'ter  of  section  11,  town- 
ship 2  north,  rano-e  5  west.  On  that  d.iy  Ik?  allonipted  to 
ei)i!\-t'y  th.c  same  by  warranty  deed  to  the  i)hii;:l  ill',  hut,  by 
inislalu\  tlic  hind  was  described  as  beinu'  in  ranj^'e  4  instead 
of  5.  I'he  deed  was  not  reci)rded  until  July  11,  1!)(>1.  and 
about  that  time  plaintiff  discovered  the  mislal<e  in  the  de- 
scription, and,  after  ha\-i!ii,'  it  corrected  h;id  the  dccnl  re- 
recorded on  Jidy  10th.  Tiie  land  was  and  is  wild  land,  and 
not  in  tbe  possession  of  anyone.  On  -Inly  1,  1004,  b(d"ore  the 
deed  to   Haines  ii:id    been   re.-or>h'd,   liie   doferidant   ConnelEs 
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predecessor  in  office,  as  sheriff  of  "Washington  county,  levied, 
or  attempted  to  levy,  upon  the  proi)erty  under  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment issued  in  an  action  brought  against  Kane  by  J.  F. 
Schoch,  by  making  and  filing  in  the  proper  office  a  certificate 
of  attachment  as  follows: 

"State  of  Oregon, 
County  of  Washington — ss. 

"I,  J.  W.  Sewell,  Sheriff  of  Washington  County,  Oregon, 
do  hereby  certify  that  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment  is- 
sued out  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  State  of  Oregon  for  the 
County  of  Washington,  upon  the  30th  day  of  June,  A.  D. 
1904,  in  a  cause  therein  pending,  wherein  J,  F.  Schoch  is 
plaintiff  and  F.  T.  Kane  is  defendant,  said  writ  being  in 
favor  of  said  plaintiff  and  against  the  property  of  said 
defendant,  and  directed  to  me,  the  Sheriff  of  Washington 
County,  I  did  on  the  1st  day  of  July,  1904,  at  the  instance 
of  the  above-named  plaintiff,  attach  the  following  descriV.''d 
real  property  of  the  within  named  F.  T.  Kane,  to  wit:  T.ot 
].  block  31,  Forest  Grove;  lot  9,  block  1,  West  Tortland 
Ileiglits ;  southeast  quarter  of  section  11,  township  2  north, 
range  5  west  of  Willamette  ]\Ieridian,  all  said  property  being 
in  Washington  County,  Oregon. 

"In  Witness  Whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  this  1st 
day  of  July,  A.  D.  1904,  at  10  o'clock  a.  m. 

"J.  W.  SEWELL, 
"Sheriff  of  Washington  County,  Oregon." 

The  plaintiff  thereafter,  and  before  the  action  of  Schoch 
V.  Kane  had  passed  to  judgment,  commenced  this  suit  to  en- 
join and  restrain  the  defendants  from  further  proceeding 
under  the  attachment,  and  for  a  decree  canceling  the  same, 
on  the  ground  that  it  tended  to  cloud  his  title.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  the  ^'^  defendants  had  notice  of  the  plain- 
tiff's interest  at  the  time  of  the  levy  of  the  attaihnient.  This 
averment  is  denied  by  the  answer.  For  an  affirmative  defnise 
the  answer  sets  up  the  attachment  proceeding  in  detail,  and 
alleges  that  the  attachment  was  caused  to  be  levied  by  Schoch, 
the  attaching  creditor,  in  good  faith,  and  without  notice  that 
the  pro]ierty  had  Ijeen  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  any 
other  person,  or  that  plaintiff  claimed  any  interest  or  title. 
legal  or  equitable,  therein.  This  allegation  is  not  denied  by 
the  reply,  and  there  was  no  evidence  given  on  the  trial  1)3'' 
either  party  concerning  a  knowledge  or  want  of  knowledge  of 
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plaintiff's  interest  in  tlie  property  by  the  attadiiii;^  creditor 
at  the  time  of  the  attaelnnent.  Plaintiff  had  decree  in  the 
court  below,  and  the  defendants  appeal. 

It  is  contended  by  defendants  that  the  deed  from  Kane 
to  the  plaintiff  was  intended  as  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  and  therefore  conveyed  no  interest  or  title 
in  the  property  to  ITaines,  and  hence  will  not  support  a  suit 
to  roinove  a  cloud  from  title;  and  also  that  this  suit  was  pre- 
matui'cly  brought  because  the  action  of  Schoch  v.  Kane,  in 
whicli  the  writ  of  attachment  issued,  had  not  passed  to  .judg- 
ment at  the  time  it  was  commenced.  In  view  of  the  conclu- 
sion we  have  reached  as  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  examine  these  questions,  although  they 
are  important. 

1.  The  deed  from  Kane  to  the  plaintiff  had  not  been  re- 
cord(Ml  at  the  time  of  the  levy  of  the  attachment  issued  in 
the  action  of  Sclioch  v.  Kane,  and  more  than  five  days  had 
elapsed  since  the  date  of  its  execution,  and,  tliereCore,  the 
attachment,  if  valid,  will  take  precedence  over  such  deed,  if 
such  attaelnuent  was  made;  in  good  faith  and  without  notice 
of  plaintiff's  rights:  '*'^  Boehreinger  v.  Creighton,  10  Or. 
42;  Riddle  V.  ]\li]Ier,  19  Or.  460,  23  Pac.  807;  INFeicr  v.  ITcss, 
23  Or.  599.  32  Pac.  755 ;  Dimmick  v.  Posenfeld,  34  Or.  101, 
55  Pac.  100;  Osgood  v.  Osgood,  35  Or.  1,  56  Pac.  1017;  Se- 
curity S.  &  Trust  Co.  V.  Loewenberg,  38  Or.  159,  62  Pac.  647. 

2.  It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  attachment  is  void,  be- 
cause the  certificate  of  the  sheriff,  as  filed  with  the  county 
clerk,  did  not  contain  as  a  caption  thereto  the  title  of  the 
cause  or  tlie  names  of  the  parties.  The  statute  provides: 
"Real  property  shall  be  attached  as  follows:  The  sheriff  shall 
mals'c  a  certificate  containing  the  title  of  the  cause,  tlie  names 
of  the  parties  to  the  action,  a  description  of  such  real  prop- 
erly, and  a  statement  that  the  same  has  been  attached  at  the 
suit  of  the  plaintiff';  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  county  clerk 
of  tlie  county  in  which  the  attached  real  estate  is  situated": 
B.  &  C.  Comp.,  sec.  301. 

The  certificate  in  question  admittedly  contains  in  the  body 
thereof  all  the  essential  re(iuirements  of  the  statute.  It  states 
the  title  of  the  case  by  giving  the  name  of  the  court  in  which 
the  action  was  pending,  the  names  of  the  parties,  a  description 
of  the  property  attached,  and  st;ites  that  it  was  attached  at 
the  instance  (which  is  e(inivalent  to  suit)  of  the  plaintilf,  and 
is.  thcrcfdrc.  in  our  o[)iiii(Mi,  sufiii-ient.  There  is  no  recjuire- 
ment  in  the  statute  that  the  title  of  the  cause  and  the  names 
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of  the  parties  shall  be  stated  as  a  heading  or  caption  to  the 
cortificate,  as  reijuired  by  section  67  in  the  case  of  a  complaint. 
The  statute  provides  that  a  complaint  shall  contain  (1)  the 
title  of  the  cause,  specif.ying  the  name  of  the  court  and  the 
names  of  the  parties  plaintiff  and  defendant;  (2)  a  plain 
and  concise  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of 
action;  and  (3)  the  relief  demanded;  which  would  seem  to 
contemplate  that  thase  requisites  should  be  stated  in  the  order 
named,  notwithstanding  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  stat- 
ing of  the  names  of  the  court  and  of  the  parties  in  the  caption 
of  a  complaint  is  a  formal,  and  not  a  jurisdictional  matter: 
Adams  v.  Kelly,  44  Or.  66,  74  Pac.  399;  Smith  v.  Watson, 
28  Iowa,  218 ;  ilill  v.  Thacter,  3  How.  Pr.  407 ;  Van  Namee 
V.  Peoble,  9  How.  Pr.  198.  The  statute  regulating  the  at- 
tachment of  real  *'"'*  property  provides  what  the  certificate 
shall  contain,  but  does  not  require  that  the  essential  matters 
shall  be  set  out  in  any  particular  order,  and  it  seems  to  us 
that  a  certificate  is  clearly  sufficient  which  states  such  mat- 
ters in  the  body  thereof  without  giving  to  it  the  formality 
of  a  heading  or  caption. 

3.  When  a  certificate  of  attachment  attempts  to  state  the 
title  of  the  cause  and  the  names  of  the  parties  in  a  caption,  it 
must  state  them  correctly,  and  an  error  therein  is  not  cured 
by  a  subsequent  recital  in  the  body  of  the  certificate :  ^Tc- 
Dowell  V.  Parry,  45  Or.  99,  76  Pac.  1081.  But  where  no  cap- 
tion is  used,  it  is  enough  if  the  essential  facts  required  to  be 
stated  appear  in  the  body  of  the  certificate. 

4.  It  is  next  contended  that  the  burden  was  on  the  de- 
fendants to  show  that  the  attachment  was  levied  in  good  faith, 
and  without  notice  or  knowledge  of  plaintiff's  interest  in  the 
property,  and  this  seems  to  be  the  logical  effect  of  the  former 
decisions  of  this  court:  Rhodes  v.  McGarry,  19  Or.  222,  23 
Pac.  971;  Laurent  v.  Lanning,  32  Or.  11,  51  Pac.  80. 

5.  But  here  the  defendants  have  assumed  such  burden  by 
stating  in  their  answer  facts  necessary  to  make  them  pur- 
chasers in  good  faith,  and  these  allegations  are  not  denied  by 
the  reply.  The  want  of  such  denial  is  an  admission  of  their 
truth,  and  no  proof  was  required.  It  is  said  that  because  the 
complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  had  notice  of  the  plain- 
tiff's claim  to  the  property  at  the  time  the  attachment  was 
levied,  and  this  averment  is  denied  by  the  answer,  the  ques- 
tion of  dofcndants'  good  faith  was  thus  made  an  issue  in  the 
cau^se,   and  it  was  not  necessary  for  plaintiff  to  deny  the 
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affinuative  plea  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  set  up  by  the  an- 
swer. Tlie  denial  of  the  averments  of  the  complaint  did  not 
entitle  defendants  to  make  the  defense  of  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser. That  was  an  affirmative  matter  which  they  were  re- 
quired to  plead  in  their  answer,  notwithstanding  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint:  Rhodes  v.  :McGarry,  19  Or.  222,  23 
Pac.  971.  And  since  they  were  required  to  plead  facts  con- 
stituting? them  bona  fide  purchasers,  it  would  necessarily  fol- 
low that  such  facts  must  be  regarded  as  true,  unles.s  denied 
by  ^''^  the  plaintiff,  and  an  averment  of  the  complaint  can- 
not be  treated  as  such  a  denial. 

It  follows  from  these  views  that  defendants'  attachment 
takes  precedence  over  the  rights  acquired  by  the  plaintiff  by 
his  deed  from  Kane,  and  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 

Reversed. 

ON   MOTION  FOR  REHEARING, 

BEAN,  C.  J.  6.  Counsel  is  in  error  in  supposing  that  the 
court  held  that  the  requirement  of  the  statute  that  a  certifi- 
cate of  attachment  should  contain  the  title  of  the  cause  is  a 
nullity.  The  holding  is  that  such  a  certificate,  if  without  a 
caption,  is  sufficient  if  it  contains  in  the  body  thereof  "the 
title  of  the  cause  and  the  names  of  the  parties,"  and  other- 
wise complies  Avith  the  statute.  In  short,  that  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  certificate  should  have  a  caption  stating  the  title 
of  the  cause  and  the  names  of  the  parlies,  but  it  is  enough 
if  it  contains  in  the  body  thereof  all  the  essential  ref|uire- 
ments  of  the  statute.  Nor  does  the  decision  conflict  with  ^Ic- 
Dowell  V.  I'arry,  45  Or.  99,  76  Pac.  1081.  In  the  McDowell 
case  it  was  held  that,  where  a  certificate  of  attachment  pur- 
ports to  state  the  title  of  the  cause  and  the  nanies  of  the  j)ar- 
ties  in  a  caption,  it  must  state  them  correctly;  and  a  failure 
to  do  so  is  fatal  to  the  attachment.  This  case  holds  that, 
where  no  caption  is  used,  the  certificate  is  sufficient  if  the 
essential  facts  required  by  the  statute  appear  in  the  body 
thereof. 

The  petition  for  rehearing  is  denied. 


The  Lien  of  an  Attarlimcnt  or  judi^niicut  does  not,  as  a  rule,  oxtond 
bfyond  t\\v  actual  intorpst  of  the  det)tfir  at  the  time  of  the  levy  of  the 
attachment  or  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  It  is  therefore  subject 
to  prior  iiiiiicorded  transfers  of  tiie  property.  Thi-  errditor  is  not 
a  bona  fi'lr  purchnscr,  for  he  lias  ]>arted  with  nothing  for  his  security: 
Burl;e  V.  .Tohnson,  ?,7  Kan.  ?,37,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  2."ii.';  Hope  v.  liliur, 
]oo  Mo.  So,  l;4  .\m.  St.  IJep.  6(5;  Lipscamp  v.  Condon,  n'i  W.  Va. 
41U,  l(j7   Am.   St.   Kcp.  9^8;    note   to   Flint  v.  Chaloujjka,  117   Am.  St. 
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Rep.  777.  In  Oregon,  however,  the  statutes  provide:  "From  the  date 
of  the  attachment  until  it  is  discharged  or  the  writ  executed,  the 
plaintiff,  as  against  third  persons,  shall  be  deemed  a  purchaser  in 
good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  of  the  property  attached": 
1  Zollinger  &  Cotton's  Codes,  302. 


WILMOT  V.  OREGON  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

[48  Or.  494,  87  Pac.  528.] 

RAILROADS — Duty  to  Fence  Track — Station  Grounds. — The 
statutory  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to  fence  its  tracks  does  not 
extend  to  depot  grounds,  because  the  purposes  for  which  they  are 
used  and  the  public  convenience  are  inconsistent  with  the  obligation 
to  fence  at  that  point,     (p.  842.) 

RAILROADS — Duty  to  Fence  Depot  Grounds. — Whether  it  is 
the  duty  of  a  railway  company  to  fence  its  right  of  way  at  its  depot 
grounds  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,     (p.  843.) 

RAILROADS — Unfenced  Depot — Killing  of  Stock.— Where  the 
law  requires  railroad  companies  to  fence  their  tracks  except  at  depot 
grounds,  the  question  whether  unfenced  land  where  animals  killed 
by  a  moving  train  entered  the  right  of  way  is  a  part  of  such  grounds 
is  for  the  jury,  when  the  evidence  is  conflicting  and  such  that  differ- 
ent inferences  may  be  drawn  therefrom,     (p.  843.) 

RAILROAD — Depot  Grounds  Defined. — The  depot  or  station 
grounds  of  a  railway  company  is  the  place  where  passengers  get  on 
and  off  the  trains  and  freight  is  loaded  and  unloaded,  including  all 
grounds  reasonably  necessary  or  convenient  to  that  purpose,  together 
with  necessary  tracks,  switches,  and  turnouts  for  handling  and  mak- 
ing up  trains,  storing  cars,  and  the  like,  and  so  much  of  the  main 
track  outside  the  switches  aa  is  requisite  for  the  proper  handling  of 
trains  at  the  station,     (p.  843.) 

RAILROADS — Station  Grounds — Evidence  of  What  are. — 
WTiere  grounds  have  been  appropriated,  surveyed  and  set  apart  by  a 
railway  company  for  station  or  depot  purposes,  it  affords  strong,  if 
not  conclusive,  evidence  that  their  boundaries  and  extent  are  such  as 
and  no  more  than  are  necessary  and  proper,  and  their  limits  should 
not  be  curtailed  or  extended  by  the  court  or  jury  unless  in  a  very 
clear    case.     (pp.    843,    844.) 

RAILROADS — Killing  of  Stock — Contributory  Negligence. — In 
an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  killing  horses,  the  question 
whether  their  owner  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  turn- 
ing them  out  to  graze  upon  uninclosed  land  near  the  depot  is  for 
the  jury,     (p,  844.) 

G.  W.  P.  Joseph  and  T.  M.  Dill,  for  the  appellants. 

W.  W.  Cotton  and  A.  C.  Spencer,  for  the  respondent. 

495  BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  the  value 
of  four  horses  killed  by  the  moving  trains  of  the  defendant 
on  an  unfenced  portion  of  its  track,  but  which  the  plaintiffs 
claim  and  allege  should  have  been  fenced. 
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The  complaint  states  a  cause  of  action  for  common-law  neg- 
ligence, and  also  under  the  statute  making  a  railway  com- 
pany ■^'**'  liable  for  stock  killed  on  an  uiii'('r.('(Ml  track.  The 
court  below,  in  accordance  with  the  do(;trine  ai)i)roved  in 
Harvey  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  46  Or.  505,  80  Pac.  1061,  re- 
(juired  plaintiffs  to  elect  upon  which  cause  of  action  they 
would  proceed,  and  they  elected  to  rely  upon  the  statutory 
liability.  The  defense  is  that  the  animals  entered  upon  the 
track  at  the  depot  grounds  of  the  defendant,  and  that  plain- 
tiffs were  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence  in  suffering 
and  permitting  them  to  run  at  large  at  tlie  place  where  they 
were  killed  as  will  bar  a  recovery.  The  defendant  owns  and 
operates  a  railroad  from  Portland  to  the  eastern  boundary 
of  the  state.  Bridal  Veil  is  a  station  between  Portland  and 
The  Dalles,  used  principally  for  the  shipment  of  lumber.  It 
consists  of  station  grounds,  a  depot  building,  sidetracks, 
switches  and  turnouts  necessary  and  proper  for  the  handling 
of  the  l)usiness  at  that  point.  A  switch  or  sidetrack  used 
])y  it  in  the  transaction  of  its  business  leaves  the  main  track 
at  a  point  two  himdred  or  three  hundred  feet  east  of  the 
depot  building,  and,  passing  south  of  such  building,  inter- 
se:-ts  the  nniin  track  again  about  eighteen  hundred  feet  west 
thereof.  Along  this  sidetrack  are  situated  the  planing-mill, 
lumljer-yards,  sheds  and  other  buildiPigs  of  the  lumber  com- 
pany. In  1902  the  defendant  constructed  on  the  north  side 
of  the  main  track  a  passing  track  three  thousand  feet  long, 
which  commences  about  seven  hundred  or  eight  hundred  feet 
west  of  the  depot  building  and  opposite  the  lumber  platform 
of  the  lumber  (-(^mpany  and  extends  about  two  thousand  two 
hu!i(li-cd  feet  east  of  the  depot.  About  one  hu.ndred  feet 
east  of  this  passing  track  the  defendant  constructed  a  eattle- 
giinrd,  with  fences  connected  therewith  on  either  side.  From 
tliis  point  east  the  traclv  is  fenced,  but  it  is  not  inclosed  be- 
t\\ccn  the  cattle-guard  and  the  west  end  of  the  depot  grounds. 
The  pl.-Mutiffs  live  and  are  in  business  at  Bridal  Veil.  On 
the  evening  of  April  11,  1904,  they  tui-ned  their  horses  out 
to  !_rr,!/.e  on  the  uninclosed  lands  south  of  the  depot,  as  they 
had  been  accustomed  to  do  for  soi>ie  time.  During  the  night 
the  horses  stra\-ed  onto  the  track  of  tln^  (h^feiulnnt.  and  were 
Idileil  by  its  moving  trains.  The  evidence  tended  to  show 
tli;it  the  horses  enti'red  ujxm  the  track  west  of  the  east  end 
ot"  1h  >  pa-:sin.g  track,  but  were  run  down  and  killed  east  of 
the    ealliu  ;j,uard.     The    court    below    directed   a   uuusuit   on 
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^^"^  the  ground  that  the  place  of  entry  was  within  the  depot 
grounds  of  the  defendant  and  at  a  plaoe  it  was  not  required 
to  fence. 

1.  The  statute  makes  a  railroad  company  liable  for  the 
value  of  stock  killed  by  its  moving  trains,  engines  or  cars, 
iiI)ou  or  near  an  unfenced  track  (B.  &  C.  Comp.,  see.  5139), 
and  is  broad  enough  to  include  animals  killed  at  the  depot 
grounds.  It  has,  however,  been  held  that  the  statute  did  not 
extend  to  depot  grounds  because  the  purposes  for  which  they 
are  used  and  the  right  of  public  convenience  are  inconsist- 
ent with  the  obligation  to  fence  at  that  point:  Moses  v.  South- 
ern Pacific  Co.,  18  Or.  385,  23  Pac.  498,  8  L.  R.  A.  135 ;  Sulli- 
van V.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.,  19  Or.  319,  24  Pac.  408. 

2.  The  question  for  decision  upon  the  trial,  therefore,  was 
whether  the  place  where  the  animals  of  the  plaintiffs  entered 
upon  the  track  of  the  defendant  was  within  or  without  the 
depot  grounds.  If  within  the  depot  grounds,  the  plaintiffs 
cannot  recover  in  this  action;  but  if  not,  defendant  is  liable 
under  the  statute  unless  the  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  The  parties  differ  radically  as  to 
whether  the  question  thus  presented  is  one  of  law  or  of  fact. 
The  plaintiffs  claim  that  it  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  should 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  while  the  defendant  insists 
that  it  was  a  matter  of  law  for  the  court.  The  rule  is,  we 
take  it,  that  w^hether  a  railway  company  shall  fence  its  track 
at  its  depot  grounds  is  a  question  of  law,  and,  if  the  testi- 
mony shows  that  animals  entering  upon  such  grounds  are  in- 
jured or  killed  by  moving  trains,  the  owner  cannot  recover 
under  the  statute,  and  the  liability  of  the  company  is  for  the 
court:  Moses  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  18  Or.  385,  23  Pac.  498, 
S  L.  R.  A.  135;  Eaton  v.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.,  19  Or.  371, 
24  Pac.  413;  Eaton  v.  McNeill,  31  Or.  128,  49  Pac.  875; 
Harvey  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  46  Or.  505,  80  Pac.  1061.  But 
it  is  often  a  disputed  question  as  to  whether  a  certain  point 
constitutes  a  part  of  the  depot  grounds,  and  if  the  evidence 
is  conflicting  or  different  inferences  may  be  drawn  from  it, 
the  question  is  for  the  jury,  and  not  the  court.  Mr.  Elliott 
says:  ""While  it  is  purely  a  question  of  law  whether  or  not 
a  railway  company  shall  fence  '^^^^  at  its  depot  grounds  or 
at  points  where  the  erection  of  a  fence  would  interfere  with 
the  company  in  transacting  its  business,  it  is  a  question  of 
fact  wlictiier  a  certain  point  constitutes  part  of  the  depot 
grounds  or  whether  the  erection  of  a  fence  at  any  particular 
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place  would  interfere  with  the  company's  employes  in  the 
performance  of  their  duties":  3  Elliott  on  Railroads,  sec. 
1202. 

In  Drosse  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  91  Wis.  482,  65  N. 
W.  185,  the  unfenced  portion  of  the  right  of  way  was  half 
a  mile  in  length,  and  extended  north  beyond  a  switch,  which 
was  fourteen  hundred  feet  from  the  depot  building.  At  a 
highway  crossing  a  short  distance  south  of  the  switch  it  was 
customary  to  load  and  unload  freight.  Between  such  cross- 
ing and  the  switch,  plaintiff's  colts  came  upon  the  right  of 
way  and  were  killed,  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  a  question 
for  the  jury  whether  the  place  of  entry  was  a  part  of  the 
depot  grounds.  In  Rhines  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  75 
Iowa.  51)7,  39  N.  W.  912,  it  was  held  that  whether  that  part 
of  the  company's  ground  which  was  not  the  ordinary  place 
of  receiving  or  delivering  freight,  but  where  freight  of  a 
single  shipper  was  handled,  should  be  left  unfenced,  was  a 
queslidn  of  fact  for  the  jury.  And  in  Dinwoodie  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  70  Wis.  160,  35  N.  AV.  296,  it  was  like- 
wise held  to  be  a  question  of  fact  whether  the  defendant's 
riglit  of  way  at  a  point  sixty  rods  from  the  station  building 
where  there  was  a  sidetrack  in  addition  to  the  main  track 
was  necessary  and  convenient  and  actually  used  for  load- 
ing and  unloading  freight  so  as  to  make  it  a  part  of  the 
depot  grounds,  thus  relieving  the  company  from  the  duty 
of  fencing  it.  And  in  Bean  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  ]\I.  &  S.  Ry.  Co., 
20  Alo.  App.  641,  it  was  ruled  that  where  a  cow  was  killed 
adjacent  to  a  railroad  station  and  at  a  place  used  by  the 
railroad  for  switching  puri)oses  in  connection  with  its  station 
grounds,  the  court  could  not  d(>cl<irc  as  a  matter  of  law  that 
tlie  company  was  not  bound  to  fence  its  track  at  that  point: 
Se<'.  also,  Indiana  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hale,  93  Ind.  79  ;  Chicago  &  E. 
I.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Modesitt,  124  Ind.  212,  24  N.  E.  98(5;  ^IcDonough 
V.  -Alihvaukee  &  N.  Ry.  Co.,  73  Wis.  223,  40  N.  W.  80(i. 

3.  Tlie  depot  or  station  grounds  of  a  railway  company  is 
the  place  whi^re  passeng(>rs  get  on  and  olf  tlie  1  rains  and 
where  ^'*'*  freight  is  loaded  and  unloaded,  and  includes  all 
grounds  reasonably  necessary  or  conveni(>nt  to  that  purpose, 
togctl'.er  with  the  necessary  tracks,  switclies  and  turnouts 
thereon  or  adjacent  thereto  for  handling-  and  mailing  up 
trains,  storage  of  cars,  and  the  like,  and  so  n)uch  of  the  main 
track  outside  tlie  swi1ch(>s  as  is  re(|uisite  for  the  ]-)ro[i(M-  hand- 
liiig  of  trains  at  the  station;  3  Words  and  Phrases,  2U05  et 
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seq. ;  9  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  367 ;  Grosse  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  91  Wis.  482,  65  N.  W.  185 ;  Groiidin 
V.  Duluth  S.  S.  &  Atl.  Ry.  Co.,  100  Mich.  598,  59  N.  W.  229. 

4.  And  where  grounds  have  been  appropriated,  surveyed 
and  set  apart  by  the  railway  company  for  station  or  depot 
purposes,  it  affords  very  strong,  if  not  conclusive,  evidence 
that  their  boundaries  and  extent  are  such  as,  and  no  more, 
than  are  necessary  and  proper,  and  their  limits  should  not 
be  curtailed  or  extended  by  the  court  or  jury  unless  in  a 
very  clear  case:  3  Elliott  on  Railroads,  sec.  1194;  Chicago 
&  G.  T.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Campbell,  47  Mich.  265,  11  N.  W.  152; 
McGrath  v.  Detroit,  M.  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  57  Mich.  555,  24  N.  W. 
854;  Rabidon  v.  Chicago  &  West.  M.  Ry.  Co.,  115  Mich.  390, 
73  N.  W.  386,  39  L.  R.  A.  405. 

Now,  there  was  no  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  place 
where  the  plaintiffs'  horses  entered  upon  defendant's  track 
was  within  the  limits  of  the  station  grounds  as  set  aside  and 
designated  by  the  defendant,  or  within  such  grounds  as  here- 
inbefore defined,  and  therefore  the  court  could  not  declare, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  defendant  was  not  required  to  fence 
its  track  at  such  point.  The  north  track  constructed  by  the 
defendant  in  1902,  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  was  intended 
to  be  used  for  the  passing  of  trains,  and  was  in  no  way  con- 
nected with,  or  necessary  to,  the  use  of  the  depot  grounds; 
nor  indeed,  that  it  was  on  such  grounds.  We  think,  tliere- 
fore,  that  the  question  whether  the  point  where  the  horses 
entered  was  within  the  depot  grounds  was  a  question  for  the 
jury,  and  should  have  been  submitted  to  them. 

5.  A  claim  is  made  that  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  turning  their  horses  out  to  graze  upon 
the  unin closed  ^*^^  lands  near  the  depot,  but  whether  this 
was  such  contributor}^  negligence  under  the  circumstances  as 
will  defeat  a  recovery  was  for  the  jury:  Moses  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  18  Or.  385,  23  Pac.  498,  8  L.  R.  A.  135;  2  Thomp- 
son on  Negligence,  sec.  2004. 

Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered. 


The  Obligation  of  a  Hailroad  Company  to  Fence  its  track  as  required 
by  statute  is  absolute,  save  where  there  is  some  exception  by  iinjjlica- 
tion  based  upon  ])ublic  policy,  necessity,  or  conveuieuce:  Marengo 
V.  Great  ^s'orrheru  Ky.  Co.,  84  Minn.  397,  87  Am.  St.  Kep.  3G9;  Terre 
Haute  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Williams,  172  HI.  379,  46  Am.  St.  Bep.  44. 
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PITTSniTRG'S  PETITION. 
[217  Pa.   227,  66  Atl.  348.] 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Extra  Session  of  Legislature- 
Proclamation. — If,  after  the  governor  has  issued  a  proclamation  con- 
vening the  General  Assembly  in  extra  session  to  meet  on  a  day 
specified  to  consider  legislation  upon  certain  designated  subjects,  it 
occurs  to  him  that  other  subjects  than  tho^c  specified  should  be 
passed  upon  by  the  legislature,  he  may  lawfully  issue  another  proc- 
lamation fixing  the  same  time  for  the  meeting  of  the  General  As- 
sembly as  was  fixed  in  the  first,  and  designate  other  subjects  for  its 
considfr.-ition.      (p.    848.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Extra  Session  of  Leg-islature— Sub- 
ject Within  Proclamation. — A  statute  enabling  cities  in  close  proximity 
to  be  united,  providing  for  the  consequences  of  the  consolidation,  the 
teni])orary  government  of  the  consolidated  city,  and  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  such  united  cities  is  within  the  scope  of  the  proclama- 
tion of  the  governor  calling  an  extra  session  of  the  legislature  for 
the  purpose  of  considering  legislation  to  enable  cities  in  close  prox- 
imity to  bo  united  in  one  municipality,      (p.  848.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Consolidation  of  Cities— Special 
Legislation. — 11  is  jmrely  a  legislative  matter  to  determine  what 
citiis  may  be  consolidated,  and  a  statute  making  contiguity  or  close 
proximity  a  comlition  of  the  rigiit  to  consolidate  does  not  attemiit 
to  reguhite  tlie  ■•ilTairs  of  any  spivinl  city  and  is  not  unconstituf  ioiial 
as  sp'eriiil   1.  gishitioii.      (pp.  849,  850.) 

COIJSTITUTIONAL    LAW— Consolidation    of    Cities— Special 

LegislRtioJi. —  A  statute  eii:ibling  cities  that  are  contiguous  or  in 
ci()Sf  ].r(i\i!iiity  to  consolidn te,  if  general  in  form  and  snbst.'ince, 
is  not  uii^-wiistitutionnl  as  s|U('ial  legislation  or  arhitrni-y  clas.^ifica- 
tio.'i,  .'lit  h'  ugii  at  till.'  time  of  its  }iass;ige  there  are  only  two  cities 
in   the   s*:'*r    to    \'.  liich    it    can    api>ly.      (p.   ."^."i.'!.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Consolid-'^tion  of  Cities— Due  Pro- 
cess of  Law. — A  st.'itiite  enabling  comiguotis  cities  to  consolidate  is 
not  i(>:!;r:iiy  to  the  n;iiimi;(l  coii.si  i  t  ul.idU  ;;iiaraii  leeing  due  process 
of  l;iw.  in  tli:it  it  jieriiiits  tiie  qualified  (>le(  tms  of  the  larger  city  to 
ovi'viMiwci'  or  oiitnninber  tliose  of  the  le^'ii  r  eity,  and  to  annex  the 
les-.T  city  without  tlie  Ndte  or  consent  of  a  majority  of  its  qualified 
voters   or   elicLors,      (p.   S5o.) 

(845) 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Consolidation  of  Cities— Extending 
Term  of  Office. — A  statute  enabling  cities  to  consolidate,  and  which 
will  have  the  effect  of  extending  the  term  of  councilmen  in  one  of 
them,  is  not  invalid  as  violating  a  constitutional  provision  that  "no 
law  shall  extend  the  term  of  any  public  officer."     (p.  856.) 

W.  A.  Stone,  H.  Henderson,  W.  C.  Gill  and  E.  Rogers,  for 
the  appellants. 

D.  T.  Watson,  W.  B.  Rodgers,  J.  M.  Freeman  and  J.  R. 
McCreery,  for  the  appellee. 

•2-8  BROWN,  J.  On  November  11,  1905,  the  governor  of 
the  state  called  the  general  assembly  into  extraordinary  ses- 
sion, to  meet  January  22i>  15^  1906,  for  the  consideration  of 
legislation  upon  seven  subjects  mentioned  in  his  proclama- 
tion. The  first  was  "To  enable  contiguous  cities  in  the  same 
counties  to  be  united  in  one  municipality  in  order  that  the 
people  may  avoid  the  unnecessary  burdens  of  maintnining 
separate  city  governments."  On  January  9,  1906,  he  issued 
what  he  regarded  as  a  second  proclamation,  for  he  entitles 
it 'a  "proclamation."  In  it,  after  calling  attention  to  the 
approaching  extraordinary  session,  he  designates  additional 
subjects  for  the  consideration  of  the  General  Assembly  at 
said  session,  one  of  them  being  "To  enable  cities  that  are 
now  or  may  hereafter  be  contiguous  or  in  close  proximity, 
including  any  intervening  land,  to  be  united  in  one  munici- 
pality, in  order  that  the  people  may  avoid  the  unnecessary 
burdens  of  maintaining  separate  municipal  governments. 
This  fourth  subject  is  a  modilication  of  the  first  subject  in 
the  original  call,  and  is  added  in  order  that  legislation  may 
be  enacted  under  either  of  them,  as  may  be  deemed  wise." 

The  extraordinary  session  was  held,  and  at  it  there  was 
passed,  among  other  bills,  the  one  now  under  consideration, 
approved  February  7,  1906  (Pub.  Laws,  7).  It  is  entitled, 
"An  act  to  enable  cities  that  are  now,  or  may  hereafter  be, 
contiguous  or  in  close  proximity,  to  be  united,  with  any  inter- 
vening laud  other  than  boroughs,  in  one  municipality;  pro- 
viding for  the  consequences  of  such  consolidation,  the  tem- 
porary government  of  the  consolidated  city,  payment  of  the 
indebtedness  of  each  of  the  united  territories,  and  the  enforce- 
ment of  debts  and  claims  due  to  or  from  each."  The  first 
section  is  as  follows:  "That  Avherever  in  this  commonwealth, 
now  or  hereafter,  two  cities  shall  be  contiguous  or  in  close 
proximity  to  each  other,  the  two,  with  any  intervening  land 
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otlier  Ihiin  boroiij^lis,  may  be  iiiiiled  and  become  one  by  an- 
nexinj^  and  coii.solidating  the  lesser  city,  and  the  intervening^ 
lajid  other  than  boronj^hs,  if  any,  with  the  greater  city,  and 
tlius  making  one  consolidated  city,  if  at  an  election,  to  be  held 
as  hereinafter  provided,  there  shall  be  a  majority  of  all  the 
votes  east  in  favor  of  such  union."  The  question  of  the  con- 
solidation of  the  cities  of  Pittsburg  and  .AllegluMiy  was  sub- 
iiiitfed  to  their  lawful  voters  at  an  election  held  in  pursuance 
of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  the  result  being  a  majority  of 
twenty  thousand  one  hundred  and  fifty-four  in  favor  of  con- 
solidation out  of  a  total  vote  in  the  two  cities  of  fifty-five 
thousand  five  hundred  and  fifty-four.  ^•'**  Following  this  elec- 
tion the  court  of  quarter  sessions  of  Allegheny  county,  on 
June  IG,  1906,  "ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the  city 
of  Allegheny,  the  lesser  city,  be  annexed  to  and  consolidated 
with  the  city  of  Pittsburg,  the  greater  or  larger  city,  so  that 
they  form  but  one  city  and  in  the  name  of  the  city  of  Pitts- 
burg." From  this  decree  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  sui)erior 
court.  The  court  affirmed  it  (Pittsburg's  Petition,  32  Pa. 
Sup.  Ct.  210),  and  from  the  decree  of  the  superior  court  we 
liave  this  appeal,  raising  the  question  of  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act  of  1906. 

One  of  the  objections  of  the  appellants  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  act  is  that  it  is  not  legislation  upon  a  subject  desig- 
nated in  the  proclamation  of  the  governor  calling  the  special 
.session.  This  objection  is  based  upon  article  3,  section  25 
of  the  constitution,  which  provides  that  "When  the  General 
Assembly  shall  be  convened  in  special  session,  there  shall  be 
no  legislation  upon  subjects  other  than  those  designated  in 
the  proclamation  of  the  governor  calling  such  session." 

In  the  oi'iginal  proclanmtion  the  legislation  to  be  considered 
liy  tiie  Ciencral  Asseml)ly  on  the  sul)ject  of  the  consolidation  of 
cities  was  confined  to  contiguous  cities  in  the  same  county, 
and  it  may  be  well  contended  that,  as  the  mandate  of  the  con- 
st itutiiui  is  inipcra.iive  that  the  legislature,  at  the  sj^ecial  ses- 
sion, sh.-ill  pass  no  law  upon  any  subject  not  designated  in  tlie 
call,  tlie  act  is  teidmically  without  it.  The  act  is  not  for  t!ie 
consolidation  of  two  contiguous  cities,  situated  in  the  same 
county,  l)ut  for  t]i;it  of  any  two,  contiguous  or  in  close  prox- 
imity, wherever  situated.  They  may  be  in  dilTcrent  counties. 
AVe  necnl  not,  howeviM",  pass  upon  tlic  sufficitMicy  of  tlio  tii-st 
j)r()clamati(m  to  sustain  tlic  act  as  being  one  of  the  subjects  of 
legislation  (l(\sim!ated  in  it. 
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"Whether  the  General  Assembly  ought  to  be  called  together 
in  extraordinary  session  is  always  a  matter  for  the  executive 
alone.  How  it  shall  be  called  and  what  notice  of  the  call  is 
to  be  given  are  also  for  him  alone.  The  constitution  is  silent 
as  to  these  matters,  and  wisely  so,  for  emergencies  may  arise, 
such  as  riots,  insurrections,  widespread  epidemics,  or  general 
calamities  of  any  kind,  requiring  the  instant  convening  of  the 
legislature,  and,  in  the  power  given  to  the  governor  to  call  it, 
no  time  for  the  notice  is  too  short,  if  it  can  reach  the  members 
'-^^^  of  the  General  Assembly;  and  with  telephones  and  tele- 
graphs the  uttermost  portions  of  the  commonwealth  can  at 
any  time  be  reached  between  the  rising  and  setting  of  the 
sun.  In  this  connection  it  may  be  noted  as  significant  that 
the  governor  is  not  even  required  by  article  4,  section  12,  em- 
powering him  to  call  the  General  Assembly  together  in  ex- 
traordinary session,  to  do  so  by  a  proclamation,  though  the 
same  section  does  provide  that  in  calling  the  Senate  in  extra 
session  for  the  transaction  of  executive  business  he  must  do 
so  by  proclamation.  A  proclamation,  however,  is  the  proper 
mode  of  calling  the  legislature  together,  and  the  constitution 
seems  to  so  contemplate,  for  section  25,  article  3,  speaks  of 
"the  proclamation."  But  no  form  of  proclamation  is  to  be 
followed,  and  if,  after  one  has  been  issued,  it  occurs  to  the  ex- 
ecutive that  other  subjects  than  those  designated  in  it  should 
be  passed  upon  by  the  legislature,  he  can  unquestionably  issue 
another,  fixing  the  same  time  for  the  meeting  of  the  General 
Assembly  as  was  fixed  in  the  first,  and  designate  other  subjects 
for  its  consideration.  This  is,  perhaps,  what  ought  to  be  done 
when  otlier  subjects  than  those  designated  in  the  proclama- 
tion are  to  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  legislature  in 
special  session,  and  if  it  had  been  done  in  the  present  case,  the 
objection  of  the  appellants  now  under  consideration  would 
hardly  have  been  raised.  This,  how^ever,  is  not  for  the  judi- 
ciary, but  for  the  governor  alone.  The  proclamation  of  Janu- 
ary 9th  is  in  effect  a  second  proclamation.  In  it  the  governor 
adopts  his  original  call  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  time  of 
the  meeting  of  the  General  Assemblj',  and  then  proceeds  to 
designate  the  additional  subjects  of  legislation.  With  every 
presumption  in  favor  of  compliance  by  the  executive  with  the 
constitutional  requirements  relating  to  his  calling  the  General 
Assembly  together  in  extraordinary  session,  it  would  be  judi- 
cial hypercriticism  to  declare  his  second  notice  or  proclamation 
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insufficient  to  authorize  the  legislature  to  pass  the  act  under 
consideration. 

The  ohjection  most  strenuously  urged  against  the  act  is  that 
it  violates  article  3,  section  7  of  the  constitution,  which  prohib- 
its tiie  legislature  from  passing  any  local  or  special  law  regu- 
lating the  affairs  of  cities.  Is  the  act  local  or  special,  or  is  it 
general  in  its  provisions?  It  provides  for  the  consolidation 
of  two  cities  of  no  particular  class,  but  of  any  two  cities  be- 
longing to  '^^  the  same  or  different  classes,  wherever  situated 
and  whether  in  the  same  or  in  different  counties.  Whetlier 
two  cities  ought  to  be  consolidated  is  purely  a  legislative  ques- 
tion, and  the  general  act  providing  for  their  consolidation  is 
not  forbidden  legislation.  The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
provide  for  the  annexation  of  cities  is  not  limited  by  the  con- 
stitution. What  it  may  not  now  do  is  to  regulate,  by  a  local 
or  special  law,  the  affairs  of  cities.  In  providing  for  the  an- 
nexation of  any  two  cities  of  the  commonwealth  there  is  no 
regulation  of  the  affairs  of  any  two  particular  cities.  The 
provision  is  simply  for  such  annexation,  if  certain  natural, 
and  what  may  be  regarded  as  necessary,  conditions  exist. 
The  legislature  might,  without  transgressing  the  constitution, 
have  provided  for  the  consolidation  of  cities  without  regard 
to  the  distance  between  them,  absorbing  in  their  consolidation 
all  the  intervening  space,  whether  occupied  by  boroughs  or 
townships.  But  such  legislation  is  not  conceivable,  for  the 
common  sense  of  the  people  would  not  tolerate  it.  In  provid- 
ing for  annexation  in  the  act  of  190G  the  legislature  restrained 
its  power  to  authorize  consolidation  in  declaring  that  certain 
natural,  reasonable  and  necessary  conditions  must  exist,  if  two 
cities  are  to  be  united.  No  arbitrary,  unnecessary  conditions 
are  prescribed;  only  reasonal)le  ones  are  required.  The  legis- 
lature might  have  limited  the  right  to  consolidate  to  contiguous 
cities,  but  it  extended  this  right  to  those  in  close  proximity. 
"While  it  is  purely  a  legislative  matter  to  determine  wliat  cities 
may  be  consolidated,  it  is  clear  that  only  those  ought  to  be 
wliich  are  contiguous  or  in  close  proximity;  and,  in  making 
contiguity  or  close  proximity  a  comlition  of  the  right  to  con- 
solidate, tlie  affairs  of  no  special  city  are  reguhited. 

By  tlie  act  any  two  cities  contiguous  or  in  close  proximity 
may  become  one.  No  two  contiguous  cities  are  excluded  from 
its  provisions,  and  any  two  in  close  proximity  may  be  united, 
provided  that  by  their  union  tliey  do  not  al)sorb  and  swallow 
'ip  an  intervening  borongli.     The  act  does  not  prevent  the 
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consolidation  of  cities  in  close  proximity  between  which  there 
may  be  a  borough,  if  that  borough  does  not  embrace  all  the 
land  between  them,  or  docs  not  extend  as  a  wedge  through- 
out the  entire  length  of  the  same.  If  a  borough  occupies  all 
the  land  between  two  cities,  they  cannot  be  united  without 
'^^  absorbing  such  borough.  They  touch  at  no  point,  are  not 
contiguous,  and  are  not  in  close  proximity  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act.  But  if  the  land  between  two  cities  in  close  prox- 
imity is  not  wholly  occupied  by  a  borough,  or  a  borough  does 
not  extend  throughout  the  entire  length  as  a  wedge  in  such 
intervening  land,  and  there  is  township  land  connecting  the 
cities  at  any  point  or  points,  they  can  be  consolidated  under 
the  act,  the  toM'nship  land  becoming  a  part  of  the  new  city 
and  the  borough  retaining  its  municipal  existence.  The  act  is, 
therefore,  one,  and  must  be  so  read,  permitting  the  consolida- 
tion of  any  two  cities,  contiguous  or  in  close  proximity,  of 
whatever  class  and  wherever  situated,  provided  only  that  in 
such  consolidation  the  separate  existence  of  an  intervening 
borough  shall  not  be  destroyed.  If  a  borough  occupies  all  of 
the  space  between  them,  they  are  not  contiguous,  and,  though 
in  close  proximity,  they  cannot  phj'sically  unite  without  wip- 
ing out  the  borough.  But  if  a  borough  should  not  be  all  of 
the  intervening  land,  they  can  unite  by  absorbing  that  land 
which  the  borough  does  not  occupy — the  intervening  land  be- 
yond the  borough  limits — leaving  it  to  continue  its  independ- 
ent municipal  life.  At  this  point  it  may  be  well  to  call  at- 
tenton  to  the  clear  line  of  demarcation  between  this  act  and 
that  of  April  20,  1905  (Pub.  Laws,  221),  known  as  the  Cook 
law,  and  declared  to  be  unconstitutional  in  Sample  v.  Pitts- 
burg, 212  Pa.  533,  62  Atl.  201.  It  provided  for  the  annexa- 
tion of  a  smaller  to  a  larger  city  when  the  two  were  contigu- 
ous and  situated  in  the  same  county,  and,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act,  it  was  declared  that  "cities  separated  by  a  stream, 
river  or  highway  shall  be  included  under  the  term  'contigu- 
ous.' "  So  clearly  was  it  bald,  special  local  legislation  that  it 
might  well  have  been  labeled  an  act  for  the  consolidation  of  the 
cities  of  Pittsburg  and  Allegheny.  In  forceful  language  our 
Brother  ]\Iestrezat  demonstrated  the  act  to  be  local  and  special, 
and  we  quote  at  length  from  his  opinion,  for  the  converse  of 
what  he  says  of  it  is  true  of  the  act  of  1906:  "The  title  of 
the  act  clearly  indicates  the  subject  of  the  enacting  part  and 
dis<loses  the  local  and  special  features  of  the  statute.  It  shows 
that  the  act  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  any  two  cities  of 
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the  state  so  as  to  make  it  general  in  its  operation,  but  condi- 
tions are  imposed  which  restrict  its  aj^plication  to  certain 
cities,  thereby  depriving  ^•'^*  the  other  cities  of  the  state  of 
the  benefit  of  its  provisions.  The  statute  is  operative  'where 
two  cities  are  contiguous  and  in  the  same  county.'  Its  pro- 
visions can  be  invoked  to  annex  only  two  cities  and  when  they 
are  thus  situated.  Two  cities  of  this  description  may  be  an- 
nexed to  each  other  and  all  others  are  excluded  from  the  opcr- 
ation  of  the  statute.  As  we  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the 
municipal  divisions  of  the  state  as  well  as  of  their  location, 
we  know,  as  averred  in  the  bill  and  not  denied  in  the  answer, 
that  the  cities  of  Allegheny  and  Pittsburg  in  Allegheny  county 
are  the  only  two  contiguous  cities  in  the  state,  and  that  there 
are  no  two  contiguous  cities  in  any  other  county  in  the  state. 
The  act,  therefore,  is  limited  in  its  operation  to  these  two 
cities,  and  the  effect  or  result  of  the  legislation  is  the  same,  and 
the  act  as  clearly  special,  as  if  the  names  of  the  two  cities  had 
been  written  in  the  statute  instead  of  the  pariphrase  used  in 
the  description  of  the  cities  subject  to  its  operation. 

"The  identification  of  the  two  cities  intended  to  be  affected 
by  tlie  act  is  also  aided  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute  that 
'for  purposes  of  this  act,  cities  separated  by  a  stream,  river  or 
highway  shall  be  included  under  the  term  "contiguous."  ' 
Aside  from  the  contention  that  the  act  applies  only  to  cities 
separated  by  a  stream,  river  or  highway,  this  clause  of  the  act 
clearly  suggests  the  two  Allegheny  county  cities  as  the  cities 
subject  to  its  operation.  "We  judicially  know  that  Pitts])urg 
and  Allegheny  are  the  only  two  cities  in  the  commonwealth 
separated  by  a  stream  or  highway,  and  the  fear  that  that  fact 
would  render  those  cities  not  contiguous  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  moved  the  promoters  of  this  legislation  to  fur- 
ther identify  them  by  inserting  this  clause  in  the  act.  This 
feiiture  should  not,  and  cannot  be,  ignored  when  the  court  is 
called  upon  to  test  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute,  as  it 
clearly  earmarks  the  legislation  as  local  and  s])ecial. 

"There  is  no  merit  in  the  contention  that  at  some  time  in 
the  future  thei-e  may  be  two  other  cities  which  may  become 
contiguous,  and,  in  that  event,  can  be  consolidated  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act.  With  a  knowledge  of  the  facts,  known 
to  the  legislatui-e  as  well  as  to  the  court,  this  is  not  within  the 
range  of  probability,  but  a  possiliility  so  remote  that  it  must 
be  excluded  from  consideration  in  determining  the  constitu- 
tionality ^**^  of  the  statute.     It  could  only  occur  if  a  commun- 
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ity  adjacent  to  any  of  the  cities  of  the  state  should  become 
sufficient!}^  populous  to  enable  it  to  become  a  city,  and  should 
take  the  necessary  legal  steps  to  make  itself  a  city  and  subject 
to  the  operation  of  the  act,  or  if  the  boroughs  lying  between 
and  connecting  certain  cities  of  the  state  should,  by  the  requi- 
site h^gal  proceedings,  be  annexed  to  those  cities  or  form  them- 
selves into  a  city  and  thereby  connect  two  existing  cities  so  as 
to  make  the  act  operative.  These  are  simply  contingencies 
within  the  realm  of  speculation,  and  entirely  too  remote  to 
support  legislation  otherwise  repugnant  to  the  constitutional 
mandate. 

"The  statute  requires  any  two  cities  desirous  of  availing 
themselves  of  its  provisions  to  be  located  in  the  same  county. 
This  confines  the  act  in  its  operation  to  cities  within  certain 
territorial  limits  and  brings  it  within  the  domain  of  special 
legislation,  prohibited  by  the  constitution.  The  act  does  not 
attempt  to  classify  cities  on  any  basis  whatever.  It  provides 
simply  that  it  shall  operate  upon  two  cities  situated  in  the 
same  county.  It  therefore  excludes  from  its  provisions  and 
denies  its  privileges  to  all  cities  separated  by  a  county  line, 
or  which  are  not  wholly  wdthin  the  same  county,  although  oc- 
cupying contiguous  territory.  All  cities  whose  boundaries  are 
coterminous  with  the  county  line  are  perpetually  excluded 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  although  other  cities  may 
adjoin  them  at  different  parts  of  their  boundaries.  This  dis- 
tinction made  in  the  act  between  the  cities  of  the  common- 
wealth is  not  based  upon  necessity  nor  upon  any  grounds 
which  the  law  recognizes  as  justifying  classification.  Its  ef- 
fect is  to  restrict  the  operation  of  the  statute  to  two  citi&s  lo- 
cated in  the  same  territorial  division  of  the  state ;  and  when 
considered  in  the  light  of  the  conceded  facts,  it  fixes  with  un- 
mistakable certainty  the  two  cities  to  be  consolidated  under 
its  provisions.  A  clearer  or  more  palpable  attempt  to  evade 
the  constitutional  prohibition  against  special  and  local  legis- 
lation is  not  disclosed  in  any  of  the  numerous  bills  introduced 
in  the  General  Assembly  since  the  adoption  of  the  present  con- 
stitution, not  excepting  the  statute,  which  Mr.  Justice  Paxson 
in  Commonwealth  v.  Patton,  88  Pa.  258,  very  properly  char- 
acterized as  'classification  run  mad.'  " 

-•*^  But  what  of  this  act?  Its  operation  is  not  confined  "to 
cities  within  certain  territorial  limits."  It  is  general  in  its 
terms  and  refers  to  no  classes  of  cities,  but  to  all  cities.  It 
does  not  provide  that  it  shall  operate  only  "upon  two  cities 
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situated  in  the  same  county. ' '  It  does  not  exclude  '  *  from  its 
provisions  and  deny  its  privileges  to  all  cities  separated  by  a 
county  line,  or  which  are  not  wholly  within  the  same  county," 
but  extends  them  to  any  two  cities  within  the  commonwealth 
liaving  natural,  reasonable  and  necessary  conditions  of  con- 
solidation. 

Counsel  on  both  sides  of  this  controversy  have  cited  many 
cases  on  the  classification  of  cities.  By  the  appellant  we  are 
referred  to  them  as  requiring  us  to  declare  the  act  local  and 
special,  regulating  the  affairs  of  cities,  and,  for  the  appellee, 
they  are  cited  to  sustain  it ;  but  as  classification  is  not  involved 
in  the  act,  we  need  not  consider  the  cases  on  that  subject. 
That  it  applies  now,  and  for  the  present  can  apply,  only  to 
the  cities  of  Pittsburg  and  Allegheny,  and  that  it  was  passed 
for  them,  can  make  no  difference  if  the  legislation  is  general 
in  form  and  substance,  and  is  not  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  constitution :  Wheeler  v.  Philadelphia,  77  Pa.  338.  In- 
dividual needs  and  requirements  are  responsible  for  much  leg- 
islation which  now  must  be  general,  and,  when  it  is  so,  the 
causes  that  lead  to  it,  or  the  particular  purposes  it  is  to  serve 
at  the  time  of  its  enactment,  have  nothing  to  do  with  its  con- 
stitutionality. It  ma}'  meet  at  the  time  of  its  passage  the 
wants  of  but  one  community,  but  if  in  the  future  it  will  meet 
these  same  wants  in  all  other  communities,  the  legislation  is 
as  general  as  if  at  the  time  of  its  passage  there  had  been  no 
special  reason  calling  for  it. 

The  method  of  consolidation  is  said  to  be  unconstitutional, 
because  it  is  not  by  ''due  process  of  law,"  "in  that  it  permits 
(jualificd  electors  of  the  larger  city  to  overpower  or  outnumber 
tfiose  of  the  lesser  city,  and  to  annex  tlie  lesser  city  without 
the  vote  or  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  (lualified  voters  or 
electors  of  the  lesser  city."  This  is  completely  answered  in 
the  f(»l lowing  extract  from  the  opinion  of  tbe  learned  judge 
spc^aking  for  the  superior  court:  "In  determiiiing  whether  this 
act  is  contrary  to  that  'due  process  of  law'  guaranteed  by  the 
federal  constitution,  in  providing  tbat  the  electoivs  of  the  con- 
solidated "•'"  territory  shall  determine  the  (lueslion  of  annexa- 
tion of  the  lesser  city  instead  of  permitting  the  ]najorit,y  of 
tlie  eh'ctdrs  of  the  lesst'r  city  to  decide  it.  we  have  many  ad- 
judicated cases  which  v;arraiit  the  action  taken  by  the  legis- 
lature. The  words  'due  process  of  law,'  as  taken  from  ]\lagna 
Cliarta  and  incorporated  in  liie  constitution,  'wci-e  intended  to 
secuie  tin;  individual  I'l^oin  the  arhitrary  exercise  of  the  po\vei*s 
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of  government,  unrestrained  by  the  established  principle  of 
private  rights  and  distributive  justice.'  In  each  particular 
case  the  words  mean  'such  an  exercise  of  the  powers  of  gov- 
ornmont  as  the  settled  maxims  of  law  permit  and  sanction, 
and  under  such  safeguards  for  the  protection  of  individual 
riglits  as  those  maxims  prescribe  for  the  class  of  cases  to  which 
the  one  in  question  belongs':  Cooley's  Constitutional  Limita- 
tions, 434.  The  people  of  the  municipalities  do  not  define  for 
tlioniselves  their  own  rights  and  privileges  and  powers,  nor  is 
there  any  common  law  Avhich  draws  a  definite  line  of  distinc- 
tion between  the  powers  which  may  be  exercised  by  the  state 
i\nd  those  M'hich  must  be  left  to  the  local  governments:  2 
Kent's  Commentaries,  278,  279.  The  general  principle  is 
that  when  the  state  is  acting  in  the  sovereign  capacity,  it  acts 
for  the  whole  commonwealth,  and  private  rights  and  interests 
must  yield  to  this  paramount  object.  Private  rights  may  be, 
and  very  frequently  are,  interfered  with  by  either  the  legis- 
lature, executive  or  judicial  departments  of  the  government, 
and  the  creation  of  municipal  corporations,  and  the  conferring 
upon  them  of  certain  powers  and  subjecting  them  to  corre- 
sponding duties,  does  not  deprive  the  legislature  of  the  state 
of  that  general  control  over  their  citizens  which  they  before 
possessed.  It  still  has  authority  to  amend  their  charters,  en- 
large or  diminish  their  powers,  extend  or  limit  their  bounda- 
ries, consolidate  two  or  more  into  one,  and  overrule  their  legis- 
lative action  whenever  it  is  deemed  unwise,  impolitic  or  unjust, 
and  even  abolish  them  altogether  in  the  legislative  discretion 
and  substitute  those  which  are  different:  Cooley's  Constitu- 
tional Limitations,  228.  Eestraints  on  the  legislative  power 
of  control-  must  be  found  in  the  constitution  of  the  state,  or 
they  must  rest  alone  in  the  legislative  discretion.  If  the  leg- 
islative action  operates  injuriously  to  the  municipalities  or  to 
individuals,  the  remedy  is  not  with  the  courts.  The  courts 
have  no  power  to  interfere,  and  the  people  ^^^  must  be  looked 
to,  to  right  through  the  ballot-box  all  these  wrongs:  Ervine's 
Appeal,  16  Pa.  256,  55  Am.  Dec.  499;  Cooley's  Constitutional 
Limitations,  228-230.  The  act  in  question  has  been  passed 
with  all  the  forms  and  ceremonies  requisite  to  make  it  a  valid 
statute.  The  legislature  was  properlj^  convened  and  kept  well 
within  its  powers  in  regulating  the  affairs  of  cities  by  a  gen- 
eral law  in  accord  with  the  requirements  of  the  constitution. 
''It  follows  under  the  law  of  the  land  that  neither  the  mu- 
nicipality as  such  or  any  of  the  persons  residing  therein  have 
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any  vested  riglits  in  tlie  numicipal  powers,  as  hgainst  the  state 
M'liieh  ercat<'(l  the  municipality.  It  is  merely  an  a.^'ency  in- 
stituted l)y  the  soverei<^n  for  the  purpose  of  carryinjj;  out  in  de- 
tail the  objects  of  f^'overnment — essentially  a  revocable  agency 
• — sul>ject  to  lejjislative  control  'vvhieh  may  destroy  its  very  ex- 
istence with  the  mere  bi-ealh  of  arbitrary  decision':  Phila- 
delphia v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  1G9." 

Autliorities  eveiy where  support  the  foreijoing.  In  our  own 
cases  may  be  found  the  following:  "The  cit}^  of  Philadelphia 
is  beyond  all  question  a  municipal  corporation — that  is,  a 
public  corporation  created  by  the  government  for  political  pur- 
poses, and  having  subordinate  and  local  powers  of  legislation : 
2  Kent's  Commentaries,  275;  an  incoi-poration  of  persons,  in- 
habitants of  a  particular  place,  or  connected  with  a  par- 
ticular district,  enabling  them  to  conduct  its  local  civil  gov- 
ernment: Glover  on  Municipal  Corporations,  1.  It  is  merely 
an  agency  instituted  by  the  sovereign  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing out  in  detail  the  objects  of  government — essentially  a 
revocable  agency,  having  no  vested  right  to  any  of  its  pow- 
ers or  franchises ;  the  charter  or  act  of  erection  being  in  no 
sense  a  contract  with  the  state,  and  therefore  fully  subject  to 
the  control  of  the  legislature,  who  may  enlarge  or  diminish 
its  territorial  extent  or  its  functions,  may  change  or  modify 
its  internal  arrangement,  or  destroy  its  very  existence,  with 
the  mere  breath  of  arbitrary  discretion.  Sic  volo,  sic  jubeo ; 
that  is  all  the  sovereign  authority  need  say.     This  much  is 

undeniable,    and  has  not  been  denied The  sovereign 

may  continue  its  corporate  existence,  and  yet  assume  or  resume 
the  appointments  of  all  its  officers  and  agents  into  its  own 
hands;  for  the  power  which  can  create  and  destroy  can  modify 
and  change":  Sharswood,  J.,  in  Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  G-i  Pa. 
1G9.  "^Municipal  corporations  are  agents  -'^'*  of  the  state,  in- 
vested with  certain  subordinate  governmental  functions  for 
reasons  of  convenience  and  public  policy.  They  are  created, 
governed  and  the  extent  of  their  powers  determined  by  tlie 
legislature,  and  subject  to  change,  repeal  or  total  abolition  at 
its  will.  They  have  no  vested  rights  in  their  office,  their 
charters,  their  corporate  powei-s,  or  even  their  corporate  ex- 
istence. This  is  the  universal  rule  of  constitutional  law,  and 
in  no  state  has  it  been  nu)re  clearly  expressed  and  more  uni- 
formly  ai)plied   than    in    Pennsxlvania The   fact   tliat 

the  action  of  the  state  1n\\ai"d  ils  numieipal  agents  may  ho 
iniwise,  unjust,  oppres-sive,  or  violative  of  the  natural  or  [)oliti- 
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cal  rights  of  their  citizens,  is  not  one  which  can  be  made  the 
basis  of  action  by  the  judiciary":  Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199 
Pa.  534,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  801,  49  Atl.  351,  53  L.  R.  A.  837. 

Finally,  in  a  supplemental  brief,  counsel  for  appellant  con- 
tend that  section  10  of  the  act,  which  will  have  the  effect  of  ex- 
tending the  term  of  councilmen  in  the  city  of  Allegheny,  vio- 
lates article  3,  section  13  of  the  constitution,  which  provides 
that  "no  law  shall  extend  the  term  of  any  public  officer." 
This  objection  does  not  seem  to  be  very  seriously  pressed,  and 
as  to  it  we  need  only  repeat  what  was  said  in  Commonwealth  v. 
Moir,  199  Pa.  534,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  801,  49  Atl.  351,  53  L.  R. 
A.  837:  "The  substitution  of  a  new  system  for  one  under 
which  government  has  been  previously  carried  on  is  always  ac- 
companied with  some  shifting  of  offices  and  duties,  and  some 
inconvenience.  To  reduce  this  to  a  minimum  by  temporary 
adjustment  of  the  changes  is  the  province  of  a  schedule.  In 
well-considered  legislation  which  involves  such  changes  a 
schedule  of  temporary  expedients  is  usually  and  properly 
added,  and  the  expedients  provided  would  need  to  be  very 
clearly  unconstitutional  to  justify  a  court  in  overturning  them. 
In  Lloyd  v.  Smith,  176  Pa.  213,  35  Atl.  199,  it  is  said:  'In  an 
exchange  of  offices  there  may  naturally  be  some  overlapping  of 
terms  and  duties,  and  if,  in  the  legislative  view,  the  need  for  a 
controller  was  immediate,  but  the  existing  terms  of  the  audi- 
tors prevented  his  present  assumption  of  all  the  duties  that 
would  finally  pertain  to  his  office,  it  would  not  have  been  un- 
wise, certainly  not  unconstitutional,  to  meet  the  case  by  a 
temporary  expedient.'  " 

The  assignments  of  error  are  all  dismissed  and  the  decree 
of  the  superior  court  is  affirmed  at  appellants'  costs. 


The  Principal  Case  was  Carried  by  Writ  of  Error  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  and  is  reported  under  the  title  of  Hunter* 
V.  City  of  Pittsburgh,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  40.  The  judgment  of  the  state 
supreme  court  was  affirmed,  Mr.  Justice  Moody  delivering  the  opinion 
as  follows: 

"The  plaintiffs  in  error  seek  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania,  which  affirmed  a  decree  of  a  lower 
court,  directing  the  consolidation  of  the  cities  of  Pittsburgh  and  Al- 
legheny. This  decree  was  entered  by  authority  of  an  act  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  that  state,  after  proceedings  taken  in  con- 
formity with  its  requirements.  The  act  authorized  the  consolidation 
of  two  cities,  situated  with  reference  to  each  other  as  Pittsburgh  and 
Alkglieny  are,  if,  upon  an  election,  the  majority  of  the  votes  cast  in 
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the  territory  comprised  within  the  limits  of  both  cities  fa^•l)r  the 
consolidation,  even  though,  as  happened  in  this  instance,  a  majority 
of  the  votes  cast  in  one  of  the  cities  oppose  it.  The  procedure  ])re- 
Bcribed  by  the  act  is  that  after  a  petition  filed  by  one  of  the  cities 
in  the  court  of  quarter  sessions,  and  a  hearing  upon  that  petition. 
that  court,  if  the  petition  and  proceedings  are  found  to  be  regular 
and  in  conformity  with  the  act,  shall  order  an  election.  If  tlie  elec- 
tion shows  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  to  be  in  favor  of  the  con- 
solidation, the  court  'shall  enter  a  decree  annexing  and  consolidat- 
ing the  lesser  city  ....  with  the  greater  city.'  The  act  provides, 
in  considerable  detail,  for  the  efTect  of  the  consolidation  upon  the 
debts,  obligations,  claims  and  property  of  the  constituent  cities;  grants 
rights  of  citizenship  to  the  citizens  of  those  cities  in  the  consolidated 
city;  enacts  that  'except  as  herein  otherwise  provided,  all  the  prop- 
erty ....  and  riglits  and  privileges  ....  vested  in  or  belonging 
to  either  of  said  cities  ....  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  annexa- 
tion shall  be  vested  in  and  owned  by  the  consolidated  or  united  city,' 
and  establishes  the  form  of  government  of  the  new  city.  This  pro- 
cedure was  followed  by  the  filing  of  a  petition  by  the  city  of  Pitts- 
burgh; by  an  election,  in  which  the  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast 
were  in  the  allirmative,  although  the  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast  by 
the  voters  of  Allegheny  were  in  the  negative;  and,  by  a  decree  of  the 
court    uniting  the  two  cities. 

"Prior  to  the  hearing  upon  the  petition  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  who 
were  citizens,  voters,  owners  of  property,  and  taxpayers  in  Alle- 
gheny, filed  twenty-two  exceptions  to  the  petition.  These  exceptions 
were  dis{)Osed  of  adversely  to  the  exceptants  by  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions,  and  the  action  of  that  court  was  successively  affirmed  by  the 
superior  and  supreme  courts  of  the  state.  The  case  is  here  upon  writ 
of  error,  and  the  assignment  of  errors  alleges  that  eight  errors  were 
committed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  state.  This  assiyunient  of 
errors  is  founded  upon  the  disitositions  by  the  state  courts  of  the 
questions  duly  raised  by  the  filing  of  the  exceptions  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  the  assembly. 

"The  defendant  in  error  moved  to  dismiss  the  case  because  no 
federril  question  was  raised  in  the  court  below  or  by  the  assignment 
of  errors,  or,  if  any  federal  question  was  raised,  because  it  was 
frivolous.  This  motion  must  be  overruled.  The  plaintilTs  in  error 
ciainied  that  the  act  of  assembly  was  in  violation  of  the  constitution 
of  the  United  ytates,  and  specially  set  up  and  claimed  in  the  court 
btlow  rights  under  several  sections  of  that  constitution,  and  all  their 
claims  were  ilenied  by  that  court.  Tliese  rights  were  claimed  in  the 
clearest  possible  wortls,  and  the  sections  of  tlie  constitutioa  relii-d 
u[)on  w(-re  sjm  citicnlly  named.  The  questions  raised  by  the  denial  of 
these  claims  are  not  so  unsubstantial  and  devoid  of  all  color  of  nurir 
thnt  we  arc  warranted  in  dismissing  the  case  without  consideration  of 
their  merits. 
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"Some  part  of  the  assignments  of  error  and  of  the  arguments  in 
support  of  them  may  be  quickly  disposed  of  by  the  application  of 
-w-ell-settlorl  principles.  "We  have  nothing  to  do  with  th«  policy,  wisdom, 
justice  or  fairness  of  the  act  under  consideration;  those  questions  are 
for  the  consideration  of  those  to  whom  the  state  has  intrusted  its 
legislative  power,  and  their  determination  of  them  is  not  subject  to 
review  or  ciiticism  by  this  court.  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
interpretation  of  the  constitution  of  the  state  and  the  conformity  of 
the  enactment  of  the  assembly  to  that  constitution;  those  questions 
are  for  the  consideration  of  the  courts  of  the  state,  and  their  decision 
of  them  is  final.  The  fifth  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  is  not  restrictive  of  state,  but  only  of  national  action. 

"After  thus  eliminating  all  questions  with  which  we  have  no  law- 
ful concern,  there  remain  two  questions  which  are  within  our  juris- 
diction. There  were  two  claims  of  rights  under  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States  which  were  clearly  made  in  the  court  below  and 
as  clearly  denied.  They  appear  in  the  second  and  fourth  assignments 
of  error.  Briefly  stated,  the  assertion  in  the  second  assignment  of 
error  is  that  the  act  of  assembly  impairs  the  obligation  of  a  contract 
existing  between  the  city  of  Allegheny  and  the  plaintiffs  in  error, 
that  the  latter  are  to  be  taxed  only  for  the  governmental  purposes  of 
that  city,  and  that  the  legislative  attempt  to  subject  them  to  the  taxes 
of  the  enlarged  city  violates  article  1,  section  9,  paragraph  10  of  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States.  This  assignment  does  not  rest  upon 
the  theory  that  the  charter  of  the  city  is  a  contract  with  the  state, 
a  proposition  frequently  denied  by  this  and  other  courts.  It  rests 
upon  the  novel  proposition  that  there  is  a  contract  between  the  citi- 
zens and  taxpayers  of  a  municipal  corporation  and  the  corporation 
itself,  that  the  citizens  and  taxpayers  shall  be  taxed  only  for  the 
uses  of  that  corporation,  and  shall  not  be  taxed  for  the  uses  of  any 
like  corporation  with  which  it  may  be  consolidated.  It  is  not  said 
that  the  city  of  Allegheny  expressly  made  any  such  extraordinary 
contract,  but  only  that  the  contract  arises  out  of  the  relation  of  the 
parties  to  each  other.  It  is  difficult  to  deal  with  a  proposition  of  this 
kind  except  by  saying  that  it  is  not  true.  No  authority  or  reason 
in  support  of  it  has  been  offered  to  us,  and  it  is  utterly  inconsistent 
with  the  nature  of  municipal  corporations,  the  purposes  for  which 
they  are  created,  and  the  relation  they  bear  to  those  who  dwell  and 
own  property  within  their  limits.  This  assignment  of  error  is  over- 
ruled. 

"Briefly  stated,  the  assertion  in  the  fourth  assignment  of  error  is 
that  tlie  act  of  assembly  deprives  the  plaintiffs  in  error  of  their  [irop- 
erty  without  due  process  of  law,  by  subjecting  it  to  the  burrlen  of 
tlie  additional  taxation  which  would  result  from  the  consolidation. 
The  manner  in  which  the  right  of  due  process  of  law  has  been  vio- 
lated, as  set  forth  in  the  first  assignment  of  error  and  insisted  upon 
in  ar„runient.  is  tliat  the  method  of  voting  on  the  consolidation  pre- 
acribtd   in    iLu    act   has   permilted   the    voters   of   the   larger   city   to 


March,  1907.]  Pittsburg's  Petition.  859 

overpower  the  voters  of  the  smaller  city,  aud  compel  the  union  with- 
out their  consent  and  against  their  protest.  The  precise  question  thus 
presented  has  not  been  determined  by  this  court.  It  is  important 
and,  as  we  have  said,  not  so  devoid  of  merit  as  to  be  denied  con- 
sideration, altiiough  its  solution  by  principles  long  settled  and  con- 
stantly acted  upon  is  not  difficult.  This  court  has  many  times  li;id 
occasion  to  consider  and  decide  the  nature  of  municipal  cor[)orat  ions, 
their  rights  and  duties,  and  the  rights  of  their  citizens  and  creditors: 
Maryland  v.  ]5altimorc  &  O.  E.  Co.,  3  How.  534,  U  L.  ed.  714;  East 
Hartford  v.  Hartford  Bridge  Co.,  10  How.  511,  13  L.  ed.  518;  Unite, 1 
States  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  17  Wall.  :;22,  21  L.  ed.  597;  Laramie 
County  v.  Albany  County,  02  U.  S.  307,  23  L.  od.  552;  Tij.pe. -11100 
County  V.  Lucas,  93  U.  S.  1U8,  23  L.  ed.  822;  Jeflcrson  City  Gaslight 
Co.  v.  Clark,  95  U.  S.  644,  24  L.  ed.  521;  Mt.  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith, 
100  U.  S.  514,  25  L.  od.  699;  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S.  472.  26 
L.  ed.  197;  Kelly  v.  Pittsburgh,  104  U.  S.  78,  26  L.  ed.  659;  Forsyth 
V.  Hammond,  166  U.  S.  506,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  665,  41  L.  ed.  1095; 
Williams  v.  Eggleston,  170  U.  S.  304,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  617,  42  L.  ed. 
1047;  Covington  v.  Kentucky,  173  U.  S.  231,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  383, 
43  L.  ed.  679;  Worcester  v.  Worcester  Consol.  Street  E.  Co.,  196  U. 
S.  539,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  327,  49  L.  ed.  591;  Attorney  General  v.  Low- 
rey,  199  U.  S.  233,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  27,  50  L.  ed.  167.  It  would  be 
unneee;-^^ary  and  unprofitable  to  analyze  these  decisions  or  quote  from 
the  opinions  rendered.  We  think  the  following  principles  have  been 
established  by  them  and  have  become  settled  doctrines  of  this  court, 
to  be  aeted  upon  wherever  they  are  applicable.  Municipal  corpora- 
tions are  political  subdivisions  of  the  state,  created  as  convenient 
agencies  for  exercising  such  of  the  governmental  powers  of  the  state 
as  may  be  intrusted  to  them.  I'or  the  purpose  of  executing  these 
powers  projierly  and  efficiently  they  usually  are  given  the  power  to 
acquire,  hold,  and  manage  personal  and  real  property.  The  number, 
nature  and  duration  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  these  corporations 
;uid  the  territoi'v  over  vviiich  they  shall  be  exercised  rests  in  the 
absolute  discretion  of  the  state.  Neither  their  charters  nor  any  law 
conferiiiig  gii\-eriinieiital  powers,  or  vesting  in  them  proptM'ty  to  be 
used  fin'  i^iiverniiiental  i)urposes,  or  autliorizing  them  to  hold  or  man- 
age sueli  |)roperty,  or  exempting  them  from  taxation  upon  it,  con- 
stitutes a  contract  with  tlie  state  within  the  meaning  of  the  federal 
constil  utiun.  The  state,  therefore,  at  its  pleasure,  may  nuidify  or 
witlidraw  all  sui'li  powers,  may  take  without  conipi-nsatiun  such  j>ro[)- 
erty,  huM  it  itsell',  or  \'est  it  in  other  agencies,  cxpanil  or  coiilract 
tlie  teriitoiial  area,  unite  the  whole  or  a  part  of  it  witli  another 
iuuiiii-i(  aiily,  repeal  the  cliarttr  and  desi  roy  the  corporation.  All 
this  n;,!y  In-  done,  coiulitioually  or  uncondil  ionally,  with  or  ^vithout 
till'  i-o'i'-iiit  (jt  llir  citizens,  or  even  against  their  protest.  In  all  these 
rtS|i'.i-  il;e  slate  is  supnMtu%  and  its  leijislative  body,  conforming 
its    action    10    the   slate    constitulion,   may    do   as   it   will,    unrebtraiued 
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by  any  provision  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States.  Although 
the  inhabitants  and  property  owners  may,  by  such  changes,  suffer 
inconvenience,  and  their  property  may  be  lessened  in  value  by  the 
burden  of  increased  taxation,  or  for  any  other  reason,  they  have  no 
right,  by  contract  or  otherwise,  in  the  unaltered  or  continued  existence 
of  the  corporation  or  its  powers,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  federal 
constitution  which  protects  them  from  these  injurious  consequences. 
The  power  is  in  the  state,  and  those  who  legislate  for  the  state  are 
alone  responsible  for  any  unjust  or  oppressive  exercise  of  it. 

"Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  at  bar,  it  follows  irresistibly 
that  this  assignment  of  error,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  citizens  who 
are  plaintiffs  in  error,  must  be  overruled. 

"It  will  be  observed  that,  in  describing  the  absolute  power  of  the 
state  over  the  property  of  municipal  corporations,  we  have  not  ex- 
tended it  beyond  the  property  held  and  used  for  governmental  pur- 
poses. Such  corporations  are  sometimes  authorized  to  hold,  and  do 
hold,  property  for  the  same  purposes  that  property  is  held  by  private 
corporations  or  individuals.  The  distinction  between  property  owned 
by  municipal  corporations  in  their  public  and  governmental  capacity 
and  that  owned  by  them  in  their  private  capacity,  though  difficult 
to  define,  has  been  approved  by  many  of  the  state  courts  (Dillon 
on  Municipal  Corporations,  4th  ed.,  sees.  66-66a  inclusive;  cases  cited 
in  note  to  State  v.  Williams,  48  L.  E.  A.  465),  and  it  has  been  held 
that,  as  to  the  latter  class  of  property,  the  legislature  is  not  om- 
nipotent. If  the  distinction  is  recognized,  it  suggests  the  question 
whether  property  of  a  municipal  corporation  owned  in  its  private 
and  proprietary  capacity  may  be  taken  from  it  against  its  will  and 
without  compensation.  Mr.  Dillon  says  truly  that  the  question  has 
never  arisen  directly  for  adjudication  in  this  court.  But  it  and  the 
distinction  upon  which  it  is  based  have  several  times  been  noticed: 
Tippecanoe  County  v.  Lucas,  93  U.  S.  108,  23  L.  ed.  822;  Meri weather 
V.  Garrett,  102  U.  S.  472,  26  L.  ed.  197;  Essex  Public  Board  v.  Shinkle, 
140  U.  S.  334,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  790,  35  L.  ed.  446;  New  Orleans  v. 
New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.,  142  U.  S.  79,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  142,  35 
L.  ed.  943;  Covington  v.  Kentucky,  173  U.  S.  231,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Eep. 
383,  43  L.  ed.  679;  Worcester  v.  Worcester  Consol.  Street  B.  Co.,  196. 
U.  S.  539,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  327,  49  L.  ed.  591;  Graham  v.  Folsom, 
200  U.  S.  248,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  245,  50  L.  ed.  464.  Counsel  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error  assert  that  the  city  of  Allegheny  was  the  owner  of  prop- 
erty held  in  its  private  and  proprietary  capacity,  and  insist  that  the 
effect  of  the  proceedings  under  this  act  was  to  take  its  property 
without  compensation  and  vest  it  in  another  corporation,  and  that 
thereby  the  city  was  deprived  of  its  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  in  violation  of  the  fourteenth  amendment.  But  no  such 
question  is  presented  by  the  record,  and  there  is  but  a  vague  sug- 
gestion of  facts  upon  which  it  might  have  been  founded.  In  the 
sixth  exinjitiou  there  is  a  recital  of  facts  with  a  purpose  of  showing 
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how  the  taxes  of  the  citizens  of  Allegheny  would  be  ineroased  by 
annexation  to  Pittsburgh.  In  that  connection  it  is  alleged  that  while 
Pittsburgh  intends  to  spend  large  sums  of  money  in  the  purchase  of 
the  water  plant  of  a  private  company  and  for  the  construction  of  an 
electric  light  plant,  Allegheny  'has  improved  its  streets,  established 
its  own  system  of  electric  lighting,  and  established  a  satisfactory 
water  supply.'  This  is  the  only  reference  in  the  record  to  the  prop- 
■erty  rights  of  Allegheny,  and  it  falls  far  short  of  a  statement  that 
the  city  holds  any  property  in  its  private  and  proprietary  capacity. 
Nor  was  there  any  allegation  that  Allegheny  had  been  deprived  of  its 
property  without  due  process  of  law.  The  only  allegation  of  this 
kind  is  that  the  taxpayers,  plaintiffs  in  error,  were  deprived  of  their 
property  without  due  process  of  law  because  of  the  increased  taxation 
which  would  result  from  the  annexation — an  entirely  different  proposi- 
tion. Nor  is  the  situation  varied  by  the  fact  that,  in  the  superior 
court,  Allegheny  was  'permitted  to  intervene  and  become  one  of 
the  appellants.  The  city  made  no  new  allegations  and  raised  no  new 
questions,  but  was  content  to  rest  upon  the  record  as  it  was  made 
up.  Moreover,  no  question  of  the  effect  of  the  act  upon  private  prop- 
erty 1  ights  of  the  city  of  Allegheny  was  considered  in  the  'opinions 
in  the  state  courts  or  suggested  by  assignment  of  errors  in  this  court. 
The  question  is  entirely  outside  of  the  record,  and  has  no  connection 
with  any  question  which  is  raised  in  the  record.  For  these  reasons 
we  are  without  jurisdiction  to  considered  it  (Dewey  v.  Des  Moines, 
we  are  without  jurisdiction  to  consider  it  (Dewey  v.  Des  Moines, 
196  U.  S.  78,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  176,  49  L.  ed.  39i),  and  neither  express 
nor  intimate  any  opinion  upon  it. 
"The  judgment  is  affirmed." 


COMMONWEALTH  v.  DEITRICK. 

[218  Pa.  36,  66  Atl.  1007.] 

HOMICIDE — Accidental  Killing. — Under  the  plea  of  not  puilty 
a  person  accused  of  munler  may  show  that  tlie  killing  was  accidental, 
and  if  the  testimony  satisfies  the  jury  that  the  killing  was  the  result 
of  an  accident,  it  should  return  a  verdict  of  not  guilt\'.      (p.  862.) 

HOMICIDE — Accidental  Killing.— Burden  of  Proof  in  honiieide 
cases  where  tlie  defense  of  accidental  killing  is  set  up  does  not  shift, 
but  rests  on  tlie  prosecution  to  show  that  the  killing  was  willful  or 
intentional,      (p.  863.) 

CRIMINAL  LAW — AfRrniative  Defense — Amount  of  Proof. — In 
criminal  ciises  in  which  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  tiie  det'(Mi(lant  to  sus- 
tain an  affirmative  defense  set  up,  it  is  only  necessary  to  establish 
it  by  a  prepon<lerance  of  the  evidence,  and  it  is  not  required  that  it 
ehouJd   be   proven  beyond  a  reasonable   doubt,     (p.  863.) 
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CRIMINAL  LAW— Erroneous  Instructions. — If  clear  error  ap- 
pears in  the  instructions  to  the  jury  upon  the  vital  and  controlling 
defense  set  up  in  a  criminal  case  the  appellate  court  cannot  say  that 
no  harm  was  done  the  defendant,  and  therefore  no  reversible  error  was 
committed,     (p.   864.) 

F.  Ikeler  and  W.  K.  "West,  for  the  appellant. 

H.  M.  Hinckley  and  C.  P.  Gearhart,  district  attorney,  for 
the  appellee. 

^''  ELKIN,  J.  At  the  trial  in  the  court  below  on  an  in- 
dictment charpjing  murder,  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the 
defendant  relied  upon  the  defense  of  accidental  killing.  The 
learned  trial  judge  charged  the  jury  as  follows:  "We  further 
say  to  you  that  the  burden  is  upon  the  defendant  Deitrick  to 
convince  you  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  killing  of 
Jones  was  purely  accidental  before  he  should  be  acquitted 
upon  that  ground,"  and  this  instruction  has  been  assigned 
for  error. 

Under  the  plea  of  not  guilty  the  defendant  may  show  that 
the  killing  was  accidental,  and  if  the  testimony  satisfies  the 
jury  that  the  killing  was  the  result  of  an  accident,  they  should 
return  a  verdict  of  not  guilty.  We  are  not  familiar  with  any 
authority  which  holds  that  when  such  a  defense  is  set  up  the 
burden  rests  upon  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  killing  was 
accidental  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Such  a  rule  would 
shift  the  burden  of  proof  from  the  commonwealth,  whose  duty 
it  is  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  in  all  eases  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt.  The  defense  of  accidental  killing  is  clearly 
distinguishable  from  that  of  an  alibi  or  insanity,  in  which 
^**  cases  it  has  been  held  that  the  burden  of  proving  such  de- 
fenses is  on  the  defendant.  No  Pennsylvania  cases  have  been 
called  to  our  attention  in  which  the  exact  question  raised  by 
this  appeal  has  been  decided,  but  the  rule  recognized  by  many 
lext-writers  and  established  in  some  jurisdictions  is  that  the 
burden  in  homicide  cases  where  the  defense  of  accidental  kill- 
ing is  set  up  does  not  shift,  but  rests  on  the  commonwealth 
to  show  that  the  killing  was  willful  and  intentional. 

In  State  v.  IMcDaniel,  68  S.  C.  304,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  661, 
47  S.  E.  384,  the  court  said:  "But  we  do  not  think  that  a  de- 
fense that  the  homicide  was  accidental  was  in  any  sense  an 
affirmative  defense.  It  is  distinguishable  from  self-defense 
as  a  plea  which  admits  an  intentional  killing  and  sets  up  as 
a  justification  a  necessity  to  kill  in  order  to  save  the  accused. 
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from  death  or  serious  bodily  harm,  whereas  a  defense  of  honii- 
eide  by  aeeident  denies  that  tlie  killing  was  intentional."  In 
State  V.  Cross,  42  W.  Va.  253,  24  S.  E.  99G,  tlie  rule  was  laid 
down  in  the  followin<:^  lani;uage:  "Aceidental  killing  is  not 
such  matter  of  defense  as  throws  on  the  aeeused  tlie  burden  of 
proving  it  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence.  It  is  the  duly  of 
the  state  to  allege  and  prove  that  the  killing,  though  done 
with  a  deadly  weapon,  was  intentional  or  willful.  But  when 
the  evidence  taken  as  a  whole  raises  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the 
minds  of  the  jury  as  to  whether  the  killing  was  accidental 
or  intentional,  they  must  acciuit  the  accused,  for  the  reason 
that  the  state  has  failed  to  sustain  its  case." 

This,  it  seems  to  us,  is  the  correct  rule  when  such  a  defense 
is  set  up.  The  burden  is  always  on  the  commonwealth  to 
prove  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  all  of  the  facts  necessary  to 
constitute  the  crime  of  murder.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  prove 
the  killing  alone,  or  that  it  was  done  with  a  deadly  weapon, 
but  such  facts  must  be  shown  as  will  warrant  a  .jury  in  finding 
that  it  was  intentional  or  willful.  If  the  killing  was  acci- 
dental, although  done  with  a  deadly  weapon,  it  could  not  be 
said  to  be  either  intentional  or  willful,  and  if  neither  inten- 
tional nor  willful,  the  crime  of  murder  is  not  made  out.  But 
even  if  this  should  be  held  not  to  be  the  correct  rule,  the  in- 
struction of  the  learned  trial  judge  cannot  be  sustained  because 
it  is  in  plain  violation  of  a  rule  of  law  in  another  respect.  It  is 
settled  law  that  even  in  those  cases  in  which  the  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  sustain  an  affirmative  defense 
set  up,  as,  •^'•*  for  instance,  insanity  or  an  alibi,  it  is  only 
nei-essary  to  establish  it  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence, 
and  it  is  not  required  that  it  should  be  proven  bej'ond  a  rea- 
sonal)le  doubt:  Meyers  v.  Conniionwealth,  83  Pa.  131.  In 
tliat  case  the  defense  was  insanity,  and  the  learned  court  below 
instructed  the  jury  that  they  must  be  satisfied  beyond  a  rea-on- 
al)le  doubt  that  the  prisoner  was  insane  at  the  time  the  act 
Avas  committed.  This  court  held  that  the  instruct  ion  was  too 
stringent,  and  threw  upon  the  prisoner  a  degree  of  proof  be- 
yond the  legal  measure  of  his  defense,  which  only  re([uired 
that  he  must  satisfy  the  jui'v  that  he  was  insane,  and  that  this 
result   Hows  from  the  prcitonderanee  of  the  evidence. 

Tlic  insti'uction  of  the  learned  trial  judg(>  reflating  to  the  ac- 
cidental lulling  was  clearly  erroneous,  and  this  seems  to  be 
conccdtMl.  l)ut  it  is  cont(^nd(^d  that  tliis  error  was  cu7-ed  by 
other  parts  of  the  charge   vvlurein   the  jury   was  instructed 
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generally  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  commonwealth  to  estab- 
lish the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
While  we  agree  with  the  suggestion  of  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  commonwealth  made  at  the  argument  that  courts  will  not 
be  astute  to  sustain  technical  objections  in  the  trial  of  such 
cases  when  substantial  justice  has  been  accorded  the  defend- 
ant, it,  however,  has  never  been  held  that  where  clear  error 
appears  in  the  instructions  to  the  jury  upon  the  vital  and  con- 
trolling defense  set  up,  the  appellate  court  can  judicially  say 
no  harm  was  done  the  defendant,  and  therefore  no  reversible 
error  was  committed. 

Judgment  reversed  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 


If  Accidental  Killing  is  set  up  as  a  defense  to  murder,  it  is  said  not 
to  be  an  affirmative  defense,  and  the  prosecution  is  required  to  over- 
come such  plea  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  and  bevond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt:  State  v.  McDaniel,  68  S.  C.  304,  102  Am.  St.  Bep.  661. 


FRECH  V.  LEWIS. 

[218  Pa.  141,  67  Atl.  45.] 

SALES  FOR  CASH — Delivery — Passing  of  Title.— Tf  a  contract 
of  sale  provides  for  payment  of  the  purchase  price  on  delivery  of  the 
articles  sold,  and  the  seller  delivers  the  goods  but  the  buyer  fails 
to  pay,  the  right  of  property  does  not  pass  to  the  buyer,  but  remains 
with  the  seller,  who  may,  at  his  option,  reclaim  the  goods.  He  must 
exercise  such  option  as  promptly  as  the  situation  of  the  parties  will 
allow.  Otherwise  he  must  be  held  to  have  waived  his  right,  and 
can  only  thereafter  look  to  the  buyer  for  the  price,     (p.  865.) 

SALES  rOR  CASH — Delivery  Without  Payment — Subsequent 
Promise  to  Pay. — In  a  case  of  a  sale  for  cash  where  delivery  is  made 
without  payment,  reliance  upon  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay  that 
leads  the  seller  to  refrain  from  asserting  his  right  to  retake  the  prop- 
erty, is,  in  itself,  a  waiver  of  the  right,  and  makes  absolute  a  delivery 
which  in  the  first  instance  was  conditional.  He  cannot  thereafter 
retake  the  goods,  and  can  look  to  the  buyer  only  for  their  price, 
(p.   867.) 

SALES  FOR  CASH — Delivery  Without  Payment. — Fraud  and 
Artifice  practiced  by  a  buyer  in  a  sale  for  cash,  where  delivery  is 
made  without  payment,  may  excuse  delay  in  attempting  to  retake  the 
property  after  delivery,  but  will  not  excuse  mistaken  confidence  re- 
posed in  the  buyer's  promises  to  pay.     (p.  868.) 

J.  H.  ]\Iorrison,  T.  J.  Grayson  and  W.  McGeorge,  Jr.,  for 

the  appellant. 

J.  F.  Tatem  and  J.  S.  Williams,  for  the  appellee. 
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^-^2  STEAYART,  J.  The  settled  doctrine  of  our  cases  is  to 
the  effect  that  where  the  contract  of  sale  provides  for  payment 
of  the  purchase  price  on  delivery  of  the  articles  sold,  and  the 
seller  delivers  the  goods  but  the  buyer  fails  to  pay,  the  rii^dit 
of  propei'ty  docs  not  pass  to  the  buyer  with  the  posses, inn, 
but  remains  with  the  seller,  who  may  at  his  option  reclaim  the 
goods.  In  some  jurisdictions  the  right  of  property  is  held  to 
pass  with  the  delivery,  unless  at  the  time  the  right  to  rctrila; 
is  expressly  declared  by  the  seller.  AYe  have  not  gone  so  far. 
Our  cases  proceed  on  the  theory  that  until  pa^'ment  has  been 
made,  or  waived,  the  contract  reinains  executory,  and  that 
delivery  in  such  case  is  not  a  completion  of  the  contract,  ex- 
cept as  an  intention  to  so  regard  it  is  expressly  declared  or  can 
fairly  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances  attending.  Posses- 
sion, however,  having  passed,  and  the  bu^yer  by  the  act  of  the 
seller  having  been  invested  with  the  indicia  of  ownership,  the 
policy  of  our  law  requires  that  this  situation — the  possession  in 
one  and  the  right  of  property  in  another — shall  continue  no 
longer  than  is  necessary  to  enable  the  seller  to  recover  the  goods 
w'ith  which  he  has  parted.  The  law  gives  the  seller  the  right  in 
such  case  to  reclaim  his  goods,  but  he  miist  do  so  promptly, 
otherwise  he  will  be  held  to  have  waived  his  right,  and  can 
only  thereafter  look  to  the  buyer  for  the  price.  The  only 
question  the  present  case  suggests  is,  When  does  this  inference 
of  waiver  arise?  Our  autliorities  admit  of  but  one  answer: 
except  when  delayed  by  trick  or  artifice,  the  assertion  of  the 
right  to  reclaim  the  property  must  follow  immediately  upon 
the  buyer's  default.  This  ^'^^  does  not  mean  that  the  seller 
must  eo  instanti  begin  legal  proceedings  to  recover  the  goods; 
but  it  docs  mean  that  the  seller  when  he  discovers  that  his  de- 
livery is  not  followed  by  payment  as  he  had  the  right  to  ex- 
pect, is  at  once  put  to  his  election  whether  he  will  waive  the 
condition  as  to  payment  and  allow  the  delivery  to  become  abso- 
lute, or  retake  property,  and  that  he  is  to  allow  no  unnecessary 
delay  in  making  his  choice.  The  oliject  of  the  law'  is  not  to 
multiply  his  remedies  because  of  his  disappoint iiient.  ITe  may 
Tiot  continue  to  hold  his  right  to  the  goods,  and  at  the  same 
time  hold  the  buyer  as  his  creditor;  one  or  the  other  he  nnist 
reliiiquisli,  and  do  it  prom[)lly,  or  the  law  will  forf(Mt  his 
riglit  to  elect.  Continued  acquiescence  in  the  buyer's  posses- 
sion of  the  goods  will  be  tal<en  as  a  choice  on  his  part  to  reixard 
the  delivei'v  as  al)solute,  nolwillislanding  the  buyer's  default. 
The  poli'^y  of  the  law.  in  re(|niring  prouq)titude  in  the  asser- 

Am.   Si.    !>■).,   Vol.   12(J — :,:> 
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tion  of  continued  ownership  of  the  goods,  could  easily  be  vin- 
dicated were  it  necessary.  It  answers  every  purpose  here  to 
show  that  the  law  requires  it.  In  Leedom  v.  Phillips,  1  Yeates, 
527,  it  is  said:  "When  the  parties  specially  agree,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  vendor  may,  by  his  contract,  renounce  the  benefit  of 
the  conditions  stipulated,  and  trust  to  the  good  faith  of  the 
vendee  for  a  future  performance  on  his  part.  If  one  sells 
goods  for  cash,  and  the  vendee  takes  them  away  without  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  the  vendor  should  immediately  reclaim 
them  by  pursuing  the  party,  and  he  may  justify  the  retaking 
of  them  by  force."  This  was  quoted  approvingly  in  Bowen 
V.  Burk,  13  Pa.  146;  and  it  was  there  added  that  "where  he 
[the  seller]  lies  by,  and  makes  no  complaint  in  a  reasonable 
time,  he  consents  to  the  absolute  transfer  of  the  property,  and 
the  contract  is  consequently  complete  against  all  the  world." 
In  Backentoss  v.  Speicher,  31  Pa.  324,  reference  is  made  to  the 
iiase  last  above  cited ;  what  we  have  quoted  from  it  was  there 
approved,  and  the  necessity  for  the  immediate  reclamation  of 
the  goods  was  emphasized.  It  is  there  said:  "This  is  the  prin- 
ciple that  is  decisive  against  the  present  plaintiff.  A  sale  of 
goods  for  cash  is,  strictly  speaking,  a  sale  on  condition.  The 
contract  is  do  ut  des.  The  condition  is  more  imperative  than 
such  as  was  in  this  case,  but  for  that  reason  less  easily  waived ; 
and  yet  if  the  vendor  acquiesced  in  a  possession  obtained  in 
disregard  of  the  condition,  he  waives  ^"^^  it ;  and  though  he 
may  recover  the  price  by  action,  he  cannot  recover  the  goods 
in  specie When  the  plaintiff  found  his  condition  dis- 
regarded, he  should  have  promptly  reclaimed  the  goods." 
]\Iackaness  v.  Long,  85  Pa.  158,  is  another  recognition  of  the 
same  doctrine,  that  unless  reclamation  of  the  property  be  made 
immediately,  the  title  passes  to  the  buyer.  These  eases  and 
others  that  might  be  cited,  following  the  lead  of  Leedom  v. 
Phillips,  1  Yeates,  527,  all  hold  that  the  duty  is  upon  the 
seller  if  he  would  retain  his  right  to  the  property  to  proceed 
promptly,  and  we  know  of  no  case  in  which  a  contrary  doc- 
trine is  asserted.  In  some  cases  the  expression  "within  a 
reasonable  time"  is  used  where  the  right  to  reclaim  is  referred 
to ;  but  this  expression  suggests  no  departure  f  I'om  the  rule  as 
declared  in  Leedom  v.  Phillips,  1  Yeates,  527.  By  reasonable 
time  is  to  be  understood  such  promptitude  as  the  situation  of 
the  parties  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  will  allow.  It 
never  means  an  indulgence  in  unnecessary  delay,  or  in  a  delay 
occasioned  by  the  vain  hope  and  fruitless  effort  to  obtain  the 
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money  from  the  defaulting  buyer.  When  the  delay  is  to  be 
accounted  for  by  the  latter  consideration,  it  is  accei^ted  as  an 
acquiescence  in  the  delivery  and  the  acceptance  of  the  buyer 
as  a  debtor. 

Now,  for  the  facts  of  this  case.  The  contract  was  that  plain- 
tiff was  to  furnish  defendant  with  two  carriages  to  be  paid  for 
on  delivery.  The  first  carriage  was  delivered  September  4, 
1903,  through  plaintiff's  son,  who  immediately  demanded  of 
the  defendant  payment  for  the  same.  Defendant's  response 
was:  "I  will  be  over  in  a  day  or  two  to  see  your  father,  and 
if  I  do  not,  I  will  send  him  a  check  in  the  course  of  a  day  or 
two."  He  failed  to  keep  his  promise;  he  neither  went  to  see 
plaintiff,  nor  did  he  send  the  check.  Nevertheless,  three  days 
after  this  the  other  wagon  was  delivered  to  him  at  the  same 
place,  while  he  was  absent  from  home.  A  week  or  ten  days 
thereafter  the  plaintiff  demanded  payment,  and  repeated  the 
demand  both  personally  and  by  letter  time  and  time  again, 
with  no  better  result  than  to  get  a  note  from  the  defendant 
which  he  accepted  conditionally,  but  which  he  returned  be- 
cause he  was  unable  to  get  it  discounted.  Meanwhile  defend- 
ant was  using  the  carriages,  as  plaintiff  must  have  known, 
since  ho  repaired  one  of  them  which  had  been  injured  in  the 
using.  While  plaintiff  was  diligent  and  persistent  in  dejiiand- 
ing  payment,  ^^^  at  no  time  did  he  demand  a  return  of  the 
carriages,  or  in  any  way  assert  his  right  to  property  in  them. 
His  effort  was,  as  he  himself  testified,  to  coax  the  defendant 
into  paying  the  price.  Two  months  and  a  half  elapsed  before 
he  began  this  action  of  replevin,  which  was  his  first  assertion 
of  continued  ownership  of  the  property.  It  was  not  only  too 
late,  but  his  conduct  shows  that  during  all  this  time  he  was 
dealing  with  tlie  defendant  as  though  the  latter  Avas  his  debtor. 
His  own  exi)lanatiQn  is  that  he  delayed  trusting  to  the  prom- 
ises of  the  defendant  from  time  to  time  to  pay  the  price  of 
Ilie  cnri'iages.  The  title  to  a  chattel  passes  as  fully  after  a 
( ondit  ioiiid  delivery,  wliere  possession  is  allowed  to  l)e  retained, 
ill  consideration  of  a  new  promise  to  pay,  as  where  delivery 
is  preceded  by  actual  payment.  The  plaintiff  was  not  triclced 
into  delivering  the  carriages  to  the  defendant;  nor  was  his 
delay  in  asserting  claim,  to  the  projierty  in  cons(>(iuence  of 
any  fraud  practiced.  He  reposed  confidence  in  the  ptromise 
of  the  defendant,  and  was  disa[)tiointed.  His  disappointment 
does  not  riNtore  to  him  the  right  of  |)roi)eiiy  with  which  he 
parted.     The  court  belovV  sulmiitted  it  to  the  jury  to  determine 
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whether  plaintiff  by  his  conduct  had  waived  his  right  to  retake 
the  carriages.  The  jury  found  he  had  not,  and  gave  the  plain- 
tiff a  verdict  for  the  property.  On  appeal  to  the  superior 
court  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court  was  affirmed.  The 
ground  on  which  the  affirmance  rested  is  thus  stated  by  the 
learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion:  "It  cannot  be  said 
as  matter  of  law  that  the  plaintiff's  conduct  amounted  to  a 
waiver  of  his  right.  In  view  of  the  repeated  promises  of  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  might  well  have  been  misled  and  in- 
duced to  postpone  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  his  prop- 
erty. His  delay  is  evidence  of  a  waiver,  but  it  is  not  conclu- 
sive in  view  of  the  conduct  of  the  defendant."  In  this  we 
cannot  concur.  The  reasons  for  our  dissent  fully  appear  in 
what  we  have  already  said.  Reliance  upon  a  subsequent  prom- 
ise to  pay  that  leads  the  seller  to  refrain  from  asserting  his 
right  to  retake  the  property  is  in  itself  a  waiver  of  the  right, 
and  makes  absolute  a  delivery  which  in  the  first  instance  was 
conditional.  The  right  of  plaintiff  to  recover  back  his  prop- 
erty after  he  had  delivered  it  resulted  from  the  buyer's  failure 
to  keep  his  first  promise ;  his  failure  to  keep  subsequent  prom- 
ises to  pay  could  neither  prolong  *'***  nor  revive  that  right. 
What  defendant  did  or  did  not  do  is  a  matter  that  has  no 
place  in  the  inquiry;  what  the  plaintiff  did  or  failed  to  do 
is  the  determining  consideration.  Fraud  and  artifice  prac- 
ticed by  defendant  may  excuse  delay  in  attempting  a  recovery 
of  property  after  delivery,  but  not  mistaken  confidence  re- 
posed in  defendant's  promises. 
Judgment  is  reversed. 


SALES   AND   DELIVERY,    WHEN   DO   NOT   PASS   THE    TITLE, 
THOUGH  THE  SALE  IS  NOT  EXPRESSLY  CONDITIONAL. 
L  Scope  of  Note,  868. 
n.  General  Principle  Controlling,  869. 

III.  Illustrations. 

a.  When  Condition  has  been  Waived,  871. 

t.  When  Condition  has  not  been  Waived,  876i, 

I.  Scope  of  Note. 
The  discussion  in  this  note  is  restricted  to  the  ques1;ion  of  how 
title  to  personal  property  is  affected  under  a  sale  for  cash  or  cash 
on  delivery,  wbere  the  vendor  parts  with  the  possession  without 
receiving  the  price.  Those  questions  which  arise  under  that  class  of 
conditional  sales  made  on  the  installment  plan  and  generally  by 
virtue  of  a  written  contract,  where  title  to  the  chattels  is  expressly 
reserved  in  the  vendor  until   the  full  purchase  price   has  been  paid, 
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will  be  found  treated  In  the  monographic  note  attached  to  Andrews 
&  Co.  V.  Colorado  Savings  Bank,  46  Am.  St.  Eep.  295. 

II.     General    Principle    Controlling. 

It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  fully  established  by  the  cases, 
that,  if  goods  are  sold  on  condition  to  be  performed  immediately, 
and  the  vendor  makes  an  actual  delivery  ujion  the  faith  that  the 
condition  will  be  immediately  performed,  and  deiiuuids  such  per- 
formance with  reasonable  speed,  and  it  is  refused,  no  proiierty  in 
the  goods  passes  to  the  purchaser,  but  that  he  simply  holds  them 
in  trust  for  the  vendor  until  such  payment  is  made  or  waived.  This 
rule  is  clearly  stated  in  the  lea<ling  case  of  Harding  v.  Metz,  1 
Tenn.  Ch.  610,  wliere,  after  an  exhaustive  review  of  the  English  and 
American  authorities,  the  court  said:  "If  personal  chattels  be  sold 
upon  the  express  condition  that  they  are  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery, 
and  they  are  delivered  upon  the  faith  that  the  condition  will  be 
immediately  performed,  and  performance  is  refused  upon  demand 
in  a  reasonable  time,  no  title  passes  to  the  buver. "  And  in  Cope- 
land  v.  Bosquet,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  588,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3212,  Washington, 
Judge,  said:  "If  the  sale  be  for  money  to  be  immediately  paid,  or 
to  be  paid  upon  delivery,  payment  of  the  price  is  a  precedent  condition 
of  the  sale,  which  suspends  the  completion  of  the  contract  until  the 
condition  is  performed,  and  prevents  the  right  of  property  from  pass- 
ing to  the  vendee,  unless  the  vendor  choses  to  trust  tiie  personal 
credit  of  the  vendee."  These  two  cases,  as  well  as  an  unbroken  line 
of  similar  decisions,  but  sustain  the  rule  laid  down  in  Benjamin 
on  Sales,  second  edition,  page  236: 

"Where  the  buyer  is  by  contract  bound  to  do  anything,  as  a  con- 
dition, either  precedent  or  concurrent,  on  which  the  passing  of  the 
property  depends,  the  property  will  not  pass  until  the  condition 
be  fulfilled,  even  though  the  goods  be  actually  delivered  into  the 
possi!ssion  of  the  vendoe."  But  while  this  general  rule  is  universally 
supported,  it  is  often  difficult  of  application,  for  the  reason  that  it 
rests  entirely  for  its  support  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  tho 
agreement. 

Mr.  Justice  Strong,  in  the  Elgee  Cotton  Cases,  89  U.  S.  180,  22 
L.  ed.  163,  quoted  the  general  rule  above  stated  with  approval, 
but  added:  "It  must  be  admitted  there  is  often  great  difficulty  in  de- 
termining whether  a  contract  is  itself  a  sale  of  personal  property 
Bo  as  to  pass  the  ownership  to  the  vendee,  or  whether  it  ia  a  sale  on 
condition  to  take  effect  or  be  consummated  only  when  the  condition 
shall  be  performed,  or  whether  it  is  a  mere  agreement  to  sell.  It 
is  doubtless  true  that,  whether  the  property  passes  or  not  is  de- 
pendent  upon   the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the   contract." 

In  detui mining,  therefore,  what  is  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  a 
Bale  under  a  contract  for  goods  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  when 
delivery  is  made  without  payment,  we  must  look  to  the  conduct 
of  the  vendor  in  the  matter  of  demanding  a  falliilment  of  the  cou- 
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dition  of  performance,  for  any  action  on  his  part  which  would  show 
an  intention  to  rely  on  the  personal  credit  of  the  buyer  would  operate 
as  a  waiver  of  the  security,  and  he  cannot  recover  the  goods  in  specie. 
This  is  obviously  true,  for  the  reason  that  the  law  tolerates  no  such 
absurdity  as  allowing  one  who  had  parted  with  the  possession  of 
chattels  under  an  agreement  of  sale  to  claim  title  in  the  goods  and 
at  the  same  time  hold  the  buyer  responsible  for  the  price. 

The  authorities  are  all  agreed  that,  if  an  absolute  unconditional 
delivery  is  made,  without  exacting  performance  of  the  condition, 
the  title  passes  to  the  buyer.  "When  there  is  a  condition  precedent 
attached  to  a  contract  for  sale  and  delivery,  the  title  does  not  vest 
in  the  vendee  on  delivery  until  he  performs  the  condition,  or  the 
seller  waives  it.     An  absolute  and  unconditional  delivery  is  regarded 

as  a  waiver  of  the   condition The  vendor,  to   avoid   a  waiver 

of  the  condition  of  the  sale,  must  either  refuse  to  deliver  the  goods, 
without  a  performance  of  the  condition,  or  he  must  make  the  delivery 
at  the  time  qualified  and  conditional":  Smith  v.  Lynes,  5  N.  Y.  41. 
There  are  no  cases  announcing  a  contrary  doctrine,  but  it  seems 
that  no  express  declaration  by  the  vendor  of  an  intent  to  insist  upon 
performance  of  the  condition  is  necessary,  but  that  the  intention 
with  which  the  delivery  was  made  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  cir- 
cumstances and  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury;  for,  as  was  said 
in  Smith  v.  Dennie,  6  Pick.  (Mass.)  262,  17  Am.  Dec.  368:  "We  do 
not  think,  after  a  conditional  bargain  has  been  made  and  a  delivery 
immediately  takes  place,  upon  the  expectation  that  the  conteinplatf-d 
security  shall  be  produced,  without  an  express  declaration  that  the 
delivery  is  also  conditional,  that  the  sale,  ipso  facto,  becomes  absolute, 
because  there  is  an  implied  understanding  that  the  vendee,"  etc., 
"will  furnish  the  security,"  etc.,  "as  soon  as  he  shall  have  an  Oji- 
portunity  to  secure  it."  And,  again,  in  Parker  v.  Baxter,  86  N.  Y. 
586,  it  is  stated  that  "when  goods  sold  to  be  paid  for  in  cash  or  notes 
on  delivery  are  delivered  to  the  purchaser  without  the  cash  or  notes 
being  demanded  at  the  time,  the  presumption  is  that  the  condition 
is  waived,  and  that  a  complete  title  vests  in  the  purchaser,  but 
that  this  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  such  declarations 
or  acts  of  the  parties,  connected  with  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
as  show  an  intention  that  the  delivery  should  not  be  considered 
complete  until  performance  of  the  condition,  and  that  the  question 
with  what  intention  the  delivery  is  made,  where  any  doubt  arises, 
is  one  of  fact.  An  express  declaration  of  an  intent  to  insist  upon 
the  performance  of  the  condition  is  not  necessary,  but  such  inten- 
tion may  be  inferred  from  the  acts  of  the  parties  and  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case."  To  the  same  effect  is  Osborne  v.  Gantz,  60 
N.  Y.  540. 

There  is  another  point  upon  which  the  authorities  are  unanimous, 
namely:  that  in  order  for  a  vendor  to  a\"ail  himself  of  his  lien  on 
chattels  sold  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  he  must  act  with  prompti- 
tude in  demanding  a  fulfillment  of   the   condition.     The  lan^age  in. 
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some  of  these  cases  would  scorn  to  roqiiire  that  this  cleniand  should 
be  made  at  the  time  of  the  delivery:  Moflfatt  v.  Green,  9  Ind.  198; 
Hudson  Trust  and  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Carr-Curran  etc.  Co.,  58  N.  J.  Eq. 
59,  43  Atl.  418;  Smith  v.  Lynos,  5  N.  Y.  41;  Osborne  v.  Gantz,  60 
N,  Y.  540;  Parker  v.  Baxter,  86  N.  Y.  586;  Backentoss  v.  Speicher, 
31  Pa.  324.  But  these  cases  admit  that  the  vendor's  failure  to  make 
such  immediate  demand  i»  only  presumptive  evidence  that  the  sale 
is  absolute,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  a  question  of  fact 
to  be  determined  from  the  circumstances,  and  the  fact  that  such  con- 
temporaneous demand  did  not  thereby  make  the  sale  ipso  facto  abso- 
lute was  recognized  by  Mr.  Justice  Depue  in  Cole  v.  Berry,  42  N. 
J.  L.  308:  "Payment  of  the  contract  price  is  one  of  the  most 
usual  conditions  on  which  the  transfer  of  title  depends.  It  is  gen- 
erally a  condition  to  be  performed  simultaneously  with  delivery.  If 
euch  be  the  contract,  a  waiver  of  the  condition  may  be  presumed 
from  an  unconditional  delivery,  without  exacting  payment,  and  in  the 
absence  of  explanatory  proof  the  property  will  vest  in  the  purchaser." 
But  while,  therefore,  these  cases  cannot  be  said  to  change  the  general 
rule  above  stated  that  the  vendor  is  only  required  to  act  with  "rea- 
sonable speed,"  they  do  clearly  emphasize  the  fact  that  the  law 
will  not  tolerate  any  laches  on  the  part  of  a  vendor  in  demanding 
a  fulfillment  of  the  condition  upon  which  he  parted  with  his  jx)sses- 
sion  of  goods  under  an  agreement  for  payment  on  delivery.  It  is 
also  an  established  rule  that  if  a  vendor  shows  an  intention  to  ac- 
quiesce in  a  promise  of  the  purchaser  in  disregard  of  the  conditions 
under  which  the  goods  were  delivered,  that  he  thereby  waives  the 
security  and  the  title  vests  absolutely  in  the  latter:  JS'eal  v.  Boggan, 
97  Ala.  611,  11  South.  809;  Martin  v.  Wirts,  11  111.  App.  567;  Freeh 
V.  Lewis,  218  Pa.  141,  ante,  p.  864,  67  Atl.  45,  11  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  948. 
As  all  of  the  general  principles  hereinabove  announced  dei)end 
upon  the  circumstances  which  may  develop  in  each  particular 
case,  the  application  of  these  principles  can  best  be  shown  by  the 
following  illustrations  and  pertinent  comments  of  the  court  on  the 
principles  involved. 

III.     Illustrations. 

a.  When  Condition  has  been  Waived  by  Vendor. — In  Neal  v. 
Bnggan,  97  Ala.  611,  11  South.  809,  there  was  a  sale  of  a  nuinber 
of  pieces  of  cloth  to  a  merchant  tailor  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery. 
The  goods  were  shipped  from  Boston  to  Birniinglinin,  Alahnina,  in 
separate  lots,  from  September  4th  to  October  5th,  each  sliipment 
being  aeectiipanied  by  a  bill  tiierefor  stating  the  terms  of  sale 
as  above.  No  other  demand  for  pa}-nieut  was  ni,-icl(>,  and  no  claim 
of  title  in  the  goods  was  asserted  by  the  vendors,  though  they  knew' 
that  the  goods  when  delivered  were  to  be  used  in  the  purchaser's 
stoek  as  a  nierchant  tailor.  After  the  last  lot  of  the  cloth  had  been 
received  by  the  purchaser  he  asked  for  more  time  and  ofTered,  if  the 
same  waa  extended,  to  give  security  for  payment.     The  seller  waited 
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fifteen  days  before  giving  an  answer,  and  then  agreed  to  extend 
the  time  and  accept  secured  paper  for  the  price  of  the  cloth.  In 
holding  that  the  title  to  the  goods  vested  in  the  buyer  the  court 
said:  "There  can,  in  our  opinion,  be  no  serious  doubt  on  these  facts 
that  the  actual  delivery  to  the  buyer  was  unconditional  as  to  each 
assignment,  for  it  is  clear,  we  think,  that  the  cash  payment  stipulated 
for  was  due  on  each  lot  as  received,  and  the  failure  of  the  sellers, 
with  their  knowledge  that  the  goods  were  to  be  at  once  put  in  trade, 
to  then  insist  upon  payment,  or,  payment  not  being  presently  made, 
to  reclaim  the  goods,  was  a  waiver  of  their  right  to  ever  do  so.  But 
even  if  this  be  not  true  as  to  the  assignments  severally,  they  were 
certainly  remiss  after  the  final  assignment,  and  this,  too,  with  actual 
information  that  the  goods  were  being  sold  by  their  vendees. 
What  their  purposes  in  the  premises  were  it  is  not  material  to  inquire 
further  than  they  were  declared  at  the  time,  or  may  be  inferred 
from  what  they  did.  'It  is  not  the  secret  purpose,'  said  Colt,  J., 
in  Wigton  v.  Bowley,  130  Mass.  352,  'but  the  intention  disclosed 
by  the  vendor's  acts  and  declarations  at  the  time  which  governs.' 
After  knowledge  of  the  disposition  being  made  of  the  goods  by  the 
buyers,  and  after  being  assured  that  the  cash  payment  could  not, 
and  would  not,  be  made,  it  would  seem  in  all  reason  that,  if  they 
had  any  intention  to  reclaim  the  property  for  condition  broken,  if 
they  had  not  consciously  waived  the  right  to  do  so,  they  would  then 
have  taken  steps  to  that  end;  but  instead  of  this  they  waited  fifteen 
days,  without  doing  or  saying  anything,  and  then  wrote,  accepting  the 
buyer's  offer  to  secure  the  purchase  money  by  paper  indorsed  by  certain 
named  persona.  From  all  this  there  can  be  no  other  conclusion  than 
....  that  the  seller's  original  right  of  reclamation  for  nonpayment 
on  delivery  was  effectually  waived." 

In  Crawford  v.  Spraggins,  109  Ala.  353,  19  South.  372,  a  bill  of 
goods  amounting  to  about  six  hundred  dollars  was  sold  to  a  merchant 
July  14th  to  be  paid  for  one-half  cash  on  delivery,  balance  in  notes. 
No  part  of  the  cash  payment  was  made  on  delivery  and  no  demand 
made  therefor  until  September  16th,  when  one  of  the  vendor's  firm, 
being  in  the  town  where  the  purchaser  lived,  called  on  him  to  arrange 
the  matter  and  was  paid  one  hundred  dollars.  On  the  day  before 
this  visit  the  buyer  had  sent  two  hundred  dollars  to  the  vendors,  and 
had  previously  paid  a  small  sum  on  account  to  one  of  the  vendors' 
traveling  salesmen.  The  vendors'  right  to  reclaim  the  goods  for 
nonpayment  of  the  cash  installment  of  the  purchase  price  was  denied, 
because  of  their  delay  in  its  assertion. 

In  Martin  v.  Wirts,  11  111.  App.  567,  goods  were  sold  for  cash, 
but  were  delivered  without  being  paid  for.  The  day  after  delivery 
the  vendor  sent  a  bill  for  the  purchase  price  to  the  buyer,  and  three 
days  later  sent  another  bill,  and  six  days  afterward  verbally  requested 
payment  of  the  buyer,  which  the  latter  promised  to  make  immediately. 
In  a  subsequent  suit  to  replevin  the  goods  it  was  held  that  the  cir- 
cumstances showed  an  intention  on  the  paxt  of  the  vendor  to  treat 


May,  1907.]  Frecu  v.  Lewis.  873 

the  purcliascr  as  his  debtor,  and  tliat  the  condition  of  payment  in  the 
original  agreement  was  waived,  and  the  'absolute  title  was  in  the 
purchaser. 

In  Peabody  v.  Maguire,  79  Mo.  572,  12  Atl.  C30,  a  lot  of  lumber 
was  sold  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery  in  cash  or  notes,  the  lumber  to  be 
shipped  from  Louiseville,  Canada,  to  Portland,  Maine.  Not  more  than 
three  days  were  required  to  send  the  bills  of  lading,  and  receive  the 
cash  or  notes  from  the  buyer.  Some  of  the  bills  of  lading  were  sent 
by  the  vendor  on  November  17th  and  others  on  the  twenty-fifth  ami 
twenty-sixth  of  the  same  month.  The  buyers  failed  December  7th 
and  an  assignment  of  their  property  was  made  on  December  10th, 
at  which  time  the  vendors  had  taken  no  steps  to  demand  payment. 
Held,  they  had  waived  their  riglit  to  reclaim  the  lumber. 

In  Smith  v.  Dennie,  6  Pick.  (Mass.)  2C2,  17  Am.  Doc.  3G8,  goods 
v.'ere  sold  upon  the  express  condition  that  the  buyer  sliould  give  an  in- 
dorsed note  for  the  price  upon  delivery.  The  goods  were  delivered 
without  any  express  reference  to  the  condition,  and  remained  in 
possession  of  the  vendee  for  eight  days,  when  they  were  attaclied  by  a 
creditor  of  the  vendee,  and  thereupon  the  vendor  brought  suit.  Dur- 
ing this  time  no  claim  was  made  by  the  vendor  for  the  goods  or  the 
note.  In  deciding  that  the  vendor  had  waived  the  condition  and 
lost  his  right  to  reclaim  the  goods,  Parker,  C.  J.,  said:  "The  vendor 
cerlaiiily  had  a  right  the  day  after  to  insist  upon  his  indorsed  note 
or  to  rescind  the  bargain,  and  reclaim  the  goods.  If  so,  why  not 
two  or  three  days?  And  if  so,  the  time  which  elapses  is  a  more  fact 
from  which  tlie  jury  may  infer  the  intention.  Circumstances  of  busi- 
ness and  engagement  may  account  for  the  delay,  and  if  they  do,  the 
right  to  security  or  to  reclaim  the  goods,  unless  sold,  as  before  men- 
tioned, is  not  iui]>aired But  in  the   case  before  us   eiglit  days 

passed  between  the  delivery  of  the  goods  and  any  call  for  the  in- 
tlorsed  note,  nor  was  any  intimation  made  of  the  security  to  be 
given  when  the  goods  were  delivered  by  the  clerk,  who  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  informed  by  the  vendor  of  the  terms  of  sale. 
The  latter,  however,  must  have  been  presumed  to  know  the  next  day 
that  they  had  been  delivered,  and  yet  he  did  not  send  for  the  note, 
or  give  any  manner  of  notice  that  it  was  required,  until  the  attach- 
ment took  ]ilace  eight  days  after  the  sale.  We  are  a]iprelionsive 
that  to  establish  the  right  to  reclaim  under  such  circiimstaiifes  would 
widen  tlie  door  for  fraudulent  contrivances,  and  tliat  afterthoughts 
r(S}iecting  conditions  will  spring  up  to  intercept  attacliing  creditors, 
when  the  sale  was  really  unconditional,  or  at  least  when  the  vindor 
has  tliought  his  condition  of  so  little  importance  as  to  be  willing  to 
abandon  it  and  trust  to  the  credit  of  the  purchaser.'' 

V  case  similar  to  the  one  last  cited  is  that  of  Loathorbury  v.  Con- 
nor, .54  N.  J.  L.  172,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  672,  23  Atl.  68-1.  Here  an  engine 
and  fittings  were  sold  to  a  corporation  to  be  paid  for  by  a  note  on  the 
dntc  of  -■;ile  and  a  chattel  moi'tLTngo  to  be  given  on  dnto  of  delivery. 
The   note   was  given   as   agreed   and   the   president  of   the   corporation 
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stated  that  the  directors  of  the  company  would  meet  the  following 
Monday,  at  which  time  he  wished  the  engine  delivered,  and  the 
mortgage  would  be  executed.  The  engine  was  delivered  on  that  day 
but  the  mortgage  was  not  executed,  and  its  execution  was  put  off 
by  divers  excuses  from  time  to  time  for  upward  of  a  month,  when 
the  company  became  insolvent  and  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver, by  whom  the  engine  was  sold.  The  vendors  began  an  action  of 
replevin  against  the  purchaser  for  the  engine,  but  had  made  no  de- 
mand for  the  chattels  from  the  receiver.  It  was  held  that  the  vendor 
had  waived  his  right  to  reclaim.  "There  can  be  no  question  under 
the  contract,"  said  the  court,  "as  it  was  entered  into,"  etc., 
^'between  the  parties,  that  the  delivery  of  the  chattels  sold  and  the 
payment  for  them  in  the  manner  specified  were  intended  to  be  con- 
current conditions.  The  subsequent  parol  understanding  appears 
to  have  been  rather  an  arrangement  of  the  detail*  of  the  execution 
of  the  agreement  than  a  modification  of  it.  The  agreement  did  not 
contemplate  an  absolute  sale  without  condition;  it  considered  that 
the  vendor  would  act  honestly  and  presently  furnish  the  mortgage 
which  was  the  condition  of  the  sale.  The  delivery  did  not  make 
the  sale  absolute,  but  as  an  indicia  of  title  raised  a  presumption 
that  it  was  absolute,  and  when  the  mortgage  was  not  forthcoming, 
it  became  the  duty  of  the  vendors  to  pursue  their  right  to  recover 
possession  of  the  chattels  with  all  the  reasonable  diligence  that  the 
circumstances  surrounding  them  would  permit,  following  the  buyer 
at  once  and  without  suffering  their  vigilance  to  abate.  Failure  to 
thus  pursue  their  right  while  others  bought  their  chattels  as  the 
property  of  the  corporation  which  they  had  clothed  with  apparent 
title  constituted  a  waiver  of  the  concurrent  condition  that  they  should 
have  the  mortgage,  and  of  any  right  they  had  to  take  the  property 
in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  third  person."  Whether  the  vendor's 
delay  in  this  case  would  have  been  a  waiver,  in  an  action  to  reclaim 
the  goods,  if  they  had  still  been  in  the  hands  of  the  original  pur- 
chaser, is  not  decided,  but  it  would  seem  that  it  would  not. 

In  Heller  v.  Elliott,  44  N.  J.  L.  467,  the  terms  of  sale  were  cash  on 
delivery.  The  buyer  failed  to  pay  and  resold  the  goods.  The  vendor 
sued  out  an  attachment  and  had  it  levied  on  property  of  the  vendee, 
and  was  thereby  held  to  have  waived  his  right  to  reclaim  the  goods, 
for  the  evident  reason  that  he  had  elected  to  hold  the  buyer  per- 
sonally responsible. 

The  following  three  cases,  while  not  denouncing  the  general  prin- 
ciples heretofore  stated  in  this  note,  go  far  in  sustaining  the  title 
of  a  vendor  to  whom  voluntary  possession  of  chattels  has  been  given 
upon  a  conditional  prorais'e  to  pay  on  delivery,  which  promise 
has  been  broken.  Thus,  in  Barker  v.  Baxter,  86  N.  Y.  586,  the 
vendors  through  a  broker  sold  a  quantity  of  corn  to  A,  B  &  Co., 
payment  to  be  cash  on  delivery.  The  corn  was  delivered  in  boats 
designated  by  A,  B  &  Co.,  and  ship's  receipts  were  given  to  the 
seller,  who  refused  to  deliver  them  to  A,  B  &  Co.,  without  positive 
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assurance  of  prompt  payment  the  next  day.  Upon  such  assurance 
the  vendor  delivered  the  receii)ts,  together  with  bills  for  the  corn 
headed  with  the  condition  that  the  goods  billed  should  not  be  deemed 
delivered  nor  the  title  passed  till  paid  for,  but  no  reference  was 
made  at  the  time  of  delivery  to  this  condition.  It  was  held  that 
the  delivery  of  the  receipts  on  the  buyer's  promise  to  pay  was 
presumptive  evidence  of  an  absolute  delivery  and  giving  credit  for 
the  ])rice,  and  the  referee's  holding  that  the  condition  of  cash  j^ay- 
ment  had  been  waived  was  sustained. 

In  Leedom  v.  Philips,  1  Ycatcs  (Pa.),  527,  sugar  was  sold  to  E., 
cash  on  delivery.  The  vendor's  porter  was  directed  to  place  the 
boxes  on  the  pavement  before  the  store  of  E.,  and  give  notice  when 
he  was  about  to  deliver  the  last  box.  The  sugar  was  delivered 
about  9  o'clock  in  the  morning,  one  of  the  vendors  going  with  the 
last  load  to  receive  payment.  E.  was  absent  when  the  last  load 
was  delivered  and  the  sugar  was  left  on  the  pavement  before  his 
store.  About  3  o'clock  of  the  same  day  E.  sold  the  sugar  and  it  was 
roiuoved  to  the  store  of  his  vendee.  It  was  held  that  the  vendor 
could  not  reclaim  the  sugar.  Said  the  court:  "It  appears  the  boxes 
were  placed  before  Edwards'  door  and  remained  tliere  six  hours 
before  the}'  were  removed.  If  the  delivery  on  the  pavement  was 
intf  iidod  as  merely  conditional,  and  to  depend  on  an  actual  payment 
of  the  money,  the  porter  should  have  been  informed  of  it,  and  he  or 
some  one  else  should  have  retained  the  custody,  that  Edwards  might 
thereby  be  informed  of  the  only  terms  on  which  he  could  receive  pos- 
session. This  would  have  qualified  and  restrained  the  legal  operation 
of  the  delivery,  and  no  inconvenience  could  arise  to  a  fair  purchaser 
who    had   paid   his   money   for   property    in     the   visible   possession    of 

Edwards When   the   parties   specially   agree  it   is  obvious   that 

the  vendor  may,  by  his  contract,  renounce  the  benefit  of  the  condi- 
tion stipulated  and  trust  to  the  good  faith  of  the  vendee  for  a  future 
performance  on  his  part.  If  one  sells  goods  for  cash  and  the  vendee 
takes  them  away  without  payment  of  the  money,  the  vendor  should 
immediately   reclaim   them  by  pursuing  the   party." 

In  the  very  recent  case  of  Freeh  v.  Lewis,  218  Pa.  141,  ante, 
p,  HCA.  0,7  Atl.  45,  11  L.  R.  A.  948,  plaintiff  delivered  defendant 
two  ciiri'iages  to  be  ]>aid  for  on  delivei-y.  One  was  delivered  Sep- 
temlttr  4th  and  payment  immediately  ilciiiniuled.  Defetnlant  prom- 
ised to  pay  in  a  day  or  so  but  failed  to  do  so.  Three  days  tbereal'tcr 
the  second  carriage  was  delivered  while  the  buyer  was  absent  frotu 
home.  A  week  or  ten  days  after,  the  seller  demanded  ])aynieiit  and 
repeated  this  dcma.nd,  both  personally  and  by  letter  thereafter,  and 
finally  accepted  the  buyer's  note  conditionally,  but  returned  it  be- 
cause UTiable  to  get  it  iliscounted.  I'laintifl'  was  diliocut  and  per- 
sistent in  demanding  payment,  but  nmer  demamled  a  return  of  the 
carriages  or  asserteil  any  right  of  jirojierty  in  rheui  except  by  the  com- 
mencement of  hi-*  suit  in  replevin  some  two  montlis  after  the  de- 
livery.    It    waa    held    that    the    title    hud    vested    absolutely    iu    the 
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vendee,  the  court  being  seemingly  of  the  opinion  that  the  condition 
of  sale  had  been  waived  both  by  acceptance  of  a  new  promise  from 
the  buyer  and  by  the  vendor's  delay  in  reclaiming  the  goods.  An 
action  to  recover  "except  when  delayed  by  trick  or  artifice  must 
follow  immediately  upon  the  buyer's  default.  This  does  not  mean 
that  the  seller  must  eo  instanti  begin  legal  proceedings  to  recover 
the  goods;  but  it  does  mean  that  the  seller,  when  he  discovers  that 
his  delivery  is  not  followed  by  payment,  as  he  had  the  right  to 
expect,  is  at  once  put  to  his  election  whether  he  will  waive  the  con- 
dition as  to  payment  and  allow  the  delivery  to  become  absolute,  or 
retake  the  property,  and  that  he  is  to  allow  no  unnecessary  delay 
in  making  his  choice.  The  object  of  the  law  is  not  to  multiply 
his  remedies  because  of  his  disappointment.  He  must  not  continue 
to  hold  his  right  to  the  goods,  and  at  the  same  time  hold  the  buyer 
as   his   creditor.     One    or   the     other   he    must    relinquish,   and    do    it 

promptly,  or  the  law  will  forfeit  his  right  to  elect The  title 

to  a  chattel  passes  as  fully  after  a  conditional  delivery,  when  posses- 
sion is  allowed  to  be  retained,  as  when  delivery  is  preceded  by  actual 
payment." 

b.  When  Condition  has  not  been  Waived. — In  Daugherty  v. 
Fowler,  44  Kan.  628,  25  Pac.  40,  10  L.  E.  A.  314,  a  merchant  at 
Kansas  City  shipped  goods  to  a  merchant  at  Fort  Scott  to  be  paid 
for  "cash  on  arrival."  The  goods  were  received  by  the  buyer 
November  27th  and  the  freight  paid  by  him.  On  December  1st 
he  wrote  the  seller  that  he  was  unable  to  pay  for  the  goods  and  that 
they  belonged  to  the  seller,  and  that  he  placed  them  in  the  hands  of  a 
responsible  party,  who  would  hold  them  until  he  could  hear  from  the 
seller.  On  the  same  day  the  goods  were  attached  by  a  creditor  of 
the  buyer,  but  it  was  held  that  he  had  acquired  no  title  and  the  vendor 
could  reclaim  in  replevin. 

In  Stone  v.  Perry,  60  Me.  48,  goods  sold  for  cash  were  delivered 
without  payment  being  made.  Three  days  thereafter  the  purchasers 
failed  and  the  vendors  began  action  in  replevin  to  recover  the  goods. 
Held,  no  title  vested  in  the  buyer,  because  it  was  shown  that  it  was 
a  custom  to  wait  ten  days  after  delivery  before  demanding  payment. 

In  Tyler  v.  Freeman,  3  Cush.  (Mass.)  261,  goods  were  sold  on  the 
11th,  to  be  paid  for  by  a  note,  but  were  delivered  to  the  buyer 
before  the  terms  of  sale  were  complied  with.  Demand  for  the  note 
was  made  three  days  after  delivery,  when  the  purchaser  said  he 
would  see  the  vendors  and  make  it  satisfactory.  Three  days  after 
the  demand  the  goods  were  attached  by  a  creditor  of  the  buyer,  but 
it  was  held  that  the  vendor  had  not  lost  his  right  to  the  property 
and  could  recover  in  replevin. 

In  Armour  v.  Pecker,  123  Mass.  143,  A  sold  goods  in  Cincinnati 
to  B,  who  did  b\isiness  in  Boston.  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
B  was  to  give  his  note  to  A  in  payment  of  the  goods  upon  receipt 
of  the  goods  in  Boston;  the  note,  however,  to  be  as  of  the  date  the 
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goods  were  delivprod  on  the  cars  in  Cincinnati.  A  sent  the  note 
with  the  goods  to  B,  but  B  failed  to  sign  it  but  pledged  the  goods  to 
C  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  failed  in  business,  and  two  days 
thereafter  sent  a  note  to  A  dated  at  Boston.  Held,  B  acquired 
no  title  and  A  could  replevin  the  goods.  A  similar  case  is  that  of 
Solonion  v.  Hathaway,  12(5  ISfasa.  4S2. 

In  ytrauss  v.  Ilirscli,  C3  Mo.  App.  Oo,  the  vendors  sold  thirteen 
banels  of  whisky  to  Rieger  &  Co.,  liquor  dealers  of  Kansas  City, 
for  cash  on  delivery.  The  whisky  was  sent  from  St.  Louis  with  a 
carload  for  Furst  Brothers,  and  consigned  to  a  transfer  company  in 
KaTisas  City,  and  received  on  the  6th  The  transfer  company  was 
directed  by  Furst  Brothers  to  deliver  the  whisky  to  liie^^cr  &  Co., 
wlii<-h  was  done,  and  the  purchase  money  was  not  paid.  On  the  day 
after  delivery  Kieger  &  Co.,  executed  a  mortgage  on  the  whislvy,  the 
mortgagees  taking  possession.  The  vendors  sued  out  writ  of  re- 
plevin and  it  was  held  no  title  had  passed  to  the  purchasers.  Sni  1 
the  court;  "The  vesting  of  title  to  the  goods  in  the  purchaser  may  be 
made  to  depend  upon  his  performance  of  some  condition.  And  if 
that  be  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  a  transfer  of  the  possession, 
before  the  performance  of  the  condition,  does  not  pass  the  title. 
The  condition  prec(!dent  which  the  purchaser  is  required  to  perform 
before  acquiring  the  title  is  the  payment  of  the  ]irice.  When  the 
condition  is  ex[)resscd,  the  title  docs  not  pass  before  the  payment 
of  the  price,  although  possession  is  given  the  purchaser."  This  case 
is  quoted  with  approval  and  followed  in  Strother  v.  McMillan  Lum- 
ber Co..  200  Mo.  647,  98  S.  W.  34.  In  fact  this  case  goes  very  far 
in  holding  that  no  title  passes  to  the  buyer  until  the  condition  is 
performed,  even  though  the  vendor  agreed  that  the  title  should  vest 
in  the  buyer  upon  delivery.  Here  a  manufacturer  of  lumber  agreeii 
to  sell  the  output  of  his  mill  during  a  year,  title  to  vest  in  the  buyer 
immediately  ujion  delivery,  l)ut  after  being  graded  and  measured  by 
the  pun-haser  it  sliould  be  paid  for  every  fift<'cn  days  according  to  the 
seh(  :lule  of  prices.  The  agreement  was  afterward  changed  by  the 
jiariies  so  that  payments  could  be  made  every  thirty  days.  On  or 
about  S(>]itrniber  1st,  after  the  delivery  of  the  thirty  days  had  be- 
come ceiiipltte,  tlie  vendor  made  a  dem.and  for  })ayinent  for  the 
lumber  that  had  l)een  ([(^livered.  Payment  was  refus'^d  and  thi^ 
vendor  began  action  in  replt>vin.  It  was  held  that  title  did  not  vest 
in  the   Imvir  until  the  paynunt   was  made  as  agi'ced. 

In  Tl  Hilton  Trust  etc.  inst.  v.  Carr-(  "uri'an  etc.  Co.,  HS  N.  ,T.  Eq. 
59,  K'.  Atl.  11^,  certain  machinery  was  sold  a  ]-:i  pcr-miU  eoinji:in\-, 
1(1  be  j'aid  for  en  deli\nry,  onc^-half  in  casli  and  balance  in  a  nole. 
Only  a  porlion  of  the  cash  ]>aynient  agrei  d  upon  was  paid  wlien  the 
machiiT  ly  was  delivercM],  but  failing  to  collect  th(>  balance  after  re- 
jii.i'ed  e'l'uts,  the  vendnrs  accepted  a  chattel  mortgage  on  tlie  ma- 
■chinery  fur  t  iie  balaneo  due.  The  purchasers  had  ju'cviously  given  a 
nierie;!ge  mt  their  mill.  In  a  conti^st  between  the  holders  of  the 
piiur    1..'  !■  tD-''^'-     ■''"■'    '-"*J    chattel    mui'.yagu    gi\LU    for    ihe    purcliaso 
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money,  it  was  held  that  the  latter  was  superior,  for  the  reason  that 
title  to  the  machinery  never  vested  in  the  paper-mill  company,  be- 
cause of  its  failure  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  cash  it  had  agreed  to 
pay  when  delivery  was  made. 

In  Dows  V.  Dennistown,  28  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  393,  certain  flour  had 
been  sold  for  cash  with  an  understanding  between  the  parties  that 
payment  ten  days  after  delivery  would  be  acceptable  to  the  vendor. 
Upon  failure  by  the  purchaser  to  pay  within  the  ten  days  it  was  held 
that  no  title  had  vested  in  him.  Said  the  court:  "The  very  terms 
and  import  of  the  arrangement  are  that  there  was  to  be  a  qualified 
delivery  which  was  to  precede  the  payment;  and  it  is  apparent  from 
the  facts  in  this  case  that  the  possession  of  the  goods  was  intrusttd 
to  the  vendee  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  realize  upon  them, 
and  thus  provide  means  for  the  payment  of  the  price.  Such  an 
understanding,  arrangement  or  custom  cannot,  we  think,  be  con- 
strued into  an  absolute  transfer  of  the  title  of  the  property,  as 
between  the  original  parties  to  it,  or  those  who  have  no  greater 
equity  than  the  original  parties." 

In  Freeman  v.  McKcan,  25  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  474,  the  sale  was  for 
cash  on  delivery.  The  goods  were  delivered  December  30th  and  pay- 
ment not  demanded  till  January  2d  following,  when  it  was  refused. 
It  having  been  shown  that  it  was  a  custom  not  to  demand  payment 
when  goods  were  sold  in  this  way  for  two  or  three  days  after  de- 
livery, it  was  held  that  the  vendor  had  not  waived  the  condition 
by  the  delay. 

In  Schmidt  v.  Kattenhorn,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  157,  goods  were  sold 
for  cash  and  delivered  without  payment  being  made.  Bills  for  the 
goods  were  sent  to  the  buyer  the  same  day  they  were  delivered  and 
followed  up  by  the  vendors  qalling  the  next  day  for  the  money.  Not 
finding  the  vendees  at  their  place  of  business,  a  demand  was  made  of 
their  bookkeeper.  Failing  to  get  the  money,  the  vendors  sent  their 
clerk,  who  was  told  by  the  vendees  to  come  again  in  a  couple  of 
days,  and  they  would  pay.  After  this,  and  about  five  or  six  days 
after  delivery,  the  vendors  again  called  and  demanded  the  cash  or 
the  goods  and  both  were  refused,  but  payment  was  offered  in  two 
protested  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  vendors,  with  a  small 
sr.m  additional  in  cash  to  make  up  the  purchase  price.  The  vendors 
declined  to  accept  the  payment  proffered  and  began  suit  for  damages 
for  wrongful  conversion  of  the  goods.  It  was  held  there  had  been 
no  waiver  of  the  condition  by  the  vendors. 

A  similar  ruling  to  the  case  just  mentioned  is  found  in  Leven  v. 
Smith,  1  Denio  (X.  Y.),  571,  the  vendee  having  agreed  to  pay  for 
tlie  goods  cash  on  delivery,  but  upon  demand  tendered  as  payment  a 
note  of  the  vendor  with  enough  cash  to  cover  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase, and  refusal  of  the  vendor  to  accept  was  held  not  to  devest 
him  of  his  right  to  recover  the  goods. 

In  Palmer  v.  Hand,  13  Jnlms.  (X.  Y.)  434.  7  Am.  Dec.  302, 
plaintiff  sold  defciidant   a  quantity   of  ^'lanking  and  scantling,  to   be 
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I)aid  for  when  delivercil  on  defendant's  dock.  The  lumber  was  taken 
to  defendant's  dock  on  a  raft  by  plaintiff  about  sunrise  and  he  then 
informed  defendant's  employes  that  he  had  sold  it  to  the  defendant. 
The  men  began  piling  the  lumber  on  defendant's  dock.  Plaintiff 
left  and  returned  about  4  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  at  which  time 
most  of  the  lumber  had  been  piled  on  the  dock.  He  then  forbade 
the  men  to  pile  any  more  of  the  lumber,  saying  that  the  defendant 
had  absconded.  Held,  that  defendant  acquired  no  title  to  any  of  the 
lumber. 

In  Hanimett  v.  Linneman,  48  N.  Y.  399,  plaintiff  sold  coal  to  de- 
fendant to  be  paid  for  in  cash  on  delivery,  credit  having  been  re- 
fused. The  coal  was  delivered  and  payment  demanded  three  days 
thereafter  and  refused.  Held,  that  payment  of  the  price  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  vesting  title,  and  that  such  condition  had  not 
been  waived  by  plaintiff. 

In  Hill  V.  McKenzie,  1  Hun  (N.  Y.),  110,  a  quantity  of  tea  was 
sold  to  W.  &  Co.  for  cash  on  delivery.  W.  &  Co.  refused  to  receive 
the  teas  because  they  were  found  to  require  "cooperage."  It  was 
then  agreed  that  the  teas  should  be  delivered  at  W.  &  Co 's.  store,  and 
the  vendors  would  have  the  cooperage  done  there.  The  teas  were 
delivered  and  the  vendor's  cooper  went  to  do  the  cooperage  but  was 
prevented  by  W.  &  Co.  from  doing  it.  On  demand  for  the  purchase 
price,  it  was  refused  upon  the  ground  that  the  cooperage  was  not  done, 
but  it  was  held  that  the  vendor  had  not  waived  the  condition  as  to 
payment,  and  that  W.  &  Co.  had  acquired  no  title  to  the  goods. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  vendor  uses  all  possible  diligence 
in  demanding  payment,  that  a  mere  delay  in  enforcing  the  demand 
by  suit  to  reclaim  the  goods  will  not  operate  as  a  waiver  of  the  condi- 
tion. Thus  in  Paulson  v.  Lyon,  26  Utah,  438,  73  Pac.  310,  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  chattels  was  made  on  September  10th,  the  goods  to  be 
paid  for  on  delivery.  They  were  delivered  on  November  26t!i  and 
im mediate  demand  for  payment  was  made,  which  was  repeated  on 
several  occasions  for  a  month  thereafter,  but  payment  was  refused 
on  the  ground  that  a  readjustment  of  the  bill  was  necessary.  On 
December  28th  the  vendors,  having  been  paid  only  thirty-seven  dol^ 
lars  and  fifty  cents  on  a  bill  amounting  to  nine  hundred  dollars,  be- 
gan an  action  in  replevin  to  recover  the  goods,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  delay  in  l)eginning  the  action  was  not  a  waiver  of  the  con- 
dition, there  being  no  intention  of  the  jiarties  that  the  title  should 
pass  to  the  purcliaser.  But  compare  this  case  with  Leatherbury  v. 
Connor,  54  N.  J.  L.  172,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  672,  23  Atl.  6S-i,  where 
delay  of  a  month  in  bringing  suit  to  reclaim  was  held  a  waiver,  al- 
though all  reasonable  diligence  to  secure  pa}-nient  had  been  ninde. 
In  this  case,  however,  the  rights  of  third  parties  were  concei-iu  d, 
and  the  two  cases  will  serve  to  show  the  distinctions  drawn  bv  the 
courts  on  the  topic  under  consideration  as  dependent  upon  wliether 
the  vendee  has  parted  with  the  possession. 
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REESE  V.   PHILADELPHIA  TRUST,   SAFE   DEPOSIT 
AND   INSURANCE   COMPANY. 
[218   Pa.   150,  67  Atl.   124.] 

GIFTS  INTER  VIVOS.— To  Constitute  a  gift  inter  vivos  two 
essential  elements  must  combine:  An  intention  to  make  the  gift  then 
anrl  there,  and  such  an  actual  or  constructive  delivery  at  the  same 
time  to  the  donee  as  devests  the  donor  of  all  dominion  over  the 
subject  and  invests  the  donee  therewith,     (p.  882.) 

GIFTS  INTER  VIVOS — Delivery — Intention. — If  a  woman 
takes  her  safe  deposit  box  containing  her  securities  from  the  vault 
of  a  trust  company,  and  calling  in  one  of  its  officers,  declares  to  him 
her  intent  to  give  such  securities  to  her  nephew  who  is  present,  and 
then  executes  blank  transfers  and  hands  the  securities  to  her  nephew, 
who  places  them  in  his  safe  deposit  box,  while  hers  is  surrendered, 
and  the  nephew,  who  is  about  to  go  on  a  long  journey,  appoints 
his  aunt  his  deputy,  to  have  access  to  his  box,  there  is  a  valid  gift 
of  the  securities,  although  the  aunt  thereafter  sells  some  of  them, 
collects  interest  and  dividends  from  others,  and  deposits  the  sums 
collected   to   her   own   account,     (p.   883.) 

GIFTS  INTER  VIVOS — Impeachment. — A  donor  is  not  per- 
mitted to  impeach  his  own  gift.  What  is  said  or  done  by  him,  un- 
associatcd  with  and  unassented  to  by,  his  donee  is  wholly  irrelevant 
to  the  issue  as  to  the  validity  of  the  gift,  and  cannot  be  considered, 
(p.    883.) 

W.  "W.  Porter  and  J.  G.  Johnson,  for  the  appeHant. 

H.  Budd,  P.  Boyd,  H.  B.  Hodge  and  R.  L.  Ashhurst,  for  the 
appellee. 

154  STEWART,  J.  If  the  legal  effect  and  consequence  of 
the  transaction  between  Mrs.  Pomeroy  and  her  nephew,  Will- 
iam K.  Reese,  the  appellant,  are  at  all  obscure,  it  is  not  be- 
cause the  transaction  itself  in  any  of  its  features  is  uncertain 
or  equivocal.  It  is  claimed  that  what  subsequently  occurred 
between  the  parties  shows  a  purpose  in  the  mind  of  ^Irs.  Pom- 
eroy the  very  opposite  of  that  indicated  by  the  transaction, 
and  a  corresponding  understanding  by  the  nephew.  The 
learned  judge  before  whom  the  case  was  heard  derived  from 
the  transaction  a  valid  and  effective  gift  of  the  securities  in 
question.  He  was  overruled  in  this  by  the  court  in  bank, 
and  this  appeal  results.  The  facts  are  undisputed,  and  may 
be  briefly  stated. 

Mrs.  Anna  K.  Pomeroy  was  a  widow  of  advanced  age  and 
childless.  Her  nearest  kindred  were  the  appellant,  a  nephew, 
and  his  three  sisters,  two  of  whom^  are  among  the  appellees. 
For  the  appellant,  who  had  resided  with  her  from  childhood. 
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she  entertained  special  affection,  treating  him  as  a  son.  On 
August  1,  1904,  the  aunt  and  nephew  together  went  to  the 
Philadelphia  Trust,  Safe  Deposit  and  Insurance  Company, 
where  the  former  had  a  rented  safe  or  box  in  which  she  kept 
certain  securities.  While  they  were  together  in  the  room  of 
the  directors  of  the  company  she  took  out  the  box,  and  having 
placed  it  on  a  tal)le  called  into  the  room  ^Nlr.  Scholey,  an  officer 
of  the  company.  She  told  Mr.  Scholey  that  she  was  giving  to 
her  nephew  the  box  and  contents,  and  that  she  wished  him  to 
witness  the  gift.  She  was  then  seated  at  the  table  where  the 
^^^  box  was;  some  of  the  securities  were  still  in  the  box,  while 
others  were  out  upon  the  table.  Mr.  Scholey  examined  the 
securities  sufficiently  to  see  their  general  character,  and  told 
Mrs.  Pomeroy  that  inasmuch  as  some  were  registered  and 
some  were  coupon  bonds,  something  more  was  necessary  to 
complete  the  gift,  and  inquired  whether  he  should  send  some- 
one in  to  prepare  powers  of  attorney  for  her  to  execute.  He 
accordingly  sent  into  the  room  Mr.  Pierce,  a  clerk  in  the  bank, 
with  blank  powers  of  attorney,  which  were  there  signed  by 
IMrs.  Pomeroy  and  witnessed  by  Pierce.  Among  the  securi- 
ties were  the  certificates  and  bonds  which  are  the  subject  of 
the  present  controversy.  These  were  (1)  two  stock  certificates 
issued  by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  one  for  twenty 
and  one  for  three  shares;  (2)  three  stock  certificates  issued  by 
the  Lehigh  Coal  and  Navigation  Company,  one  for  three,  one 
for  four  and  one  for  thirty-one  shares;  and  (3)  five  mortgaged 
bonds  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company, 
eai'h  of  the  denomination  of  one  thousand  dollars.  Assign- 
ments of  these  several  securities  in  blank  with  like  blank  pow- 
ers of  attorney  empowering  the  attorney  to  sell,  assign  and 
transfer  the  same  for  assignee's  use,  were  then  and  there  signed 
by  Mrs.  Pomeroy  and  duly  attested.  These  assignments  were  in 
the  usual  form,  and  had  the  effect  to  make  the  seen  fit  ics 
marlcetal)le  without  anything  further.  This  l)eing  done,  the 
box  from  which  the  securities  had  been  produced,  being  .Mt's. 
Pomeroy 's,  was  surn^ndered,  and  the  securities  were  placnl 
in  a  box  or  safe  that  had  been  that  day  rented  by  the  nei)li('\v. 
The  Intlor.  l)eing  about  to  return  to  Calif>,)rnia,  as  part  of  the 
same  transaction  constituted  in  writing  on  the  recoi'ds  of  the 
trust  company  IMrs.  Pomei'oy  as  his  defiuty,  with  authority 
expressed  as  follows:  "To  have  access  to  my  safe  at  all  times, 
with  the  same  powers  that  I  could  have  if  personally  prc^sent." 
This  ended  the  transaction.  None  of  the  securities  were  trans- 
Am.   St.  R.'p.,   Vol.   120 — 56 
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ferred  on  the  books  of  the  company,  but  with  the  powers  of 
attorney  executed  as  above  Reese  was  in  a  position  to  have 
this  done  at  any  time  before  the  death  of  Mrs.  Pomeroy,  which 
occurred  August  25,  1905.  After  iSlrs.  Pomeroy 's  death,  ap- 
pellant presented  the  above-mentioned  securities,  with  the 
l)o\vers  of  attorney  attached,  to  the  several  companies  that  had 
issued  them,  and  requested  transfers  to  be  made.  This  was 
declined  because  ^^'^  of  ]\Irs.  Pomeroy 's  death.  He  then  de- 
manded of  the  executors  that  they  execute  new  transfers. 
This  demand  being  refused,  he  filed  the  bill  in  the  present  pro- 
ceeding to  require  the  executors  to  make  the  necessary  trans- 
fers. The  proceeding  resulted  in  the  dismissal  of  plaintiff's 
bill.  This  brief  statement  discloses  the  one  question  in  the 
case.  Can  a  valid,  effective,  irrevocable  gift  of  these  particular 
securities  to  the  nephew  be  derived  from  what  took  place  be- 
tween !Mrs.  Pomeroy  and  the  appellant  on  the  occasion  re- 
ferred to? 

To  constitute  a  valid  gift  inter  vivos  two  essential  elements 
must  combine:  an  intention  to  make  the  gift  then  and  there, 
and  such  an  actual  or  constructive  delivery  at  the  same  time 
to  the  donee  as  devests  the  donor  of  all  dominion  over  the 
subject,  and  invests  the  donee  therewith.  AVe  do  not  under- 
stand that  the  suflficienoy  of  the  delivery  of  these  securities  to 
the  donee,  if  an  immediate  and  irrevocable  gift  was  intended, 
is  questioned.  They  were  placed,  if  not  by  the  hands  of  the 
donor,  by  one  she  directed,  in  the  box  of  the  donee,  which, 
notwithstanding  the  donor  thereafter  had  access  to  it,  was  the 
donee's  own  exclusive  property  for  the  time  being,  which 
neither  the  donor  nor  anyone  else  could  interfere  with  except 
as  allowed  by  him.  This  delivery  was  quite  as  unequivocal 
and  pronounced  as  it  would  have  been  had  the  securities  been 
placed  in  the  donee's  hand  or  pocket,  and  therefore  just  as 
effective.  With  respect  to  the  donor's  intention  as  to  the  kind 
and  measure  of  the  gift  she  intended  to  make,  if  regard  be  had 
to  her  previous  expression  of  purpose,  to  what  passed  between 
the  parties,  and  what  occurred  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  gift,  and  to  those  alone,  there  can  be  but  one  conclusion. 
AVhat  was  there  done,  whatever  its  effect,  was  in  fulfillment  of 
a  purpose  the  donor  had  previously  expressed  to  several  of  her 
intimate  friends.  She  had  again  and  again  avowed  her  pur- 
pose to  turn  over  to  her  nephew  the  securities  in  her  box.  Her 
purpose  as  expressed  to  Air.  Seholey.  whom  she  called  in 
to  witness  the  transaction,  was  to  make  a  gift  to  her  nephew 
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of  the  contents  of  the  box.  The  testimony  of  tliis  witness 
was:  "She  said  she  was  going  to  give  Mr.  Reese  the  box  and  its 
contents,  and  wonld  like  me  to  act  as  a  witness  to  the  gift." 
In  nothing  that  was  said  or  done  was  there  a  suggestion  of  any 
qualification  or  restriction  with  respect  to  the  gift.  What 
^•'^''  therefore  occurred  on  the  occasion  while  both  parti&s  were 
present  is  not  only  consistent  with  a  purpose  to  make  an  im- 
mediate and  irrevocable  gift,  but  inconsistent  with  any  other. 
"When  her  attention  was  called  to  whnt  was  necessary  to  make 
the  gift  effective — that  is  to  say,  powers  of  attorney  to  transfer 
the  securities — she  immediately  executed  them.  The  sur- 
render of  her  own  box  to  the  trust  company,  and  the  placing 
of  the  securities  made  marketable  by  her  blank  transfers  in 
the  box  rented  by  the  nephew,  which  immediately  followed, 
completed  the  transaction.  Confining  the  inquiry  to  the  im- 
mediate occurrence,  can  there  be  any  question  as  to  the  legal 
effect  of  the  transaction?  There  is  present  in  the  case  a 
clearly  expressed  purpose  to  make  a  present  gift,  followed  by 
a  sufficient  delivery.  Thus  every  requirement  is  met,  and 
wore  we  to  stop  the  inquiry  here,  the  gift  w^ould  have  to  be 
sustained.  It  was  because  the  court  below  extended  the  in- 
quiry, and  allowed  what  subsecpently  occurred  to  overcome 
the  plain  and  obvious  intendment  of  what  was  said  and  done 
when  the  gift  was  made,  that  a  conclusion  adverse  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  reached.  The  evidence  on  this  branch  of  the  case 
was  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  parties 
theniselves  understood  the  transaction  as  meaning  something 
different  from  that  indicated  by  the  plain  and  natural  mean- 
ing of  their  words  and  acts  at  the  time.  It  is  perfectly  com- 
petent to  show  this,  since  the  effort  of  the  law  always  is  to 
develop  and  give  effect  to  the  real  purpose  of  the  parties ;  but 
too  great  latitude  was  here  allowed,  and  evidence  was  intro- 
duced which  in  no  aspect  can  be  considered  as  indicating  a 
coininon  and  mutual  understanding  and  purpose,  but  simply 
a  purpose  by  the  donor  inconsistent  with  the  facts  of  tlu^  trans- 
action. It  is  never  permitted  a  donor  to  impeach  his  gift; 
then'fore  what  was  said  or  done  bj^  ^NFrs.  Pomeroy,  unassoci- 
ated  with  her  donee  and  unas.sented  to  by  him,  is  Avholly  irrel- 
evant to  the  issue  and  cannot  be  considered.  Tlie  court  below 
placed  much  emphasis  on  the  fact  that  ^Mrs.  Pomero.y  had  at 
a  later  pei'iod  inquired  of  an  officer  of  the  bank  whether  the 
power  of  altorney  she  had  given  "would  put  matters  in  proper 
shape  so  that  if  anything  should  ha])pen  to  her  Mr.  Reese 
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could  transfer  the  securities."  This  inquiry  may  reflect  some 
light  on  her  understanding  of  the  eiTect  of  the  original  trans- 
action j  but  on  its  face  the  transaction  ^'^^  was  an  executed 
gift  in  the  donee,  and  it  is  wholly  immaterial,  limiting  this 
inquiry  to  what  is  pertinent  to  the  issue,  what  either  thought 
in  regard  to  it,  except  as  the  other  is  shown  to  have  had  the 
same  understanding.  The  only  relevant  evidence  on  this 
branch  of  the  case  was  that  which  related  to  the  conduct  of 
the  parties  with  reference  to  the  subject  matter.  True,  this 
was  confined  principally  to  the  acts  of  Mrs.  Pomeroy,  but  since 
these  extended  to  at  least  a  qualified  control  of  the  securities, 
and  the  actual  conversion  of  a  part,  the  knowledge  and  assent 
of  the  donee  might  be  inferred  in  connection  therewith.  Im- 
mediately following  the  transfer  of  the  securities  the  nephew 
returned  to  California.  Mrs.  Pomeroy,  who  had  been  depu- 
tized by  him  to  have  access  to  the  safe,  remained  until  Novem- 
ber 10th  of  the  same  year,  when  she  too  went  to  California. 
Before  removing  she  took  from  the  safe  Reading  bonds  to  the 
amount  of  three  thousand  dollars  and  sold  them.  She  also 
collected  certain  coupons,  and  left  authority  with  the  trust 
(Company  to  collect  others,  as  they  matured,  the  proceeds  to  be 
credited  on  her  account.  After  she  had  removed  to  Califor- 
nia, she  instructed  the  company  to  subscribe  for  an  allot- 
ment of  four  shares  of  Lehigh  Coal  and  Navigation  stock.  On 
her  return  to  Philadelphia  in  June,  1905,  the  authority  slie 
had  given  to  the  trust  company  was  canceled.  To  allow  this 
evidence  the  effect  contended  for,  too  much  would  have  to  be 
.supplied ;  as  it  stands,  it  is  wholly  inadequate  to  the  purpose. 
The  selling  of  the  three  thousand  dollars  of  bonds  may  very 
well  have  been  within  the  implied  power  of  the  deputization, 
or  in  consequence  of  direct  instructions  from  the  principal. 
The  burden  in  such  case  is  upon  the  party  setting  up  the  fact 
relied  upon  to  overcome  the  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of 
the  transaction.  This  burden  was  not  discharged  so  long  as 
what  Mrs.  Pomeroy  did  with  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
bonds  was  left  unexplained.  She  was  a  deputy  in  custody  of 
the  securities,  and  the  presumption  is  that  if  she  converted 
any  of  them,  it  was  in  the  course  of  her  agency,  and  that  she 
fully  accounted  for  them.  The  law  will  not  presume  the  con- 
trary. As  much  may  be  said  with  respect  to  the  coupons  and 
dividends  collected  by  her  and  carried  to  her  credit  in  the 
bank.  Oivinfi:  these  facts  the  utmost  significance  that  can  be 
claimed  for  them  by  the  appellees,  they  are  at  least  equivocal; 


May,  1907.]     Lenaiian  v.  Pittston  Coal  Mix.  Co.  885 

if  they  may  be  regarded  ^"'^  as  indicating  a  continued  own- 
(Tohip  of  the  securities  in  Mrs.  Pomeroy,  with  quite  equal 
reason  they  may  be  referred  to  the  agency  she  was  invested. 
To  allow  such  uncertain  and  ambiguous  -circumstances  to  de- 
feat what  the  conduct  of  the  parties  in  connection  with  the 
immediate  transaction  shows  to  have  been  intended  to  be  an 
absolute  gift,  is  to  misapprehend  the  true  force  and  signifi- 
cance of  the  evidence. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  reversed;  the  plaintiff's 
bill  is  reinstated,  and  it  is  now  ordered  tliat  a  decree  be  en- 
tered directing  an  injunction  mandatory  in  form  to  the  Phila- 
delphia Trust,  Safe  Deposit  and  Insurance  Company,  executor 
of  the  will  of  Anna  K.  Pomeroy,  deceased,  requiring  it  to  sign 
as  such  executor  such  powers  of  attorney  as  may  be  required 
to  transfer  to  William  K.  Reese  the  said  recited  securities. 
The  cost  of  this  proceeding  to  be  paid  by  the  executor  of  the 
Avill  of  Anna  K.  Pomeroy,  deceased. 


The  Essevilals  of  a  Gift  of  funds  on  deposit  are  disenssod  in  Bailer 
V.  New  Bedford  Inst,  for  Savings,  192  Mass.  564,  116  Am.  St.  Eep. 
270,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto.  After  a  gift 
inter  vivos  has  been  made  complete  by  delivery,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  tlic  donee  to  retain  possession  of  the  property  to  make  the  gift 
eft'ectual;  but  he  may,  without  invalidating  the  gift,  redeliver  the 
]iri.ip.rlv  to  the  donor,  ^s  his  agent,  for  safekeeping;  Guuuon  v.  Mc- 
Guire,  160  N.  Y.  476,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  694. 


LENAIIAN  V.    PITTSTON    COAL    MINING    CO^IPANY. 

[218   Pa.   311,   67   Atl.    642.] 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Employment  of  Minors.— Tlie  legis- 
Intnrp.  iiiuler  its  police  ]:u\vor,  can  fix  an  age  limit  below  which  boy^ 
should  not  be  eiii]  lovi-d,  and  when  the  age  limit  is  so  fixed,  an  em- 
]i!oyer  wlio  violates  the  net  by  engaging  a  boy  iindiT  tlie  statutory 
;  ge  dees  SO  at  liis  own  risk,  and  if  sucii  boy  is  injured  while  engngeii 
ii'.  tile'  [lei't'ornunice  of  the  prohibited  duties  for  wliiidi  he  is  employed, 
h.is  emp!o\('r  is  liable  in  damages  for  the  injuries  thus  sustained,  (p, 
i-Sli.) 

STATUTES    Fixing    Age  Limit  for    Employment — Violation — 

Contributory  Negligence — Assumption  of  Risks. — A  boy,  employed 
in  \inl;itioii  ef  a  statute  fixing  the  nge  limit  under  \vliieh  boys  shall 
not  be  eniplDved  in  a  cerliiiu  l)iisiiiess,  is  not  r  iiiirg-'nble  with  con- 
tributiiiy  III -licence,  er  with  ha\  iug  assumed  the  risks  of  employment 
in  such  business,      (p.  S87.) 
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T.  F.  Farrell  and  E.  A.  Lynch,  for  the  appellant. 

B.  R.  Jones,  L.  B.  Jones  and  H.  A.  Fuller,  for  the  appellee. 

^'-  ELKIN,  J.  When  this  case  again  conios  np  for  trial  in 
tlie  court  below  much  will  depend  upon  the  exact  duties  which 
the  boy,  Munley,  was  required  to  perform  hy  the  appellee 
company.  If  it  was  a  part  of  his  duties  to  oil  the  "scraper 
line,"  which  is  the  contention  of  the  appellant,  the  nesrligence 
of  the  appellee  would  be  established;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  as 
is  asserted  by  appellee,  it  ^^^  Avas  no  part  of  his  duty  to  oil 
the  "scraper  line,"  the  rule  relied  on  by  the  court  below 
would  control  the  case. 

The  act  of  June  2,  1891  (Pub.  Laws,  176),  which,  as  its  title 
declares,  was  intended  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of 
persons  employed  in  and  about  the  anthracite  coal  mines  of 
Pennsylvania  and  to  preserve  the  property  connected  there- 
with, provides  (section  8)  that  "no  person  under  fifteen 
years  of  age  shall  be  appointed  to  oil  the  machinery  and  no 
person  shall  oil  dangerous  parts  of  such  machinery  while  it  is 
in  motion. "  The  boy,  Munley,  was  fourteen  years,  four  months 
and  three  days  old  at  the  time  the  accident  occurred.  At  the 
trial  the  learned  court  below  directed  a  compulsory  nonsuit 
to  be  entered,  which,  on  motion  made,  he  refused  to  take  off 
on  the  ground  that  the  boy  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  attempting  to  oil  dangerous  parts  of  the  machinery 
while  in  motion,  which  was  in  violation  of  the  statute,  and 
therefore  negligent.  This  would  be  the  correct  rule  if  the 
injured  boy  had  the  right  under  the  Liav  to  engage  in  the 
employment  which  occasioned  the  injury.  The  learned  trial 
judge  took  the  view  that  the  boy,  being  over  fourteen  years 
of  age,  was  presumed  under  the  common-law  rule  to  have  suffi- 
cient capacity  to  be  sensible  of  danger  and  to  have  the  power 
to  avoid  it,  and  that  such  presumption  had  not  been  overcome 
by  the  evidence  produced  at  the  trial.  The  exact  question 
raised  by  this  appeal  is  whether  this  common-law  rule  was 
modified  or  changed  by  the  statutory  regulation.  The  injured 
boy  was  under  fifteen  years  of  age,  and  if  the  appellee  com- 
pany employed  him  for  the  purpose  of  oiling  machinery,  it 
did  so  in  violation  of  the  statute.  Is  it,  therefore,  in  position 
to  set  up  in  this  case  the  rule  which  presumes  a  boy  over  four- 
teen to  be  capable  of  appreciating  danger  so  as  to  apply  the 
rule  of  contrilmtory  negligence  to  liis  acts,  when  the  legis- 
lature in  express  terms  provided  that  an  employer  shall  not 
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en.n'ii^e  a  person  iiiulcr  the  a<,'e  of  fifteen  yeai-s  to  pei'fijrm  this 
(laiiuerous  work?  After  full  consideration  Ave  are  iinaiii- 
nioiisly  of  the  opinion  that  the  legislature,  under  its  police 
power,  could  fix  an  age  limit  below  which  boys  should  not  l)e 
employed,  and  when  the  age  limit  was  so  fixed,  an  employer 
who  violates  the  act  by  engaging  a  boy  under  the  statutory 
age  does  so  at  his  own  risk,  and  if  the  boy  is  injured  while  en- 
gaged in  the  perfornumce  of  the  prohil)ited  duties  for  which 
'"^  he  was  employed,  his  employer  will  be  liable  in  dam;  gcs 
for  injuries  thus  sustained.  This  rule  is  founded  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  when  the  legislature  definitely  established  an  age 
limit  under  which  children  should  not  be  employed,  as  it  had 
the  powei-  to  do,  the  intention  was  to  declare  that  a  child  so 
en^ployed  did  not  have  the  mature  judgment,  experience  and 
discretion  necessary  to  engage  in  that  dangerous  kind  of  work. 
A  boy  employed  in  violation  of  the  statute  is  not  chargeable 
with  contril)utory  negligence  or  with  having  assumed  the  risks 
of  employment  in  such  occupation.  There  can  be  no  ciuestion 
that  this  statute  was  intended  as  a  protection  to  the  employes, 
and  its  object  was  to  prevent  children  under  the  age  of  fifteen 
years  from  being  employed  in  and  around  the  anthracite  coal 
mines  in  that  dangerous  kind  of  work  designated  in  the  act, 
and  it  should  be  given  a  construction  to  best  effectuate  the 
purpose  of  its  enactment.  This  exact  question  has  not  been 
before  our  courts,  but  it  has  been  passed  upon  by  the  courts 
of  many  other  jurisdictions,  and  so  far  as  we  are  informed 
the  rule  hereinbefore  stated  has  been  uniformly  followed. 
Judgment  reversed  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 


A  Sfdhitr  Mtili))g  It  VnUiirful  to  Employ  Children  in  designated 
kinds  of  work  who  are  under  a  certain  age  is  constitutional:  In  re 
Spencer.   149  Cal.  39(5,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.   I'M. 

An  Eniplojicr  Who  I'iolates  a  Stdtulori/  Ihittj  imposed  on  liim  for  the 
better  pruteelion  of  his  employes  cannot,  according  to  tlic  lietler 
vi(  \v,  invoke  tlie  doctrine  of  assnmjition  of  risks  or  contril)iitory 
negligence  when  sne.l  hy  an  injnred  employe:  See  the  note  to  Houston 
etc.  l\y.  Co.  V.  De  Walt,  97  Am.  St.  Kep.  891. 
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MELROY  V.  KE.AOrEEER. 

[218  Pa.   381,  67   Atl.   C99.] 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION— Consideration.— Tf  a  debtor 
in  failing  circumstaiiecs  and  contemplating  bmikruptcy  offers  his 
ereditor  thirty  per  cent  of  his  debt  as  a  settlement  in  full,  and  the 
creditor  dissuades  him  from  going  into  bankruptcy,  accepts  his 
alternative  offer,  receives  the  money  and  closes  the  account,  the 
transaction  is  a  good  accord  and  satisfaction  based  upon  a  sufficient 
consideration,  and  the  creditor  cannot  recover  the  balance,     (p.  889.) 

II.  W.  Schantz  and  E.  Hollen,  for  the  appellant. 
C.  T.  Reno,  for  the  appellee. 

383  IMITCIIELL,  C.  J.  It  is  said  in  Ebert  v.  Johns,  206 
Pa.  395,  55  Atl.  1064,  that  the  rule  that  the  acceptance  of  a 
smaller  sum  for  a  debt  presently  due,  though  agreed  and  ex- 
pressed to  be  payment  in  full,  is  not  a  good  accord  and  satis- 
faction, was  a  deduction  of  scholastic  logic,  and  was  always 
regarded  as  more  logical  than  just,  and  hence  any  circum- 
stance of  variation  is  sufficient  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  rule. 
As  illustrations  of  such  circumstances  of  variation,  it  has  been 
held  that  payment  a  day  or  even  an  hour  before  the  debt  is 
due,  or  at  a  different  place,  or  of  a  certainty  in  amount  where 
the  amount  of  the  debt  is  uncertain,  or  payment  of  even  a 
part  by  a  third  person,  or  additional  security  of  any  kind  such 
as  the  indorsement  of  a  note  by  a  third  person,  or  payment  in 
chattels  or  anything  other  than  money,  will  be  a  good  discharge 
of  the  whole  by  way  of  accord  and  satisfaction :  Note  to 
Cumber  v.  Wane,  1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.,  *357;  and  see  a  full 
collection  of  the  more  recent  cases  in  the  note  to  Fuller  v. 
Kemp,  138  N.  Y.  231,  33  N.  E.  1031,  in  20  L.  R.  A.  785. 

The  rule  itself  is  founded  on  the  want  of  consideration  for 
the  agreement.  As  a  part  can  never  be  equal  to  the  whole, 
payment  of  a  part  of  a  debt  presently  due  gives  the  ereditor 
nothing  that  he  was  not  entitled  to,  and  deprives  the  di^btor  of 
nothing  he  was  not  bound  to  part  with  before,  and  therefore 
there  is  no  consideration.  The  logic  is  unimpeachable,  but  it 
fails  to  take  into  consideration  the  practical  importance  of  the 
difference  between  the  right  to  a  thing  and  the  actual  posses- 
sion of  it.  As  said  in  Eliert  v.  Johns,  206  Pa.  305.  55  Atl. 
1064,  "to  a  merchant  with  a  note  coming  due,  five  thousand 
dollars  before  3  o'clock  to-day  ^S'*  whieh  will  save  his  com- 
mercial credit  may  well  be  worth  more  than  twenty  thousand 
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dollars  to-morrow  after  his  note  has  gone  to  prof  est."  If  the 
debt  is  not  due  till  to-morrow,  the  payment  of  the  lesser  sum 
under  all  the  cases  will  be  a  good  accord  and  satisfaction,  1jut 
if  the  debt  was  due  j^esterday  but  the  debtor  can  only  pay  i)art 
to-day,  the  benefit  to  the  creditor  of  getting  that  part  now 
rather  than  the  whole  when  it  is  too  late,  is  just  as  great,  and 
whatever  conclusion  the  scholastic  logic  and  tlieoretical  reason- 
ing may  lead  to,  the  importance  of  the  practical  residt  is  a  mat- 
ter for  the  creditor  to  decide  for  himself,  and,  having  so  de- 
cided and  got  the  benefit  of  it,  justice  and  common  honesty 
ought  to  hold  him  to  his  agreement.  For  tliis  reason,  the  force 
of  which  is  universally  accepted,  the  courts,  so  far  as  they 
could  without  sacrifice  of  the  maxim  of  stare  decisis,  have 
brought  the  law  into  closer  accord  with  modern  business  prin- 
ciples. 

In  the  present  case  the  debtor,  being  in  failing  circum- 
stances and  contemplating  bankruptcy,  offered  the  plaintiffs 
thirty  per  cent  of  his  debt  as  a  settlement  in  full.  The  plain- 
tiffs dissuaded  him  from  going  into  bankruptcy,  accepted  his 
alternative  offer,  received  the  money,  and  closed  the  account. 
They  have  now  brought  this  suit  for  the  balance.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  express  decision  in  this  state  on  this  point  the 
learned  judge  below  did  not  feel  at  liberty  to  depart  from  the 
general  rule.  We  have  no  such  hesitation.  The  exact  point 
is  whether  the  debtor's  relinquishment  of  his  intention  to  seek 
a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  and  his  payment  of  thirty  per  cent 
instead,  constitute  a  sufTu'-ient  consideration  to  bind  the  cred- 
itor to  the  agreement.     On  that  point  we  have  no  doubt. 

A  valuable  consideration  may  consist  in  some  right,  interest 
or  benefit  to  one  party,  or  some  loss,  detriment  or  responsi- 
bilil}'  resulting  actually  or  potentially  to  the  other:  Bouvier's 
Law  Dictionary.  "If  there  is  any  advantage  to  the  cred- 
itor the  law  will  not  weigh  the  adequacy  of  tlie  considera- 
tion": Fowler  v.  Smith,  153  Pa.   G39,  25  Atl.  744. 

The  accord  in  this  case  was  good  on  both  Ijranches.  By  it 
the  creditors  got  a  sum  certain,  instead  of  the  cliances  of  an 
uncertain  dividend  in  bankru])tcy;  on  the  other  hand,  llie 
debtor  acee[)ted  the  responsibility  of  paying  a  sum  ccrtiun 
whether  liis  assets  were  sufficient  or  not,  and  gave  up  his  riglit 
to  a  r(4('ase  •''^•'  of  his  future  assets,  and  to  a  discliarge  from 
his  whole  debt  without  regard  to  the  sufficiency  of  his  present 
assets. 

The  derivions  on  this  exact  point  in  otiier  states  are  not  nu- 
merous, but  the  general  trend  Ls  uniform  to  the  result  we  have 
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reached.  In  Hinckley  v.  Arey,  27  Me.  362,  it  was  said  by 
Tenney,  J.:  "In  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  informed  that  the 
defendant  contemplated  taking  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt 
act,  which  was  then  in  force.  If  this  intention  had  been  car- 
ried out,  the  plaintiff  would  lose  the  whole  debt,  beyond  what 
he  might  receive  as  a  dividend;  and  the  latter,  judging  from 
his  letter,  he  did  not  consider  as  very  valuable.  To  save  him- 
self from  a  greater  loss  under  the  law,  he  agreed  upon  the 
terms  of  composition  offered.  The  defendant,  upon  the  agree- 
ment and  payment  to  Hubbard,  took  no  further  steps  to  obtain 
relief  under  the  bankrupt  law."  It  was  accordingly  held  that 
the  accord  and  satisfaction  were  good.  The  same  ruling  was 
made  in  Dawson  v.  Beall,  68  Ga.  328.  And  in  Curtiss  v. 
Martin.  20  111.  557,  Engbretson  v.  Seiberling,  122  Iowa,  522, 
101  Am.  St.  Rep.  279,  98  N.  W.  311,  64  L.  R.  A.  75,  and 
Rice  V.  London  etc.  Mortgage  Co.,  70  Minn.  77,  72  N.  W.  826, 
the  courts  went  still  further,  and  held  the  satisfaction  valid 
where  the  debtor  was  insolvent  or  in  failing  circumstances, 
though  there  was  no  express  intention  to  seek  a  discharge  in 
bankruptcy.  In  the  last-named  case  it  was  held  that  an  agree- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  estate  of  a  debtor  supposed  to  be  in- 
solvent was  good,  though  it  turned  out  in  fact  that  it  was 
solvent.  And  in  Pettigrew  Co.  v.  Harmon,  45  Ark.  290,  the 
principle  that  part  payment  by  a  third  person  makes  the  ac- 
cord valid  was  held  to  govern  where  the  third  person  was  one 
to  whom  the  debtor  had  assigned  his  assets  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts. 

On  principle  and  on  authority,  therefore,  the  agreement  in 
the  present  case  was  binding,  and  there  being  no  dispute  on 
the  material  facts,  the  defendant's  sixth  point  asking  for  bind- 
ing instructions  should  have  been  affirmed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Accord  and  SaUfif action  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Harrison  v.  Henrler- 
son,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  390.  That  the  acceptance  from  an  insolvent  of 
part  payment  in  full  satisfaction  of  a  claim  is  founded  on  such  a  con- 
sideration that  the  entire  debt  is  discharged,  see  Engbretson  v. 
Seiberling,  122  Towa,  522,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  279;  Canton  Union  Coal 
Co.  V.  Parlin.  215  111.  244,  106  Am,  St.  Eep.  162j  Dreyfus  v.  Eoberts, 
75  Ark.  354,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  67. 
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CORGAxN  V.  GEORGE  F.  LEE  COAL  CO:\rPAXY. 

[218    Pa.    3SG,    67   Atl.    G55.] 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Employment  for  Definite  Term- 
Right  to  Discharge. —  rndcr  a  coiitrart  of  ciiiploymciit  for  ;i  ilcfiiiit" 
term,  [  ro\iclo(l  the  duties  of  tUe  employment  are  satisfju'torily  ]icr- 
formrd.  the  em]iloyer  has  the  absolute  rifjht,  wlienever  he  becomes 
in  good  faith  dissatisfied  \\ith  the  scrviees  of  the  employe,  to  dis 
charge  him,  and  it  is  immaterial  in  such  case  tliat  in  fact  no  valid 
grounds  for  the  discharge  exist,      (p.   892.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Employment  for  Definite  Term- 
Right  to  Discharge. —  L'ndcr  a  contract  of  emiiluymcnt  tor  a  definite 
term,  |irovid(Hl  the  duties  of  tlic  em[)luymenf  are  s:it  isfaclorily  per 
formed,  the  employer  has  tlie  right,  whenever  he  beeomes  in  good 
faith  dissatisficci  with  the  services  of  the  employe,  to  discharge  him, 
and  is  not  bound  to  give  any  reason  for  the  dismissal  at  the  time, 
and  if  he  gives  a  wrong  reason  therefor,  he  is  not  thei-eliy  estopped 
from  setting  up  any  other  or  different  cause  really  existing  when 
the   servant   is   discharged,      (p.    89,3.) 

CORPORATIONS— Suit  for  Profits.— A  shareiiolder  cannot  ordi- 
nai'ily  sue  the  cori'oration  for  his  share  of  accumulated  profits  until 
a  dividend   has  been   declared,      (pp.   89.3,   894.) 

CORPORATIONS— Sale  of  Stock— Right  to  Dividends.- As  be 
tween  tlie  vendor  and  vendee  of  shares  of  corporate  stock,  the  vendee 
is  entitled  to  all  dividends  declared  thereon  after  the  sale  of  the 
stock,  and.  altliougli  the  transfer  has  not  been  recorded,  the  transferee 
has  a   right   to   the  dividends  as   against   the   transferrer,      (p.  891.) 

JUDGMENTS— Wrong  Reason  Therefor.— If  a  judgment  is  right, 
even  though  tlie  reasons  gi\-eu  therefor  wholly  fail  to  sustain  it,  or 
would  logie-ally  lead  to  a  dilfereut  one,  it  must  stand,      (p.  895.) 

R.  B.  Sheridan,  J.  L.  Lenahan,  J.  P.  Costollo  and  J.  T.  Lena- 
han,  for  the  appelant. 

J.  2^[c(;ahreii  and  F.  Donnelh',  for  the  appellee. 

its.s  ]>()TTf]R.  J.  This  is  an  a])peal  from  the  refusal  to 
tal'ce  off  a  jiidu'iiient  of  compulsory  non.sitit.  Comphiint  is 
also  made  of  tin-  rojeetion  of  certain  evidence,  offered  to  show 
the  w  ithhohlini;'  of  dividends  or  profits  alleuji^d  to  l)e  due  to 
appelhuit.  TIk^  plaintiff  was  employed  as  "inside  for(Mnau"' 
by  th(^  del'i'tidant.  a  corporation  operatiiiG:  a  colliery.  lie  was 
c-nu'au'ed  at  a  salary  of  one  luindred  and  twenty-five^  dollai's  a 
month,  under  a  contract  which  pi'ovided  that  his  appointment 
was  to  1)(>  "for  so  lowj;  a  time  up  to  live  years,  that  said  M. 
II.  ('oi"_;;!ti  sal  isfaetoi-ily  perfoi'ms  his  duties  as  fofeman  for 
said  c(iin|aiiy. "  IMaintilT  also  pui'ch.ased  st'venty-five  shares 
of  the  e:iitiial  stock'  of  the  derendant  conipany,  par  value  one 
humlre^i  dollars  per  share,  i^ov  which  he  i)aid  iifteeu  hundred 
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dollars.  He  entered  upon  his  duties  under  the  contract  of  em- 
ployment and  so  continued  until  February  13,  1904,  when  he 
was  discharged.  He  then  brought  this  suit,  claiming  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  of  employment, 
and  certain  dividends  and  profits  which  he  alleged  had  wrong- 
fully been  withheld  from  him  upon  the  seventy-five  shares  of 
stock  which  he  had  purchased.      , 

Upon  the  trial,  plaintiff  testified  that  Mr.  Lee,  the  manager, 
had  expressed  no  dissatisfaction  with  his  work;  but  that,  in 
January,  1904,  plaintiff  had  made  demands,  through  his  attor- 
ney, for  the  proportionate  profits  which  he  alleged  were  due 
him  on  his  stock,  and  thereupon  Lee  came  to  him  and  said  that 
he  could  not  have  a  man  in  his  employ  who  was  lawing  him, 
and  asked  plaintiff  to  withdraw  the  threatened  suit,  or  else  re- 
sign. Plaintiff  refused  to  resign,  and  Lee  then  said  he  would 
have  to  discharge  him,  which  he  did  after  thirty  days'  notice. 
He  testified  that  no  complaint  was  made  as  to  his  work,  and 
no  other  reason  was  given  for  the  discharge,  except  the  threat- 
ened ^*^  suit.  Prior  to  the  discharge,  the  plaintiff  had  sold 
his  stock  to  Mr.  Lee,  for  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars,  and 
had  transferred  it  to  him.  It  also  appears  from  the  testi- 
mony that  while  he  held  the  stock,  he  received  upon  it,  not 
as  dividends  formally  declared,  but  as  a  division  of  earnings, 
or  profits,  made  by  general  consent,  more  than  two  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars.  On  cross-examination  plaintiff  admitted 
that  while  he  was  in  charge,  there  were  two  squeezes  or  "cave- 
ins"  at  the  mine,  which  resulted  in  considerable  loss  to  the 
defendant  company.  He  also  admitted  that  he  had  given 
no  notice  to  the  mine  inspector  of  the  fact  that  he  was  going 
to  rob  or  skip  the  pillars  in  the  mine,  which  action  was  the 
cause  of  the  caving  in.  Nor  did  he»give  the  mine  inspector 
notice  of  the  squeezes.  He  did,  however,  make  regular 
monthly  reports  to  the  mine  inspector  in  his  capacity  as  mine 
foreman. 

The  contract  of  employment  was  for  a  definite  term,  pro- 
vided the  duties  of  the  employment  were  satisfactorily  per- 
formed ;  and  the  only  reasonable  inference  from  the  language 
used  is  that  the  services  were  to  be  satisfactory  to  the  man- 
agement of  the  employer,  the  defendant  company.  Tender 
such  a  contract,  it  is  well  settled  that  the  employer  "has  the  ab- 
solute right,  whenever  he  becomes  in  good  faith  dissatisned  with 
the  services  of  the  employe,  to  discharge  him;  and  it  has  been 
held  immaterial  in  sucli  a  case  that  in  fact  no  valid  grounds 
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for  discharge  exist.  Under  a  contract  of  this  cliaracter  the 
dissatisfaction  of  the  ma.ster  must  be  genuine":  20  Am.  &  Eug. 
Eiicy.  of  Tiaw,  2d  ed.,  15.  It  is  suggested  here  that  dissatis- 
faction with  the  manner  in  which  plaintiff  performed  his  duties 
as  foreman  was  not  alleged  as  a  reason  for  the  discharge  ;  but 
in  AUcnlown  Iron  Co.  v.  McLaughlin,  1  Mon.  726,  it  was  licld 
by  this  court  that  while  the  master  might  uot  have  tlie  rigUt 
to  discharge  his  servant  for  the  cause  assigned  by  him,  "if,  at 
the  time,  the  defendant  company  had  a  right  to  discharge 
him  for  any  cause,  such  discharge  would  not  be  unlawful 
because  a  wrong  reason  had  been  given  for  it."  The  same 
principle  is  laid  down  in  Wood  on  IMaster  and  Servant,  sec- 
tion 121 :  "The  master  is  not  bound  to  give  any  reason  for  the 
dismissal  at  the  time,  and  if  he  does,  he  is  not  thereby  estopped 
fi-om  sotting  up  any  other  or  different  cause  which  really  ex- 
isted when  the  servant  was  discharged."  ^^^  Other  authori- 
ties to  the  same  effect  are  numerous.  Thus  in  Rossiter  v. 
Cooper.  23  Vt.  522,  where  a  contract  of  employment  provided 
that  the  employer,  if  he  became  dissatisfied,  had  the  right  to 
dismiss  the  employe  upon  giving  him  one  day's  notice,  it  was 
held  that  the  employer  was  at  liberty  at  any  time  to  put  an 
end  to  the  contract,  without  infoi'ming  the  employe  of  the 
ground  of  his  dissatisfaction,  and  without  in  fact  having  any 
satisfactor}-  reason  for  it.  In  Koehler  v.  Buhl,  94  IMich.  496, 
54  N.  W.  157,  it  was  said :  "It  is  settled  law  that,  where  a  per- 
son contracts  to  do  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  employer, 
the  en:ii)loyer  is  the  judge,  and  the  question  of  the  reasonable- 
ness of  his  judgment  is  not  a  question  for  the  jury."  As  we 
coincide  with  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  examine 
the  grounds,  which  the  court  below  regarded  as  sufficient  to 
justify  the  defendant  company  in  discharging  the  plaintiff 
from  its  employment.  The  evidence  is  ample  to  show  that  the 
dissatisfaction  was  genuine,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
it  was  malicious.  Whether  or  not  it  was  well  fuuiulcd,  we 
need  not  ituiuire. 

As  to  the  question  raised  by  the  second  assignment,  we  can 
see  no  error  in  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  wiru-h  was  offered 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  received  the  siiare  whii-h  he 
clainietl  t»f  the  sur[)lus  funds  in  the  treasury  of  the  company. 
In  his  statement,  the  ])laintiff  claims  dividends  or  ])rolits. 
l>ut  he  does  not  allege  that  dividends  as  such  have  bcfii  de- 
i-lared  by  the  corpoi'ation.  On  the  conti"ar\',  the  offer  oL"  evi- 
dence \\hich  was  exclutled,  expressly  admitted  that  no  divi- 
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dends  had  been  declared.  Until  they  were,  the  plaintiff  was 
in  no  condition  to  lay  claim  to  them  in  this  suit.  "A  share- 
holder cannot  ordinarily  sue  the  corporation  for  his  fihare  of 
accumulated  profits  until  a  dividend  has  been  declared — a 
matter  which  generally  rests  within  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  directors,  which  discretion  the  courts  will  not  control  un- 
less it  has  been  plainly  abused":  10  Cyc.  of  Law  &  Pr.  566. 
It  any  such  agreement  was  made  as  plaintiff  sets  forth  in  his 
statement,  under  which  the  dividends  and  profits  were  to  be 
declared  and  paid  monthly,  it  could  be  enforced  only  in  a 
court  of  equity.  It  will  be  remembered,  also,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  sold  his  stock  prior  to  the  bringing  of  this  suit ;  and  as 
admitted!}^  no  dividend  had  actually  been  declared  prior  to 
the  transfer  of  the  ^^^  stock,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  plain- 
tiff has  any  standing  in  this  respect.  Nor  would  he  have  any 
right  to  participate  in  any  distribution  of  profits  made  after 
the  transfer.  The  law  in  this  respect  is  thus  summed  up  in  2 
Cook  on  Corporations,  fifth  edition,  section  539 :  "As  between 
the  vendor  and  vendee  of  shares  of  stock,  it  is  a  settled  rule 
that  the  vendee  is  entitled  to  all  the  dividends  of  the  stock 
which  are  declared  after  the  sale  of  the  stock.  Even  though 
the  transfer  has  not  been  recorded,  the  transferee  has  a  right 
to  the  dividends  as  against  the  transferrer.  The  law,  more- 
over, refuses  to  investigate  the  question  when  the  dividend  was 
earned.  In  contemplation  of  law  the  net  profits  are  earned 
at  the  instant  the  dividend  is  declared.  This  rule  is  just,  in- 
asmuch as  the  accrued  profits  and  expected  dividends  enter 
into,  the  value  and  price  at  which  the  stock  is  sold":  Citing 
Coleman  v.  Columbia  Oil  Co.,  51  Pa.  74,  and  numerous  other 
cases. 

In  the  act  of  June  2,  1891,  Public  Laws,  176,  article  12, 
rule  1,  it  is  provided  that  "The  owner,  operator  or  superin- 
tendent of  a  mine  or  colliery  ....  shall  place  the  under- 
ground workings  thereof,  and  all  that  is  related  to  the  same, 
under  the  charge  and  daily  supervision  of  a  competent  person 
who  shall  be  called  'mine  foreman.'  "  Article  14,  section  2, 
j)rovides  that  "The  owner,  operator  or  superintendent  of  a 
mine  or  colliery"  shall  give  notice  to  the  mine  inspector  in 
certain  cases,  among  others,  "Fifth.  Where  the  pillars  of  a 
mine  are  to  be  removed  or  robbed,"  and  "Sixth.  Where  a 
squeeze  or  crush  or  an}'  other  cause  or  change  may  seem  to 
affect  the  safety  of  persons  employed  in  any  mine."  It  would 
seem,  therefore,  that  the  court  below  was  in  error  in  hold- 
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iiitr  that  the  plaiiitilT,  Avlio  was  cni])I()ycd  as  a  "iiiiiie  fore- 
Jiiaii,"  and  whose  duties  as  siudi  were  conlined  to  the  iiiider- 
^Touiid  portion  of  the  colliery  whieh  constituted  tlu'  mine 
propel-,  \v;is  the  sui)erintendent  of  the  collieiy  within  the 
nieanint,'  of  the  act.  If  he  was  not  superintendent,  he  was 
not  re(|uired  under  the  law  to  give  the  notices  prescribed 
by  article  14.  Even  had  he  been  so  re(iuired,  the  same  duty 
rested  upon  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  mine,  and  the 
consetjuenees  of  their  default  could  not  justly  l)e  \isiti'd  upon 
the  plaintiff  unless  the  perfornuince  of  that  particular  duty 
had  been  delegated  to  him,  and  of  this  there  was  no  evidence. 
However,  if  the  plaintiff  failed  to  make  out  ^'^^  a  case  that 
enlilled  him  to  go  to  the  jury,  the  court  below  c()nnnitt(,'d  no 
error  in  refusing  to  take  off  the  nonsuit,  even  if  it  did  as- 
sign an  eri'oneoys  reason  for  its  entry.  To  quote  from  Brew 
V.  Hastings.  20G  Pa.  155,  55  Atl.  922:  "As  we  have  more  than 
once  said,  we  do  not  review  reasons  for  judgment.s.  If  the 
judgment  be  right,  eyen  though  the  reasons  given  wholly 
fail  to  sustain  it,  or  would  logically  lead  to  a  dilferent  one, 
it  must  stiind." 

The  judgment  of  compulsory  nonsuit  entered  in  this  case 
is  aflirmed. 


The  T\i  vndit.t  of  Em]iJnyes  Wroiigfulhj  Diftcliargcd  by  tlioir  eiiiptoyor 
arc  iliscussed  in  tlie  notes  to  D(H'amp  v.  Hewitt,  4.'>  Am.  Dec.  205; 
McMullaii  V.  l^ickinson  Co.,  51   Am.  St.  Eep.  515. 

Diridcnds  on  Corporate  Stock  Ijclong  to  the  yiersoii  lioldinjjj  it  at  tho 
time  thcv  are  (Icelarecl:  Clark  v.  Cami)bcll,  23  T'tali,  5G!).  90  Am.  St. 
T-i'rn.  71(i":  White  River  8av.  TSank  v.  Capital  Sav.  Bank.  77  Yt.  T2.T, 
107  A.m.  St.  l\ep.  754.  As  between  the  vemlee  and  vendor  of  stock, 
dividrnds  dcclare(l  after  the  sale  belong  to  the  veudee,  although  the 
iiinisi(r  has  hn  t'n  ic<Mii'd(  d  in  the  ])ooks  of  the  corporation:  Gem- 
iiicll   V.    Davis,  75  Md.  540.  :V2  Am.  St.   TJep.   412. 

.1  Hiiilit  of  .tttion  for  Dii-idfiid.s  declared  by  a  corporation  accrues 
^^■hl■ll  each  di\idciid  is  declared:  W  i  ncliest  (>r  etc.  'i'urnpike  Co.  v. 
WiiklilT.',  ]i!"  I\y.  5:!1,  Oi!  .\m.  St.  b'cp.  ;15(;;  l^ird  \.  Kastliampton 
liiibber  Thread  Co.,   158  Mass.  84,  35  Am.  St.  Kep.  402. 
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COM:\rON WEALTH   v.   LOUGIIIIEAD.  , 

[218   Pa.   429,   67   Atl.   747.] 

HOMICIDE — Killing  to  Prevent  Escape. — If  a  misdemeanor  has 
teen  coininitted,  and  is  charged  in  the  warrant,  flight  of  the  ac- 
cused from  an  ofTicer  even  after  actual  capture  and  custody,  there 
having  been  no  conviction,  wiU  not  justify  the  use  of  a  deadly 
weapon,  and  a  killing  in  such  a  case  is  manslaughter  at  least,  (pp. 
896,   897.) 

HOMICIDE — Killing  to  Prevent  Escape. — In  a  case  of  arrest 
for  misdemeanor,  an  officer  is  never  required  to  retreat,  and  may 
meet  force  with  force,  but  he  cannot  justifiably  take  the  life  of  a 
person  who  is  fleeing  from  arrest,  or  of  one  who  has  been  arrested 
and  has  escaped  from  custody  and  is  fleeing  from  him,  when  the  charge 
is   simply   a   misdemeanor,     (pp.   896,   897.) 

S.  Bell,  S.  V.  Wilson  and  H.  B.  Hartswick.  for  the  appel- 
lant. 

J.  A.  Gleason,  J.  H.  Kelley,  district  attorney,  and  W,  H. 
Patterson,  for  appellee. 

"^^  Per  CURIAM.  This  appeal  is  from  a  conviction  of 
voluntary  manslaughter.  The  appellant  was  a  constable,  and 
was  deputized  by  another  constable  to  assist  him  in  arrest- 
ing a  number  of  persons  who  were  charged  in  the  warrant 
with  assault  and  battery,  disorderly  conduct  and  malicious 
destruction  of  property.  After  one  of  the  persons  named  in 
the  warrant  had  been  taken  into  ciLstody,  he  broke  away  from 
the  officers  and,  while  running  to  effect  his  escape,  he  was 
shot  and  killed  by  the  appellant.  '*^*  The  instruction  to  the 
jury  on  the  main  point  of  the  defense  was  that  where  a  mis- 
demeanor has  been  committed  and  is  charged  in  the  war- 
rant, flight  from  an  officer  even  after  actual  capture  and 
custody,  there  having  been  no  conviction,  will  not  justify  the 
use  of  a  deadly  weapon. 

This  was  a  correct  statement  of  the  law.  The  rule  is  other- 
wise when  felony  has  been  charged  or  has  been  committed  in 
the  presence  of  the  officer.  While  in  the  ease  of  a  misde- 
meanor, an  officer  is  never  required  to  retreat,  and  may  meet 
force  with  force,  he  cannot  justifiably  take  the  life  of  a  person 
who  is  fleeing  from  arrest  or  of  one  who  has  been  arrested 
and  has  escaped  from  custody  and  is  fleeing  from  him:  2 
Bishop's  New  Criminal  Law,  sec.  650;  Kerr  on  Homicide,  11. 
In  Wharton  on  Homicide,  third  edition,  1907,  page  741,  it  is 
said:  "An  officer  has  no  right  to  shoot  a  person  who  is  merely 
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running  away  from  him  without  committing  any  viok'nce, 
when  under  arrest  or  to  void  arrest  for  a  misdemeanor.  He 
must  at  least  stop  short  of  force  which  will  result  in  the  sacri- 
fice of  human  life;  and  a  killing  in  such  a  case  is  man- 
slaugliter  at  least." 

We  find  no  merit  in  any  of  the  assignments  of  error.     The 
judgment  is  affirmed. 


An  Officer  is  not  Justified  in  Killing  a  inrre  misflrmoriTiniit,  to  efPoct 
his  arrest  or  to  provcnt  his  escape  after  arrcHt:  IStato  v.  8mitli, 
127  Iowa,  i)'?>A,  1U9  Am.  JSt.  Eep.  402;  note  to  State  v.  Evana,  84  Am. 
St.  Kep.  G79-703. 


THOIMPSON   V.    BALTIMORE    AND    OHIO   RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 
[218  Pa.  444,  67  Atl.  768.] 

RAILROADS — Turntables — Injury  to  Children. — Tf  a  railroad 
company  erects  a  turntable  in  its  own  yard  in  a  populous  part  of  a 
city  and  leaves  it  unlocked  when  not  in  use,  it  owes  the  duty  to  a 
tres|iassiiig  cliild  attracted  tlurcto  through  an  open  gateway  not  to 
injure  hint  intentionally,  but  it  is  under  no  active  duty  to  take  care 
of  hiin,  either  by  keeping  him  out  of  the  yard,  or  by  protecting  him 
from  injury  after  he  has  entered  it  from  his  own  acts,  or  the  acts 
of  others,  who,  like  himself,  have  entered  without  permission,  (p. 
900.) 

INFANTS — Trespassers — Use  of  Land,  by  Owner. — The  owner 
of  laml  who  makes  changes  on  it,  in  the  course  of  its  beneficial  use, 
which  tend  to  attract  children  and  to  exjiose  them  to  danger,  is  under 
no  obligation  to  take  S])ecial  precautions  for  their  safety  when  they 
enter  without  permission,      (p.  900.) 

TV.  B.  Linn,  for  the  appellant. 

C.  N.  Farrar,  Jr.,  and  J.  J.  McDevitt,  Jr.,  for  the  appellees, 

41G  pt<]]"jXj^  j.  The  defendant  maintnined  a  lame  train 
yard,  used  for  the  shifting  and  storage  of  cars  and  the  re- 
ceii>t  nnd  delivery  of  freight,  in  close  proximity  to  a  thickly 
po[)Uia1('d  section  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  Ten  or  twelve 
feet  from  an  enl ranee  to  the  yard  from  a  public  street  there 
was  a  turntabl<\  which  was  not  kept  locked  when  not  in  nxo 
but  Avas  fastened  b.y  a  bralce  that  anyone  could  open.  A  high 
boartl  fence  surrounded  Ihe  yard,  but  in  places  it  was  broken 
and  the  gates  were  usually  open.  Li! tie  or  no  effort  appears 
to  have  liecn  made  to  exclude  the  public  from  the  yard,  and 
at  times  it  was  us(m1  by  p(M"sous  residing  in  the  vicinity  as  a 

Am.    St.    liei).,    Y'll.    I'.20---o7 


898  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.  [Pa. 

playground.  One  of  the  '*'*'^  plaintiffs,  a  boy  not  quite  eight 
years  of  age,  entered  the  yard  at  night  through  an  open  gate- 
way, and  while  standing  near  the  turntable,  with  which  some 
children  were  at  the  time  playing,  Avas  struck  by  a  project- 
ing bar  which  they  used  in  turning  it,  and  was  thrown  into 
the  pit  and  caught  between  the  wall  and  the  turntable. 

The  principles  that  fix  the  relation  between  a  land  owner 
and  a  person  entering  on  the  land  without  permission  were 
fully  considered  in  Gillis  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Pa. 
129,  98  Am.  Dec.  317,  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured by  the  breaking  down  of  a  station  platform  on  which 
he  was  standing,  from  mere  curiosity,  to  witness  the  approach 
of  a  train.  It  was  there  held  that  the  permissive  use  of  the 
platform  by  persons  not  having  business  with*  the  company 
imposed  on  it  no  liability  for  defects  in  construction,  and  that 
a  person  using  the  private  property  of  another,  bj''  permis- 
sion or  sufferance,  takes  upon  himself  the  risks  incident  to 
it.  It  was  said  in  the  opinion  by  Sharswood,  J.:  "It  will 
appear  on  an  examination  of  the  interesting  and  elaborate 
discussions  in  the  English  courts  of  the  question  whether  an 
action  could  be  supported  by  such  trespasser  for  personal 
harm  occasioned  by  the  spring-gun,  mantrap,  or  dog-spike, 
set  on  the  grounds  of  the  defendant,  in  which  it  was  deter- 
mined that  where  there  was  no  proper  warning  given,  such 
an  action  well  lies,  that  it  rested  mainly  on  the  ground 
that  a  man  cannot  lawfully  do  indirectly  that  which  it  is  un- 
lawful for  him  to  do  directly.  He  cannot  shoot  or  maim  or 
set  a  ferocious  dog  upon  a  mere  trespasser.  He  shall  not 
there  place  a  concealed  machine  where  it  will  be  likely  to  do 
the  same  thing,  or  let  such  a  dog  loose  in  his  grounds  with- 
out warning :  Deane  v.  Cla}i;on,  7  Taunt.  489 ;  Ilott  v.  Wilkes, 
3  Barn.  &  Aid.  304;  Bird"^  v.  Holbrook,  4  Bing.  628.  It  is, 
however,  equally  well  settled  that  the  owner  of  property  is 
not  liable  to  a  trespasser,  or  to  one  who  is  on  it  by  mere 
permission  or  sufferance,  for  negligence  of  himself  or  ser- 
vants, or  for  that  which  would  be  a  public  nuisance  if  it  were 
in  a  public  street  or  common  where  all  persons  have  a  legal 
right  to  be  without  question  as  to  their  purpose  or  business." 

In  Gramlich  v.  Wurst,  86  Pa.  74,  27  Am.  Rep.  684.  a  con- 
tractor, who  was  in  exclusive  possession  of  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  his  contract,  had  caused  an  excavation 
to  be  made  and  had  **^  left  it  unguarded  at  night.  A  per- 
son crossing  the  land  fell  into  the  excavation  and  was  killed. 
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In  the  opinion  denying  the  right  to  recover  it  Avas  said:  "The 
hvw  fully  recognizes  the  riglit  of  him,  who,  having  dominion 
of  the  soil,  witliout  malice  does  a  lawful  act  on  his  own 
premises  and  leaves  the  consequences  of  an  act  thereby  hap- 
I)ening  where  tliey  belong,  upon  him  who  has  wandered  out 
of  his  way,  though  he  may  have  been  guilty  of  no  negligence 
in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term."  In  Gillespie  v. 
]\rcCowan,  100  Pa.  144,  45  Am.  Rep.  365,  a  child  under  eight 
years  of  age  was  drowned  in  an  a1)andoned  well,  eighty  feet 
from  a  city  highway,  in  an  uninclosed  lot  wliich  was  a  place 
of  resort  in  hot  weather.  The  instruction  to  the  jury  that 
"The  true  principle  which  must  be  applied  to  a  ease  of  this 
kind  is  this:  The  owner  of  premises  in  the  neighborhood  of 
a  populous  city,  and  opening  on  a  public  highway,  must  so 
use  them  as  to  protect  those  who  stray  upon  them."  was  ex- 
pressly disapproved  and  the  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was 
reversed.  In  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Srhwindling, 
101  Pa.  258,  47  Am.  Rep.  706,  a  boy  under  six  years  of  age 
went,  for  his  own  amusement,  on  the  platform  of  a  railroad 
station  to  observe  an  approaching  train  and  was  struck  by 
an  iron  step  which  w^as  bent  and  projected  a  few  inches  from 
the  car.  A  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  reversed  on  the 
ground  that  the  company  ow^ed  him  no  duty  of  ])rotnction 
under  the  circumstances.  This  principle  has  been  applied  in 
a  variety  of  cases  of  trespass  by  children.  In  Kodgers  v. 
Lees,  140  Pa.  475,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  250,  21  Atl.  31);),  12  L. 
R.  A.  216,  it  was  applied  in  a  case  where  a  child  took  hold  of 
a  chain  which  was  a  part  of  a  hoisting  apparatus  and  was 
o\er  a  sidewalk  outside  of  the  building  line;  in  ^loore  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  99  Pa.  301,  44  Am.  Rep.  106,  where 
a  boy  v>as  wall<:ing  along  the  tracks  of  a  railroad  on  the  outer 
ends  of  tlie  sleepers  and  was  injured  by  a  passing  train;  in 
Oil  Ci1y  etc.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Jackson,  114  Pa.  321,  6  Atl.  128, 
where  a.  boy  in  crossing  a  bridge  walked  on  a  g.isinpe  five 
iuclios  in  dianieter  and  fell  through  an  opening  in  the  floor. 
Of  Trydranlic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  relied  on  by 
tlie  pbiinlilTs.  it  has  often  been  said  tliat  it  is  antliorily  for 
its  o'.vn  facts,  and,  a.s  far  as  it  appears  to  sand  inn  tlie  doc- 
trine that  a  child  cannot  be  treated  as  a  ti-;\s!);isser.  it  has 
been  expressly  overi'ided  :  See  Oillcspie  v.  ^Id.'owan,  100  P.a. 
144,  45  Am.  Rep.  365,  and  Rodeers  v.  Le(^s,  140  Pa.  475.  23 
Am.  St.  Rep.  250.  21  Atl.  3f)9.  12  P.  R.  A.  216.  In  tlie  first 
of  these  eases  it  "'^'-^  was  said:  "In  Ilydraidic  ^Yorks  Co.  v. 
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Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  there  was  a  recklessness  that  may  be  said 
to  partake  of  the  nature  of  wantonness,  and  it  is  only  upon 
this  principle  that  judgment  can  be  logically  sustained."  In 
Duffy  V.  Sable  Iron  Worlds,  210  Pa.  326,  59  Atl.  1100,  an 
open  vat,  into  which  hot  tar  and  grease  were  run,  had  been 
placed  in  an  open  space  so  near  the  line  of  the  street  that 
a  child  might  unconsciously  walk  into  it.  In  Rachmel  v. 
Clark,  205  Pa.  314,  54  Atl.  1027,  62  L.  R.  A.  959,  the  de- 
fendants had  used  for  storage  the  sidewalk  of  a  street  in  con- 
nection with  an  open  paved  space  in  front  of  their  building, 
separated  from  the  street  only  by  an  imaginary  line.  The 
negligence  was  in  placing  on  a  public  way,  where  all  per- 
sons had  a  right  to  be,  a  slab  of  slate  in  such  a  position  that 
the  touch  of  a  child's  hand  would  cause  it  to  fall. 

The  fact  that  the  person  injured  was  a  child  makes  no 
difference  unless  there  was  negligence.  The  plaintiff's  youth 
relieves  him  of  the  charge  of  contributory  negligence,  but 
it  does  not  give  rise  to  an  imputation  of  negligence  on  tlie 
part  of  the  defendant.  He  was  where  he  had  no  right  to  be, 
on  the  property  of  the  defendant,  which  it  was  using  in  a 
lawful  manner  for  a  lawful  purpose  in  the  conduct  of  its 
business.  It  owed  him  the  duty  not  to  injure  him  intention- 
ally, but  it  was  under  no  duty  actively  to  take  care  of  liim 
either  by  keeping  him  out  of  the  yard  or  by  protecting  liiiu 
after  he  had  entered  it  from  his  own  acts  or  the  acts  of  othirs 
who,  like  him,  had  entered  without  permission.  There  was 
no  negligence  unless  there  was  breach  of  duty.  There  was 
no  breach  of  a  duty  owing  an  adult.  An  owner  of  land  is 
not  liable  for  its  condition  to  an  adult  who  enters  without 
permi.ssion.  Unless  a  dift'erent  standard  of  duty  is  to  be  es- 
tablished as  to  a  child,  there  was  no  liability  in  this  case. 

Whether  an  owner  of  land  who  makes  changes  on  it  in  the 
course  of  its  beneficial  use,  which  tend  to  attract  children  and 
to  expose  them  to  danger,  is  under  a  duty  to  take  S])ccial  pre- 
cautions for  their  safety,  is  a  question  on  which  tliere  is  a 
conflict  of  authority.  That  such  a  duty  exists  has  been  as- 
serted in  some  jurisdictions  and  denied  in  others.  The  earlier 
oases  on  the  subject  followed  Sioux  City  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stout,  84  U.  S.  657,  21  L.  ed.  745,  but  the  tendency  of  the 
later  decisions  is  decidedly  against  the  imposition  of  such  a 
duty;  some  of  the  courts  that  adopted  the  ruling  in  Sioux 
City  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Stout  have  since  repudiated  it,  '^^^  and 
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others  have  followed  it  with  hesitation  or  havo  liiuitcd  il.s 
application  to  a  particular  class  of  improvements. 

The  establishment  of  such  a  duty  w^ould  create  a  restraint, 
which  in  some  cases  would  amount  to  a  prohibition,  upon  a 
mode  of  beneficial  use  of  land,  for  the  protection  of  intruders 
and  intermeddlers.  It  is  difficult  to  see  any  ground  upon 
which  such  a  duty  can  be  placed.  An  owner  is  not  liable  for 
leaving  his  land  in  its  natural  shape.  AVhy  should  he  be  held 
liable  for  placing  structures  upon  it  Mhich  are  harmless  in 
themselves  and  are  necessary  for  the  lawfid  use  he  wishes  to 
make  of  it?  It  cannot  be  said  that  he  invites  or  allures  chil- 
dren because  no  such  intention  in  fact  exists,  nor  that  he  sets 
a  trap  for  the  innocent  and  unwary.  The  law  does  not  im- 
pose a  duty  upon  the  land  owner  to  take  special  precautions 
for  a  class  of  persons,  a  doctrine  which,  if  carried  to  its  logi- 
cal conclusion,  would,  as  was  said  in  Gillespie  v.  IMcGowan, 
100  Pa.  144,  45  Am.  Rep,  365,  "charge  the  duty  of  the 
protection  of  children  upon  every  meml)er  of  the  community 
except  their  parents."  In  Delaware,  L.  &  AV.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Reich,  61  N.  J.  L.  635,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  727,  40  Atl.  682,  41 
L.  R.  A.  831,  it  was  said  by  Gummere,  J.:  "The  viciousness 
of  the  reasoning  which  fixes  the  lial)ility  on  the  land  owner 
because  the  child  is  attracted  lies  in  the  assumption  that  what 
operates  as  a  temptation  to  a  person  of  immature  mind  is, 
in  effect,  an  invitation.     Such  an  assumption  is  unwarranted." 

If  the  standard  of  duty  contended  for  is  set  up,  it  will  be 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule  and  a  wide  and  dangerous 
extension  of  the  liability  governing  the  ownership  of  prop- 
erty; where  it  would  logically  end  it  is  difficult  to  determine. 
As  was  suggested  in  Gillespie  v.  IMcGowan,  100  Pa.  144,  45 
Am.  Rep.  365,  it  might  make  it  "the  duty  of  the  owner  of 
a  fruit  tree  to  cut  it  down  because  a  boy  trespasser  may 
possibly  fall  from  its  branches."  In  the  opinion  in  Turess 
V.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  61  N.  J.  L.  314,  40  Atl.  614,  it 
was  said  by  Magie,  C.  J.:  "It  is  obvious  that  the  principle  on 
which  the  rule  rests,  if  sound,  must  be  applicable  more  widely 
than  merely  to  railroad  companies  and  the  turntables  main- 
tained by  them.  It  would  recpiire  a  similar  mle  to  be  ap- 
plied to  all  owners  and  occupiers  of  land  in  respect  to  any 
strur'ture,  machinery  or  implement  maintained  by  them  there- 
on, which  possesses  a  like  attractiveness  and  furnishes  a  like 
temptation  to  young  children.  ITe  who  erects  a  tower  capable 
of  ^**i  being  climbed,  and  maintains  thereon  a  windmill  ta 
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pump  water  to  his  buildings;  he  who  leaves  his  mowing  ma- 
chine or  dangerous  agricultural  implements  in  his  field  after 
his  day's  work;  he  who  maintains  a  pond  in  which  boys  may 
swim  in  summer  and  on  which  they  may  skate  in  winter — 
would  seem  to  be  amenable  to  this  rule  of  duty." 

The  doctrine  of  the  so-called  turntable  cases  has  been  dis- 
approved in  Walsh  v.  Fitchburg  R.  R.  Co.,  145  N.  Y.  301, 
45  Am.  St.  Rep.  615,  39  N.  E.  1068,  27  L.  R.  A.  724;  Walker's 
Admr.  v.  Potomac  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  105  Va.  226,  115  Am.  St. 
Rep.  861,  53  S.  E.  113 ;  7  L.  R..  A,  N.  S.,  1019 ;  Delaware  etc. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Reich,  61  N.  J.  L.  635,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  727,  40 
Atl.  682,  41  L.  R.  A.  831 ;  Daniels  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  R. 
Co.,  154  Mass.  349,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  253,  28  N.  E.  283,  13 
L.  R.  A.  248 ;  Frost  v.  Eastern  R.  R.  Co.,  64  N.  H.  220 ;  Pa- 
olino  V.  IMcKendall,  24  R.  I.  432,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  736,  53 
Atl.  268,  60  L.  R.  A.  133 ;  Ryan  v.  Towar,  128  :\rieh.  463,  92 
Am.  St.  Rep.  481,  87  N.  W.  644,  55  L.  R.  A.  310;  Dobbins 
V.  Missouri  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  91  Tex.  60,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  41 
S.  W.  62,  38  L.  R.  A.  573 ;  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va.  262. 
31  S.  E.  993,  43  L.  R.  A.  148,  and  in  many  other  cases.  The 
doctrine  is  a  sweeping  innovation  on  the  settled  common-law 
rule  that  a  land  owner  is  not  liable  for  the  condition  of  his 
premises  to  one  who  enters  them  without  permission.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  sound  in  principle  and  that  it 
cannot  be  sustained. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  judgment  is  now  entered  for 
the  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Mestrezat  Dissented,  and  said  in  part,  that  "the  ques- 
tion involved  in  this  case  is  not  a  new  one,  either  here  or  in  many 
other  jurisdictions.  It  is  attempted  in  the  opinion  to  show  that  the 
principle  announced  by  the  majority  of  the  court  is  the  law  in  many 
jurisdictions,  including  our  own,  and  that  the  contrary  doctrine  is  a 
sweeping  innovation  on  the  settled  common-law  rule  that  a  land  owner 
is  not  liable  for  the  condition  of  his  premises  to  one  who  enters  with- 
out permission.  I  do  not  agree  with  either  of  these  conclusions.  On 
the  contrary,  while  the  right  of  the  child  to  be  protected,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  has  been  attacked,  yet  with  deference 
I  submit  that  the  weight  of  judicial  decisions  and  of  text-book  au- 
thority is  overwhelmingly  against  the  doctrine  announced  in  the 
majority  opinion. 

' '  A  half  century  ago  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Ranch  v.  Lloyd, 
31  Pa.  353,  72  Am.  Dec.  747,  approved  the  principle  announced  in 
the  leading  English  case  of  Lynch  v.  Nnnlin,  1  Q.  B.  29,  and  re- 
fused   to    follow    the    contrary    doctrine    adopted   in   New   York   and 
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one  or  two  other  states.  Mr.  Justice  Woodward,  speaking  for  the 
court,  said:  'But  that  the  same  rule  should  not  be  applied  to  a  child 
of  tender  years  was  so  successfully  demonstrated  by  Lord  Dcnman 
in  Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  6  Ad.  &  E.  30,  and  by  Chief  Justice  Redfield 
in  Robinson  v.  Cone,  22  Vt.  213,  54  Am.  Dec.  67,  that  I  shall  content 
myself  with  referring  to  their  reasonings.  Nor  am  I  unmindful  of 
the  counter  current  of  authorities  in  New  York,  but  the  pre- 
ponderance of  both  reason  and  authority  will- be  found  favorable  to 
the  two  adjudications  first  named.  Every  case  is  to  be  determined 
by  its  own  circumstances,  and  that  children  are  to  be  held  responsible 
only  for  the  discretion  of  children  seems  self-evident  propositions.  A 
blind  man  is  not  bound  to  see,  a  deaf  man  to  hear,  nor  a  lunatic 
to  reason;  and  yet  they  have  a  right  to  redress  for  injuries  inflicted 
by  the  negligence  of  others.  Children  of  tender  age  are  not  respon- 
sible to  the  law  either  criminally  or  civilly;  and  that  for  want  of  dis- 
cretion.' It  was  there  held  that  where  a  child  of  tender  years  at- 
tempted to  pass  under  a  train  of  railroad  cars,  negligently  left 
standing  on  the  crossing  of  a  public  street  and  by  which  he  was 
injured,  the  owners  of  the  cars  were  liable,  but  under  similar  circum- 
stances they  would  not  have  been  liable  if  an  adult  had  been  in- 
jured. In  Gillis  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Pa.  129,  98  Am.  Dec. 
317,  relied  on  to  sustain  the  position  of  the  majority  of  the  court 
in  the  present  case,  Mr.  Justice  Sharswood,  delivering  the  opinion, 
declared  the  doctrine  of  Lynch  v.  Nurdin  still  to  be  the  law,  saying: 
'No  reference  is  made  in  the  opinion  (he  referred  to)  to  Lynch  v. 
Nurdin,  1  Q.  B.  29,  a  decision  much  controverted,  but  one  which 
has  stood  its  ground.' 

"In  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  a  child  six  years 
old,  while  at  play,  strayed  from  the  street  through  an  open  gate 
into  an  alley  and  was  killed  by  a  falling  platform  twenty-four 
feet  from  the  street,  which  was  raised  and  lowered  in  receiv- 
ing and  shipping  goods.  At  the  entrance  to  the  alloy  where  it 
abutted  on  the  street  was  a  gate,  which  was  posted  'Private'  and 
'No  admittance.'  The  gate  was  frequently  open,  although  the  em- 
ployes of  the  factory  which  adjoined  the  alley  were  iii«tnioted  to 
keep  it  shut.  The  father  and  mother  of  the  child  brouglit  an  nctinn 
to  recover  damages  for  his  death  on  the  ground  that  the  di't'eiidant 
was  guilty  of  ntgligcuee  in  respect  to  the  condition  or  eli;ir;i<-tiM-  of 
the  plati'orm  and  in  not  keeping  the  gate  frunting  on  the  street 
closed.  There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  jilaiiitirfH  which 
were  su^lniucd  by  this  court.  It  was  there  held,  in  the  laiigu.i^e  of 
the  syllabus,  that  while  it  is  true,  in  general,  that  where  no  duty 
is  owed  no  liability  arises,  this  rule  varies  with  eircuiustaiuM's,  and 
whfre,  therefore,  an  owner  has  reason  to  apprehend  daii^'T  frinii  tlie 
peculiar  situation  of  liis  property  and  its  ojienness  to  accidout,  the 
qucstiiin  of  liuty  then  becojiies  one  for  a  jury,  to  be  di'tcrniitied  upon 
all   it*  facts   of   the   probability   of   danger   and   the   grossuess   of   the 
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act  of  imputed  negligence.  Chief  Justice  Agncw  delivered  tbe 
opinion  and  in  part  said:  'Now,  can  it  be  righteously  sai<l  that  the 
owner  of  such  a  dangerous  trap,  held  by  no  fastening,  so  liable  to  drop, 
so  near  a  public  thoroughfare,  so  often  open  and  exposed  to  the 
entries  of  persons  on  business,  by  accident,  or  from  curiosity,  owes  no 
duty  to  those  who  will  be  probably  there!  The  common  feeling  of 
mankind,  as  well  as  the  maxim  "Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non 
laedas, "  must  say  this  cannot  be  true — that  this  spot  is  not  so  private 
and  secluded  as  that  a  man  may  keep  dangerous  pits  or  deadfalls 
there  without  a  breach  of  duty  to  society.  On  the  contrary,  the 
mind,  impelled  by  the  instincts  of  the  heart,  sees  at  once  that  in 
such  a  place,  and  under  these  circumstances,  he  had  good  reason 
to  expect  that  one  day  or  other  some  one,  probably  a  thoughtless 
boy  in  the  buoyancy  of  play,  would  be  led  there,  and  injury  would 
follow — especially,  too,  when  prompted  by  knowledge  that  a  fas- 
tening was  needed.  Perhaps  the  best  monitor  in  such  a  case  is  the 
conscience  of  one  who  feels,  in  his  dreadful  recollection,  the  crush- 
ing sense  that  he  had  left  such  an  engine  of  ill  to  take  the  life  of 
an  innocent  child.'  Mr.  Justice  Paxson  disagreed  with  the  views 
expressed  in  the  opinion  of  the  chief  justice  and  noted  his  dissent  on 
the  record. 

"Hydraulic  Works  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  has  been  followed  and  ap- 
proved by  this  court  in  all  the  cases  on  the  subject,  if  we  except 
some  dicta  used  in  the  opinions  in  one  or  two  cases.  In  Gramlich 
V.  Wurst,  86  Pa.  74,  27  Am.  Kep.  684,  Mr.  Justice  Woodward,  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  and  speaking  of  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa. 
332,  says:  'No  cause  was  ever  more  justly  decided.  It  was  the 
case  suggested  by  Baron  Martin  in  Hardcastle  v.  South  Yorkshire  Ry. 
Co.,  of  a  dangerous  appliance  adjoining  a  public  way.  The  children 
were  trespassers  certainly,  but  then  they  were  children,  and  the  de- 
fendants were  bound  to  have  regard  for  the  reckless  and  thoughtless 

traits    of   childhood Even    a   trespasser   may    have   redress   for 

negligent  injuries  inflicted  upon  him Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v. 

Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  rested  on  principles  and  precedents  that  sustained 
it  amply,  but  which  have  no  application  here.'  Schilling  v.  Abernethy, 
112  Pa.  437,  56  Am.  Kep.  320,  3  Atl.  792,  quotes  from  and  follows  Hy- 
draulic Works  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  Mr.  Justice  Gordon,  delivering  the 
opinion,  said:  'We  there  held  (Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr)  that 
circumstances  may  beget  duties  which  under  ordinary  circumstances 
cannot  be  implied,  and  that  when  such  circumstances  are  shown  to 
exist,  the  question  arising  therefrom  is  not  for  the  court,  but  for  the 

jury Whether,    then,    the    owner    of    these    premises     (in    the 

case  being  decided),  under  the  circumstances  made  apparent  by 
the  evidence,  was  or  was  not  justified  in  maintaining  such  a  dead- 
fall as  this  bowing  wall  along  the  side  of  this  passageway  was  surely 
a  question  for  the  jury,  and  one  that  could  not  lawfully  have  been 
withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  that  body.'     In  Biddle  v.  Heston- 
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viDe  ete.  Ev.  Co.,  112  Pa.  551,  4  Atl.  485,  ITyaraiiHe  Works  v.  Orr, 
S.T  Pa.  3r.2,  is  qviotcfl  with  approval  in  the  opinion,  which  concludes 
as  follows:  'It  is  very  true  extra  precautions  are  not  required  in 
anticipation  of  the  intrusions  of  trespassers,  even  though  they  be 
children,  but  when  they  do  so  intrude  and  are  known  to  be  in  an  ira- 
]iroper  place,  they  must  not  be  so  wholly  neglected  as  to  endanger 
their  lives  or  limbs.  Any  other  doctrine  would  so  illy  accord  with 
Christian    civilization    as   to    render   its   maintenance    ini])0ssible. ' 

"In  Arnold  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  115  Pa.  i:ir),  2  Am.  St.  Eep. 
542,  8  Atl.  213,  Sioux  City  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Stout,  84  U.  S.  657,  21 
L.  ed.  745,  the  first  of  the  turntable  cases,  is  cited  with  approval, 
and  the  principle  there  decided  is  stated  in  the  following  quota- 
tion: 'Whilst  a  railway  company  is  not  bound  to  the  same  degree  of 
care  in  regard  to  mere  strangers  who  are  unlawfully  upon  its  premises 
that  it  owes  to  a  passenger,  it  is  nevertheless  not  exempt  from  respon- 
sibility to  sucli  strangers  for  injuries  arising  from  its  negligence  or  from 
its  tortious  acts.'  The  opinion  of  this  court  then  continues:  'This  same 
doctrine  has  been  approved  by  our  own  authorities,  inter  alia,  in  the 
cases  of  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Toomey,  91  Pa.  25G,  Pennsylvania 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Lewis,  79  Pa.  33,  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  S3  Pa. 
332,  Philadelphia  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Ilummell,  44  Pa.  375,  84  Am.  Dee. 
457.  and  Biddle  v.  Hestonville  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  112  Pa.  551,  4  Atl.  485.' 
Tn  Corbin  v.  Philadelphia,  195  Pa.  461,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  825,  45  Atl. 
1070,  49  L.  R.  A.  715,  decided  in  1900,  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr, 
83  Pa.  32,  is  cited  with  approval,  and  Mr.  Justice  Brown,  speaking 
for  the  court,  quotes  two-thirds  of  the  opinion  in  that  case,  inoliuling 
the  strong  and  emphatic  language  used  by  Mr.  Justice  Agnew.  In 
Raehmel  v.  Clark,  205  Pa.  14,  54  Atl.  1027,  62  L.  R.  A.  959,  decided 
in  1903,  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  was  cited  with  ap- 
proval and  Chief  Justice  Agmw's  opinion  was  quoted  in  part  as 
follows:  'Duties  arise  out  of  circumstances.  Hence,  where  the  owner 
has  reason  to  apprehend  danger,  owing  to  the  peculiar  situation  of 
his  property  and  its  openness  to  accident,  the  rule  will  vary.  The 
question  then  be«omes  one  for  a  jury,  to  be  determined  upon  all  its 
facts  of  the  probability  of  danger  and  the  grossness  of  the  act  of 
iinputrd  negligence.' 

"DiilVy  V.  Sable  Iron  Works,  210  Pa.  326,  59  Atl.  1100,  was  de- 
eiilfil  by  this  court  about  two  and  a  half  years  ago,  and  is  tlio  last 
(•x[(nssion  of  opinion  by  this  court  on  tiie  sulijcct.  The  o[iiniou 
•was  written  by  iNlr.  .Tustice  Thompson  who  cit'S  witii  approval 
ami  ([Udles  from  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332.  In  his 
0]>iniiiri,  alluding  to  some  of  the  attacks  made  upon  llydrjiulic  Works 
Co.  v.  Orr,  S3  Pa.  332,  he  says:  'It  is  dillicult  to  understand  why 
tills  cMse  has  become  like  a  shut  ilrcock  in  battledore  to  be  ])itchcd  up 
and  down.  The  boy  in  that  c.-isc  was  six  years  old,  and  while  ])laying 
in  t  lie  street  stndhd  into  the  alley,  when  the  gates  were  open,  and 
while    there   the   platform  fell    upon   him.     The   facts   were   submitted 
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to  tho  jury  and  the  verdict  was  in  favor  of  tlio  plaintiff  bolow. ' 
Justice  Tlioinpson  then  quotes  that  part  of  the  opinion  in  Schilling  v. 
Abernethy,  112  Pa.  437,  56  Am.  Rep.  320,  3  Atl.  792,  which  approves 
Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332. 

"It  will,  therefore,  be  observed  that  from  1877,  the  year  in 
which  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr  was  decided,  until  1904 
the  principle  announced  in  that  case  has  been  recognized  and  ap- 
proved time  and  time  again  by  this  court.  It  is  claimed,  however, 
in  the  majority  opinion  in  the  case  at  bar  that  certain  decisions  of 
this  court  have  practically  overruled  Hydraulic  Works  Co,  v.  Orr. 
We  will  briefly  refer  to  these  cases.  The  first  case  is  Gramlich 
V.  Wurst,  86  Pa.  74,  27  Am.  Rep.  684,  from  which  we  have  already 
made  a  quotation  which  shows  that  it  sustains  Hydraulic  Works 
Co.  v.  Orr.  Gillespie  v.  McGowan,  100  Pa.  144,  45  Am.  Rep.  365, 
is  cited  in  the  majority  opinion  as  sustaining  its  position.  There, 
the  nearest  paved  highway  ran  three  hundred  feet  from  the  place 
of  the  accident  and  the  nearest  road  was  about  eighty  feet.  There 
were  houses  about  three  hundred  feet  off,  but  the  built-up  part  of  the 
city  was  nearly  one-half  mile  distant.  The  facts,  therefore,  are 
not  similar  to  those  in  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr  or  to  those  in 
the  case  at  bar.  It  is  important  in  considering  the  Gillespie 
case  to  note  the  fact  that  the  opinion  was  written  by  Mr.  Justice 
Paxson  who  had  dissented  in  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr.  It 
will  be  observed  throughout  his  opinion  that  he  reflects  upon  this 
latter  case  by  the  use  of  certain  dicta  which  should  have  had  no 
place  in  the  decision.  This  was  the  first  opportunity  the  learned 
justice  had  after  dissenting  in  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr  to 
get  his  views  in  a  majority  opinion.  In  Duffy  v.  Sable  Iron  Works, 
210  Pa.  326,  59  Atl.  1100,  referring  to  a  dictum  of  Justice  Paxson 
in  the  Gillespie  case,  Justice  Thompson,  speaking  for  this  court,  says: 
*A  dictum  occurs  in  Gillespie  v,  McGowan,  100  Pa.  144,  45  Am.  Rep. 
365,  that  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332,  was  in  direct 
conflict  with  Gramlich  v.  Wurst,  86  Pa.  74,  27  Am.  Rep.  684,  but  an 
examination  of  that  case  will  show  that  the  deductions  leading  to 
such  dictum  are  not  warranted  and  that  the  case  rested  upon  well- 
defined  and  settled  principles.' 

"In  Rodgers  v.  Lees,  140  Pa.  475,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  250,  21  Atl. 
399,  12  L.  R.  A.  216,  Mr.  Justice  Green  wrote  the  opinion  and  Mri 
Justice  Clark  dissented.  The  majority  opinion  in  that  case  distin- 
guishes Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr.  It  is  true  that  in  his 
opinion  Justice  Green  quotes  some  dicta  from  the  opinion  in 
Gillespie  v.  McGowan,  104  Pa.  144,  43  Am.  Rep.  3G5,  which  reflects 
upon  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr;  but  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
dicta  are  the  words  of  Mr,  Justice  Paxson  who  had  dissented  in  the 
hydraulic  works  case,  and  also  that  they  were  obiter  and  not  neces- 
sary to  the  decision  of  the  Rodgers  case.  It  will,  therefore,  be  ob- 
served that  the  cases  upon  which  the  majority  opinion  relies  to  over- 
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throw^  the  doctrine  announced  in  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr  cannot 
be  regarded  as  sustaining  the  position  in  view  of  the  numerous  cases 
■which  distinctly  recognize  and  sustain  the  principle  of  that  decision, 
"This  is  a  turntable  case  and  the  principles  announced  in  those 
cases  hav"  been  recognized  and  followed  not  only  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  in  which  they  originated,  but  by  tlie 
courts  of  the  great  majority  of  the  states  of  the  Union  as  well  as  by 
those  of  England.  It  is  true  that  New  York,  New  Hampshire  and 
possibly  one  or  two  other  states  reject  the  doctrine  of  the  turntable 
cases.  But  this  does  not  justify  the  majority  of  this  court  in  overrul- 
ing our  own  cases  which  specifically  repudiate  tlie  New  York  doc- 
trine, and  are  in  harmony  with  the  adjudications  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  courts  of  the  great  majority  of 
the  several  states  of  the  Union.  The  earliest  turntable  case  was 
Sioux  City  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Stout,  84  U.  S.  657,  21  L.  ed.  745, 
decided  in  1873.  That  was  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  and  it  was  there  held:  'While  it  is  the 
general  rule,  in  regard  to  an  adult,  that  to  entitle  him  to  recover 
damages  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the  fault  or  negligence  of  an- 
other, he  must  himself  have  been  free  from  fault,  such  is  not  the  rule 
in  rt^iird  to  an  infant  of  tender  years.  The  care  and  caution  re- 
quired of  a  child  is  according  to  his  maturity  and  capacity  only,  and 
this  is  to  be  determined  in  each  case  by  the  circuTnstances  of  that 
case.'  It  was  also  held:  'While  a  railway  company  is  not  bound 
to  the  same  degree  of  care  in  regard  to  mere  strangers  who  are 
even  unlawfully  upon  its  premises  that  it  owes  to  passengers  conveyed 
by  it,  it  is  not  exempt  from  responsibility  to  such  strangers  for  in- 
juries arising  from  its  negligence  or  from  its  tortious  acts. '  In 
that  case  a  judgment  was  sustained  in  favor  of  a  child  six  years  of 
age  who  was  injured  while  playing  with  other  children  on  a  turn- 
table located  in  an  open  space,  about  eighty  rods  from  the  com- 
pany's depot  in  a  village  of  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  persons. 
The  Stout  case  vas  followed  in  the  sujireme  court  of  the  United 
States  by  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  McDonald,  152  U.  S.  2()2, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  619,  38  L.  ed.  434,  decided  in  189.1,  announcing 
and  approving  the  same  doctrine,  although  not  a  turntable  case.  ]\Ir. 
.Justice  Harlan  delivered  an  exhaustive  opinion  in  which  he  reviews 
all  the  cases  upon  the  subject,  and  concludes  with  an  afTirmation 
of  the  doctrine  announced  in  the  Stout  case.  He  notes  the  fact  that 
Lynch  V.  Xurdin,  1  Q.  B.  29,  is  cited  with  approN'al  in  nearly  all  of 
the  cases.  He  says  that  it  has  been  clainird  that  I;yncli  v.  Nurdiii 
was  overruled  in  England;  but  he  quotes  from  the  ojiinion  of  Lord 
Cliicf  Justice  Cockburn  in  Cl;irk  v.  Chambers,  [1S7S]  L.  R.  3  Q.  B. 
Div.  327,  showing  tlie  contrary.  He  also  cpiotos  from  the  lord  chief 
justice's  opinion  as  follows:  'It  ajipears  to  us  that  a  man  who 
loaves  in  a  puijlic  place,  along  \v!ii<-li  jier^ons,  and  amongsc  iheiu 
children,    have    to    pasa,    a    dangerous    machine    which    may    be    fatal 
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to  anyone  who  touches  it,  without  any  precaution  against  mischief,  is 
not  only  guilty  of  negligence,  but  of  negligence  of  a  very  reprehensible 
character,  and  not  the  less  so,  because  the  imprudent  and  unauthorized 
act  of  another  may  be  necessary  to  realize  the  mischief  to  which  the 
unlawful  act  or  negligence  of  the  defendant  has  given  occasion.^ 
The  learned  justice  then  says:  'We  adhere  to  the  principles  an- 
nounced in  Railroad  Co.  v.  Stout,  84  U.  S.  657,  21  L.  ed.  745.  Applied 
to  the  case  now  before  us,  they  require  us  to  hold  that  the  defend- 
ant  was   guilty   of  negligence   in   leaving   unguarded   the   slack   pile 

made  by  it  in  the  vicinity  of  its  depot  building It  knew  that 

children  were  in  the  habit  of  frequenting  that  locality  and  playing 
around  the  shaft  house  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  slack  pit. 
The  slightest  regard  for  the  safety  of  these  children  would  have 
suggested  that  they  were  in  danger  from  being  so  near  the  pit, 
beneath  the  surface  of  which  was  concealed  (except  when  snow, 
wind  or  rain  prevailed)  a  mass  of  burning  coals  into  which  a  child 
might  accidentally  fall  and  be  burned  to  death.  Under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances the  railroad  company  ought  not  to  be  heard  to  say  that 
the  plaintiff,  a  mere  lad,  moved  by  curiosity  to  see  the  mine,  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  slack  pit,  was  a  trespasser,  to  whom  it  owed  no  duty, 
or  for  whose  protection  it  was  under  no  obligation  to  make  provision. 

What   difference   in  reason,  we   may   observe   in   this   case,   is 

there  between  an  express  license  to  the  children  of  this  village  to 
visit  the  defendant's  coal  mine,  in  the  vicinity  of  its  slack  pile, 
and  an  implied  license,  resulting  from  the  habit  of  tlie  defendant 
to  permit  them,  wfthout  objection  or  warning,  to  do  so  at  will,  for 
purposes  of  curiosity  or  pleasure?' 

"The  majority  opinion  in  the  present  case  says  that  the  turntable 
cases  have  been  disapproved  in  New  York  and  in  a  few  of  the  other 
states.  This  is  true,  but  this  court,  on  the  other  hand,  affirmed 
Sioux  City  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Stout,  84  U.  S.  657,  21  L,  ed.  745,  the 
original  turntable  case,  by  a  unanimous  judgment  in  Arnold  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  115  Pa.  135,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  542;  and  in  that 
case  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine  of  the  turntable  cases  was  approved 
in  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Toomey,  91  Pa.  256;  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Lewis,  79  Pa.  33,  Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332; 
Philadelphia  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hummell,  44  Pa.  375,  84  Am.  Dec. 
457,  and  Biddle  v.  Railway  Co.,  112  Pa.  551.  Shall  we  now  eliminate 
the  principle  from  our  own  jurisprudence,  overrule  all  our  own  cases, 
and  follow  the  cases  of  three  or  four  other  states  which  we  have 
expressly  repudiated  and  which,  as  seen  in  1  Shearman  and  Redfield 
on  Negligence,  section  73,  have  been  condemned  in  England  and  are 
directly  opposed  to  the  current  of  American  cases? 

"Neither  space  nor  time  will  permit  me  to  refer  to  the  numerous 
cases  decided  in  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  the  various  states 
of  the  Union  which  sustain  the  doctrine  enunciated  in  Hydraulic 
Works    Co.     v.     Orr    and    in    the    turntable     cases.     We   will,   how- 
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ever,  refer  to  and  quote  from  some  textbooks  wbicb  witliout  exfop 
tion  support  the  principles  of  the  turntable  cases.  The  principli' 
underlying  these  cases  is  well  stated  in  Ray's  Negligence  of  Inijiosi  d 
Duties,  Prrsonal,  33:  'If  an  act  you  are  contemplating,  rir^jht  in  it 
scdf,  will  likely  cause  some  one  to  expose  himscll"  to  dnnger  which 
he  does  not  anticipate,  it  is  your  duty  to  take  care  that  such  ex- 
posure docs  not  prove  injurious  to  him.  In  d(t(  riniiiing  tlie  question 
wlicthcr  the  act  will  induce  such  exposure,  it  is  your  duty  to  consider 
the  motives  and  imjiulses  that  induce  action  by  others  wlio  are  likely 
to  be  influenced  by  your  act.  If  men  may  bo  misled  in  their  judg- 
ment by  your  act,  you  must  take  measures  to  warn  them  or  to  avoid 
injuring  them  by  proper  care.  If  children  from  their  known  childish 
instincts  and  curiosit}'  may  be  led  into  danger,  such  cire  is  due  them 
also.'  The  same  learned  author  also  says:  'The  owner  of  any  ma- 
chine which  he  knows  to  be  dangerous  to  children  too  young  to  know 
the  danger,  and  of  too  immature  judgment  or  discretion  to  control 
their  natural  instinct  to  amuse  theniscdves  with  anything  that  may 
attract  them  as  a  plaything,  and  which  he  knows,  or  ought  to  know, 
may  attract  them,  and  who  knows  it  is  so  placed  that  it  docs 
attract  them  to  play  with  it — is  under  a  duty,  as  to  such  children, 
to  exeirise  the  degree  of  care  whicli  an  ordinarily  prudent  person 
would  use  to  prevent  its  injuring  them.  Whoever,  therefore,  does 
anything  in  or  immediately  adjacent  to  a  public  street,  park  or  lo- 
cality where  children  may  rightfully  congi'cgate  and  are  accustomed 
to  so  do,  calculated  to  attract  children  into  danger,  which  tlioy  can- 
not api'K'ciate,  or  are  too  untrained  and  iuexperieiiced  to  resist,  owes 
the  imposed  duty  of  protecting  them  against  the  temptation  he  places 
before  them,  by  suitably  guarding  the  source  of  danger,  or,  in  case 
this  cannot  be  done,  by  giving  timely  warning  to  their  parents 
or  guardians  of  the  existence  of  the  danger.'  In  1  Shearman  and  Ked- 
field  on  >>'rgligeuce,  fifth  edition,  section  73,  it  is  said:  'It  was  held  in 
some  I'jiglish  cases,  that  if  a  child's  own  act  directly  brings  the 
in  jury  upon  him,  while  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  is  only  such 
as  exposes  the  child  to  the  p(!ssibilify  of  injury,  the  latter  cannot 
reet)\'er  d^ininges.  ]5nt  these  decisions  have  been  condemned  in  l-^:!g- 
land,  ai:(l  are  direetly  oppopi^l  to  the  current  of  American  cases,  'i'he 
law  lias  tieeii  settle'd  to  tlie  contrary,  in  America,  by  the  faTimus 
series  of  turntable  cases,  in  whicdi  railroad  companies  were  lu-KI 
lialile  liy  the  fi  deTal  suju-eme  court,  as  well  as  by  several  state 
eoiiiis  of  last  resort,  for  injuries  sulfered  by  little  childr(Mi,  in  con- 
seijuen  -e  of  their  own  acts  in  metldling  with  railroaii  iurnlal>i(>s, 
uhiri]  \iere  left  open  1o  public  acce.-s.  uiifaslenid  and  unguard-d. 
aithouuli.  of  course,  perfectly  harndess,  if  let  alone.'  In  a  note  to  the 
s(  clion  will  be  found  a  rei'ereiiee  to  the  slates  whose  Courts  have 
sustain,  d  ilie  doelrine  of  the  text.  l!i  viduuie  2  of  the  same  work, 
section  '"'>.  it  is  said:  'The  o^vn(^r  of  lanil,  where  children  are  allowed 
or  aceu>toini_d    lo   i'lay,   particularly    if  it   is   uufeuced,   must    use    ordi- 
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nary  judgment  and  keep  it  in  a  safe  condition,  for  they,  being  without 
judgment  and  likely  to  be  drawn  by  childish  curiosity  into  places  of 
danger,  are  not  to  be  classed  with  trespassers,  idlers  and  mere  li- 
conseeg. ' 

"In  the  recent  second  edition  of  his  exhaustive  work  on  the 
Law  of  Negligence,  Judge  Thompson  says  (section  1024):  'A  well- 
grounded  exception  to  the  foregoing  principles  is  that  one  who  arti- 
ficially brings  or  creates  upon  his  own  premises  any  daugorous  thing 
which  from  its  nature  has  a  tendency  to  attract  the  childish  instincts 
of  children  to  play  with  it,  is  bound,  as  a  mere  matter  of  social 
duty,  to  take  such  reasonable  precautions  as  the  circumstances  admit 
of,  to  the  end  that  they  be  protected  from  injury  while  so  inlaying 
with  it,  or  coming  in  its  vicinity.  Things  of  this  kind  frequently 
pass  under  the  designation  of  attractive  nuisances.'  In  section  1031 
the  learned  author  says:  'In  respect  of  the  first  class  of  cases,  that  of 
attractive  nuisances,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  it  would  be  a  bar- 
barous rule  of  law  that  would  make  the  owner  of  land  liable  for 
setting  a  trap  thereon,  baited  with  stinking-meat,  so  that  his 
neighbor's  dog,  attracted  by  his  natural  instincts,  might  run  into 
it  and  be  killed;  and  which  would  exempt  him  from  liability  for  the 
consequences  of  leaving  exposed  and  unguarded  on  his  land  a  dan- 
gerous machine,  so  that  his  neighbor's  child,  attracted  to  it  and 
tempted  to  intermeddle  with  it  by  instincts  equally  strong,  might 
thereby  be  killed  or. maimed  for  life.'  This  extract  is  quoted  and 
indorsed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  Union  Pacific 
Ey.  Co.  V.  McDonald,  152  U.  S.  262,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  619,  38  L.  ed.  434. 

"The  same  principle  is  announced  in  other  text-books:  Whar- 
ton on  Negligence,  2d  ed.,  sees.  112,  343,  824a;  Beach  on  Con- 
tributory Negligence,  3d  ed.,  sec.  204;  Barrows  on  Negligence,  p.  69; 
Bishop  on  Noncontract  Law,  sec.  854. 

"It  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  doctrine  of  the  turntable 
cases.  It  has  been  thoroughly  discussed  by  both  the  English  and  the 
American  courts,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  nothing  need 
be  added  to  the  reasoning  of  those  cases.  It  does  not  deprive  the 
land  owner  of  the  use  of  his  premises  nor  make  him  liable  for 
their  condition  to  one  who  enters  without  permission.  All  that  it  re- 
quires, and  which  humanity  demands,  is  that  he  will  not  erect  upon 
his  premises  a  dangerous  machine  or  structure,  unguarded  or  un- 
protected, so  near  a  public  highway  that  children  accustomed  to 
frequent  the  highway  will  be  allured  or  enticed  into  a  danger  which 
may  result  in  their  death.  The  doctrine  now  announced  by  the  ma- 
jority of  this  court  will  require  the  people  in  the  densely  populated 
parts  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia  to  keep  their  children  of  tender 
age  at  all  times  in  the  house  or  in  the  charge  of  a  nurse.  The 
playground  of  such  children  must  be  in  the  house  and  not  upon 
the  public  places,  even  the  parks  of  the  cities  of  the  commonwealth. 
They  cannot  be  permitted  to  go  to  the  parks  for  recreation  or  play 
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without  being  subjected  to  the  dangers  of  the  traps  and  pii  falls 
which  a  reckless  and  heartless  owner  of  property  may  erect  or  con- 
struct. With  a  small  expenditure  of  money,  turntables  and  other  at- 
tractive playthings  for  children  may  be  guarded,  and  children  at 
play  may  be  protected  and  get  the  recreation  wliich  they  require. 
Under  the  evidence  in  this  case  a  few  dollars  would  have  restored 
the  fence  surrounding  the  turntable,  and  the  children  of  that  popu- 
lous neighborhood  would  have  been  protected  from  the  dangers  of  the 
place.  I  cannot  agree  that  the  thousands  of  people  who  live  in  the 
city  shall  be  required  to  keep  their  children  in  their  houses  or  employ 
nurses,  most  of  them  illy  able  to  bear  the  expense,  to  protect  their 
children,  when  such  protection  could  be  given  by  the  owner  of  the 
premises  with  a  small  expenditure  of  money.  It  seems  to  me  a  sacri- 
fice of  humanity  to  the  greed  of  commercialism. 

"The  doctrine  announced  in  the  majority  opinion  is  unquestionably 
a  departure  from  the  settled  law  of  this  commonwealth.  It  is 
substantially  the  doctrine  of  the  dissenting  opinion  in  Duffy  v.  Sable 
Iron  Works,  210  Pa.  326,  59  Atl.  1100,  filed  less  than  three  years 
ago.  It  is  not  in  accord  with  our  own  cases  or  with  those  of  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  other  states;  it  is  in  conflict  with 
the  decisions  of  all  the  federal  courts  of  this  country,  and  it  is  con- 
demned by  the  courts  of  England. 

"For  the  reasons  stated,  I  would  aflSrm  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below." 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Davis  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  218  Pa. 
463,  67  Atl.  777,  it  apjicarcd  that  a  railroad  company,  in  removing 
bags  of  phosjihate  from  its  station  building  in  the  course  of  re- 
pairs, piled  them  on  its  own  premises  abutting  on  a  public  highway 
and  covered  the  bags  with  tin,  so  that  the  glare  of  the  sunlight 
from  the  tin  frightened  a  horse  and  thereby  injured  the  person 
driving  it,  and  the  supreme  court  decided  that  the  railroad  com- 
j)any,  in  such  case,  was  not  guilty  of  negiigcnco,  and  that  there 
could  be  no  recovery,  on  the  ground  that  "an  owner  of  real  estate  has 
the  right  to  use  his  property  for  every  lawful  purpose  for  which 
he  may  desire  to  use  it,  and  is  only  required  to  exercise  ordinary 
care  in  that  use  in  order  to  relieve  him  from  liability  for  damages 
on  account  of  injuries  incidentally  resulting  to  a  traveler  on  the 
liigliw  ay. ' ' 

As  iu  the  principal  case,  Mr.  Justice  Mestrezat    again  dissented. 


71i.e  Luihili'y  of  a  T>aUroad  Company  for  injuries  sustained  by 
fliiidrcu  I'ruiii  lurnlal)l(s  which  it  has  hl't  unfastened  and  unguaided 
!~  (lis(;i--t  d  in  the  iidte  to  liarnes  v.  Shrcxcpdrt  City  R.  R.  Co..  49 
Am.  St.  h'ep.  417.  Tlicre  has  been  a  most  (h^plorahlo  tendoni-y 
uii  I  lie  part  of  some  courts  in  recent  years  to  ex.Kiorate  railway  coul- 
paiiies  frtirn  all  responsibility  to  children  tr(>spa--si  ng  upon  tlieir  preui- 
is(s:  Delaware  etc.  R.  iv.  Co.  v.  Keicl,.  61  N.  .1.  L.  (■;i,"i.  fW  \m.  St. 
Rep.  l-~:  ^\■a!ke^  v.  rotnnKic  q\c.  li.  M.  Co..  11.")  Aju.  bt.  Rep.  871; 
li}  au   v.  Towar,   1:28   Alicii.    ii,i.',  ;.'_!   Am.   toi.   iiep.  -157. 
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BARTHOLOMEW  v.  FAYETTE  IRRIGATION  CO. 

[31  Utah,  1,  86  Pac.  481.] 

WATERS,  Finding  as  to  Use  of,  When  Too  Indefinite. — In  a  suit 
respecting  the  use  of  -water  it  is  not  sufficient  to  find  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  the  water  every  ten  or  twelve  days  from  a  specified  ditch, 
but  the  court  should  find  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiff 
had  and  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  water,  and  what  rights  with 
respect  thereto   had  been  acquired  by  him.     (p.   917.) 

WATERS,  Corporation  Owning  a  Majority  Interest  in.  Rights 
and  Powers  of.— When  a  majority  of  the  persons  owning  a  water  right 
which  had  been  used  and  which  thoy  are  entitled  to  use  on  their 
lands  form  a  corporation  and  transfer  their  interests  to  it,  the 
corporation  acquires  no  greater  or  different  rights  than  were  held  by 
the  several  persons  so  conveying  to  it,  and  hence  it  has  not  the 
right  to  deny  to  a  minoiity  owner  not  joining  in  the  corporation  the 
same  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  which  he  had  before  the  corpora- 
tion was  formed.  It  cannot,  as  a  majority  owner,  exercise  an  absolute 
power  over  the  water,  and  if  it  undertakes  to  do  so,  the  court  will 
interpose  to  compel  it  to  permit  the  use  by  the  minority  owner  of  the 
water  to  which  he  is  entitled.  To  the  extent  of  his  interest  the 
minority  owner  has  an  equal  right  with  the  corporation  to  a  voice 
in  the  proceedirgs  to  determine  matters  of  regulation  and  dis- 
tribution of  the  water  in  which  he  is  interested,     (pp.  917,  918.) 

W.  F.  Livingston,  for  the  appellant. 
Jacob  Johnson,  for  the  respondent. 

3  STRAUP,  J.  This  action  was  brought  by  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant,  a  private  corporation,  to  restrain  it 
from  regulating  and  controlling  the  distribution  of  the  waters 
of  Warm  creek,  situate  in  Sanpete  county.  Judgment  was  for 
the  defendant.     Plaintiff  appeals. 

The  creek  is  a  natural  stream  of  water  having  its  source 
from  natural  springs  east  of  the  town  of  Fayette.  ^lany 
years  ago  the  plaintiff  and  others  appropriated  all  the  waters 

(912) 
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of  the  stream  for  irrigation  and  culinary  purposes.  The 
stream  is  sufficient  to  irrigate  only  about  two  hundred  and 
fifty  or  three  Imndred  acres.  The  plaintiff  was  one  of  tht 
earliest  appropriators,  and  made  his  appropriation  in  1883 
In  1888  the  owners  and  appropriators,  by  arbitration,  detei-* 
mined  the  quantity'  of  water  in  the  creek  and  divided  it  into 
five  hundred  and  sixty-five  shares  or  acres,  of  which  plaintiff's 
quantity  was  fixed  at  thirty-nine  and  a  fraction  acres  or 
shares.  He  owned  fifty-five  acres  of  land  l.ying  to  the  east  of 
Fayette,  upon  which  the  water  was  used.  Of  the  five  Inindrcd 
and  sixty-five  acres  or  shares  the  stockholders  of  the  defend- 
ant corporation  own  four  hundred  and  four  shares  or  acres, 
and  the  remainder  is  owned  by  persons  not  stockholders  of 
the  defendant  corporation.  There  is  no  question  raised  as 
to  the  quantity  of  water  to  which  plaintiff  is  entitled.  When 
the  waters  of  the  stream  were  first  appropriated,  there  were 
Avhat  are  called  the  "North  Bench  and  the  South  Bench 
Ditches,"  also  called  the  "Field  Ditches,"  in  which  waters 
of  the  stream  coursed  to  irrigate  lands  outside  of  the  town  of 
Fayette.  There  was  also  a  ditch  *  called  the  "City  Ditch," 
in  which  the  waters  of  the  stream  coursed  to  irrigate  the  town 
lots  of  Fayette  and  to  supply  the  people  of  Fayette  with  water 
for  culinary  purposes.  Later  the  two  field  ditches  were  con- 
solidated into  one  ditch,  the  South  Bench  ditch,  which  was 
extended  a  distance  of  more  than  its  original  length. 

The  points  of  contention  are  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  ])laintiff  is  entitled  to  use  the  water  out  of  the  field  ditch, 
and  as  to  the  authority  of  the  defendant  corporation  to  regu- 
late and  control  its  distribution.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
it  is  contended  that  for  man.y  years — fifteen  or  twenty — and 
until  interfered  with  by  the  defendant,  he  used  the  water  of 
the  creek  by  what  is  known  as  "half  turns" — that  is,  every 
irrigating  season  he  used  the  stream  for  nineteen  and  twcMity 
hours  each  ten  or  twelve  days;  that  he  ac(iuired  a  right  to  so 
use  it;  that  such  a  use  is  necessary,  especially  to  grow  gnrden 
and  fniit  products,  whicli  were,  for  many  years,  raised  by 
him.  and  that  such  a  use  is  also  l)etter  adapted  to,  and  more 
economical  in.  the  raising  of  ordinary  farm  [)rodu('ts.  From 
the  time  of  tlie  ap[)ropi"intion  of  the  water,  and  until  tlu>  in- 
cor[)oration  of  the  defendant  in  1903,  in  the  spring  of  each 
3'ear,  the  water  owners  and  users  of  the  field  ditehcs  met  iu 
mass  or  public  ineetings,  and  elected  a  eoinitiit  1(^(\  giMier;il!y 
of  thi'ee  iMTsons.  wliDse  dntx'  it  was  to  measure  and  distribute 
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the  water,  and  to  make  out  bulletins  to  the  water  users.  It 
was  testified  to  by  some  witnesses  that  the  water  users  indi- 
cated at  such  meetings,  and  by  other  witnesses  that  the  water 
users  indicated  to  the  committee  when  making  out  the  bul- 
letins, whether  they  desired  to  use  the  water  by  the  whole  or 
half  turn;  that  is,  for  instance,  as  to  plaintiff's  case,  whether 
he  would  take  the  water  every  ten  or  twelve  days  for  nineteen 
and  twenty  hours,  the  half  turn,  or  every  twenty  or  twenty- 
one  days  for  thirty-nine  hours,  the  whole  turn ;  and  that  the 
water  was  distributed  by  the  committee  accordingly,  and  as 
indicated  by  the  user.  Some  took  the  water  by  the  half  turn, 
others  by  the  whole  turn.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  plain- 
tiff, until  interfered  with  by  the  defendant,  had  the  use  of 
the  water  from  the  field  ditch  every  ten  or  twelve  days.  In 
1903  a  majority  ^  of  the  water  users  and  owners  formed  a 
private  corporation.  The  plaintiff  and  four  or  five  other 
owners  and  water  users  did  not  join  the  corporation,  nor  did 
they  convey  or  grant  any  right  or  title  to  it. 

After  the  incorporation,  and  especially  in  1904,  the  defend- 
ant, as  such  corporation,  assumed  to  and  did  regulate,  control, 
manage  and  distribute  the  waters  of  the  stream,  as  well  as 
manage,  control  and  regulate  the  ditches.  In  the  defciidant's 
answer  it  is  alleged,  and  in  its  brief  it  is  asserted,  that  in 
the  year  1903  a  majority  of  the  water  owners  formed  a  cor- 
poration, the  respondent  herein,  "for  the  purpose  of  man- 
aging, regulating,  controlling  and  distributing  the  waters  of 
Warm  creek  to  and  among  its  stockholders  and  other  owners 
of  the  water  of  said  creek,  and  to  maintain  and  keep  in 
repair  the  various  ditches  incident  to  the  use,  control,  regulat- 
ing, and  distributing  of  said  water."  In  its  brief  it  is  further 
stated:  "The  only  real  question  involved  in  this  litigation  is: 
By  what  authority  was  this  water  to  be  regulated,  controlled 
and  distributed  to  the  respective  owners  thereof?  Hereto- 
fore it  has  been  a  majority  of  such  owners,  and  that  was  the 
case  in  1904;  when  the  corporation  managed  the  matter  it 
held  and  owned  four  hundred  and  four  out  of  the  five  hundred 
and  sixty-five  of  the  acres,  so  called,  of  water  in  the  creek. 
The  great  majority  of  the  people  of  that  conmiuuity  asso  -iated 
themselves  together  and  formed  the  respondent  corporation 
for  express  purpose  of  accomplishing  this  purpose,  and  may 
we  not  inquire,  what  better  agency  could  be  employed  for  the 
purpose""  The  position  of  the  defendant  is  also  well  defined 
by  the  testimony  of  the  president  of  the  corporation  wherein 
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he  said:  "We  own  a  majority  of  stock  in  tlie  diteli  and  we 
claim  the  right,  if  we  handle  his  [plaintiff's]  water  and  him 
[plaintiff]  being  in  the  minority,  that  he  should  be  governed 
by  the  corporation,  it  being  a  majority,  and  should  be  subjet-t 

to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the   corporation We 

claim  the  right  to  control  him  and  assess  taxes  against  him." 
To  the  same  effect  is  also  the  testimony  of  other  officers  and 
stockholders  of  the  defendant,  wherein  it  was  testified  to  by 
tliem :  ''The  present  corporation  regulates  everybody's  water 
just  the  same,  whether  they  are  ^  in  the  corporation  or  not, 
it  makes  no  difference."  "As  a  board  we  controlled  the  water, 
and  distributed  it  to  the  plaintiff  as  we  did  to  others."  After 
the  incorporation  of  the  defendant,  public  meetings  were  no 
longer  held  by  the  water  owners  or  users,  nor  was  any  com- 
mittee or  water-master  appointed  or  elected  to  regulate  or 
distribute  the  water,  except  such  as  were  appointed  or  elected 
by  the  corporation,  either  at  its  stockholders'  meetings  or  by 
its  board  of  directors.  The  corporation  claimed  the  right  to 
so  appoint  a  water-master  and  to  regulate  and  to  distribute 
the  water,  because  it  represented  a  majority  of  tlie  water 
owners.  The  corporation  also  claimed  the  right  to  determine, 
and  did  determine,  that  a  whole  turn  was  the  most  etx)n()mical 
use  of  the  water,  and  that  the  water  should  be,  and  it  was, 
so  distributed  by  it  to  the  users,  including  the  plaintiff,  in 
1903  and  1904.  This  metliod  gave  the  water  to  plaintiff 
thirty-nine  hours  every  nineteen  or  twenty-one  days,  in  the 
irrigating  season,  instead  of  nineteen  and  twenty  hours  every 
ten  or  twelve  da^'S,  and  with  such  a  long  interval  of  time  be- 
tween irrigations,  garden  and  fruit  products  could  not  be 
successfully  grown  by  him.  Through  his  appropriation  and 
usage  of  the  water,  he  claimed  to  have  acquired  the  right  to 
the  use  of  the  water  by  the  half  turn.  He  protested  and  ob- 
jected to  the  corporation  distributing  the  water,  and  its  dis- 
tributing it  to  him  by  the  whole  turn.  All  the  evidence  in 
the  case  shows  that  garden  and  fruit  products  could  not  be 
raised  with  an  interval  of  nineteen  or  twenty-one  days  be- 
tween irrigations;  that  such  products  rec[uire  irrigation  at 
least  every  ten  or  twelve  days. 

The  court  found  (tenth  finding)  :  "That  the  plaintiff  hag 
not  heretofore  had  his  turn  of  water  out  of  the  said  field 
ditch  every  ten  or  twelve  days  during  any  year."  The  court 
also  found  (eiglith  linding)  :  "That  the  said  city  stream  has 
been  so  regulated  as  to  furnish  each  person  using  the  same, 
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one  turn  in  periods  of  time  ranging  from  six  to  ten  days 
apart,  and  has  been  used  by  the  owners  thereof  in  the  irriga- 
tion of  their  gardens,  or  orchards,  and  for  domestic  and  culin- 
ary purposes,  and  that  transfers  of  water  from  the  field 
ditches  to  said  city  ditch  have  been  allowed  each  year  and 
that  plaintiff's  "^  said  orchards,  gardens  and  a  portion  of  his 
said  land  have  been  and  can  be,  Avithout  inconvenience  to  any 
person,  irrigated  from  said  city  ditch."  It  is  further  found 
by  the  court  (twelfth  finding)  :  "That  in  the  year  1904  the 
defendant  corporation,  by  its  officials,  assumed  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  said  ditches  and  water,  and  did  distribute 
said  water  to  the  respective  parties  entitled  thereto,  including 
the  plaintiff,  and  in  proportion  to  their  respective  interest 
therein,  and  that  in  such  distribution  by  the  defendant  the 
plaintiff  suffered  no  injury  from  the  acts  of  the  defendant.". 
In  its  conclusions  of  law  (fifth  conclusion)  the  trial  court 
held:  "That  the  acts  of  the  defendant  in  the  maintaining 
and  repairing  the  South  Bench  ditch  and  the  regulating,  con- 
trolling and  distributing  of  the  waters  of  Warm  creek  in  the 
year  1904  was  no  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  or 
any  other  person,  but  were  the  lawful  and  necessary  acts  and 
conduct  of  the  defendant  in  the  reasonable  and  necessary  con- 
trol, management  and  distribution  of  the  waters  of  Warm 
creek  to  the  respective  parties  entitled  to  its  use,  and  to  the 
extent  of  their  just  proportion  thereof."  It  was  further 
found  by  the  trial  court  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  no  in- 
jury, that  he  was  not  entitled  to  injunctive  relief,  and  his 
complaint  was  dismissed. 

We  think  the  court  erred  in  its  tenth  finding,  as  being 
against  the  evidence.  It  was  admitted  by  the  defendant  that, 
because  of  its  adoption  of  the  whole  turn  rule  as  to  the  use  of 
the  water  in  the  field  ditches,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  years  1903 
and  1904,  was  deprived  of  the  use  of  water,  in  the  irrigating 
seasons,  for  a  period  of  nineteen  to  twenty-one  days.  In  jus- 
tification thereof,  among  other  things,  it  was  claimed  by  it, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  have  transferred  water  from  the  field 
ditches  into  the  city  ditch  from  which  he  could  have  irrigated 
his  garden  and  orchard  as  often  as  the  raising  of  such 
products  required.  While  the  court,  in  the  eighth  finding, 
found  that  the  city  stream  had  been  regulated  so  as  to  furnish 
each  person  using  the  same  one  turn  in  periods  of  time  rang- 
ing from  six  to  ten  days  apart,  and  that  it  had  been  used  by 
the  owners  thereof  in  the  irrigation  of  gardens,  orchards  and 
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**  for  culinary  i)U!'i)0.ses,  and  that  transfers  of  water  ri'()iii  tlie 
field  ditches  to  said  city  ditcli  had  been  allowed  each  yeai-,  and 
that  plaintiff's  orchard  and  garden  had  been,  and  could  be, 
irrigated  from  the  city  ditch,  no  finding  is  made  by  the  court 
that  the  plaintiff  had  any  right  or  interest  in  and  to  the  city 
ditch,  or  in  and  to  its  use,  or  that  he  had  any  right  to  transfer 
to  it  water  from  the  field  ditches,  or  that  he  had  any  right 
\\liatever  to  irrigate  his  garden  or  orchard  or  any  portion  of 
his  land  from  the  city  ditch.  Under  the  issues  and  upon  the 
evidence  the  court  was  called  upon  (1)  to  determine  what 
authority  the  defendant  corporation  had  to  I'cgulate,  control 
and  distriluite  the  waters  of  the  creek,  the  use  of  which  be- 
longed to  plaintiff,  and  (2)  to  ascertain  the  manner  in  which 
the  plaintiff  had  and  was  entitled  to  use  the  water  of  the  creek 
through  the  field  ditches.  The  (question  as  to  wdiat  right  he 
had  in  and  to  the  city  ditch,  or  what  use  he  was  authorized  to 
make  of  it,  was  not  in  issue  or  involved.  The  plaintiff  al- 
leged and  claimed  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  of  the 
ci'eek  through  the  field  ditches,  not  the  city  ditch,  and  that  his 
right  thereto  was  interfered  with  by  the  defendant.  To  merely 
iind,  as  the  court  did,  that  the  plaintiff  "had  not  the  water 
(•very  ten  or  twelve  days  from  the  field  dilrli,"  is  not  finding 
that  lie  (lid  not  have  it  a  less  or  a  greater  number  of  days,  nor 
as  to  what  use  he  had  made  or  was  entitled  to  make  of  it, 
nor  as  to  what  right  or  interest  he  had  acquired  in  and  to  tlie 
use  of  the  water  through  it.  Plaintiff  might  have  used  the 
water  through  the  field  ditch  every  nine  or  tliirteen  days. 
Avhich  fact  would  not  be  repugnant  to  th(>  finding,  but  would 
be  consistent  with  plaintiff's  claim  and  aiitiigonistic  to  tlnit  ol' 
defendant.  The  court  therefore  erred  in  not  mrilving  a  find- 
ing as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  ])lnintiff  had  and  was  en- 
titled to  the  use  of  the  water  of  the  creek  through  the  field 
dilclii's.  and  what  rights  with  respect  thereto  had  been  ac- 
([uired  by  him. 

it  is  also  clear  that  the  defendant  did  not  ;ic(juire  the  right 
to  i-egulate  and  dislribute  the  waters  of  the  rree!{  in  manner 
;is  found  and  decreed  by  the  court,  and  as  shown  1)_\-  the  evi- 
(iruee.  IJefoi'c  the  incorporation,  the  slockholders  of  "  the 
dereiid.-iiit,  the  plaintiir,  and  all  others  li;i\-iiiL:'  a  I'iglit  to  the 
use  of  ilie  water  iu  the  stream,  werc^  tenants  in  common.  As- 
suming now,  that  a  majoi-ity  of  the  teinnits  in  common,  in 
;i  nie(^ting  where  ;;ll  nre  entilled  to  n>pi-es(>iil;it  ion  iind  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  pri;ee((lings.  have  power  lo  ct)ntrol  the  minor- 
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ity  with  respect  to  the  regulation  and  distribution  of  the 
water  when  no  vested  right  of  the  minority  is  impaired  by  the 
exercise  of  such  power,  still  a  majority  of  such  cotenants  may 
not  thus  control  the  minority  at  a  meeting  or  proceeding  in 
which  they  have  no  right  of  representation  nor  voice  in  the 
action  taken.  A  majority  of  the  tenants  in  common  organiz- 
ing themselves  into  a  corporation  can  do  no  more  in  such 
case,  in  their  corporate  capacity,  than  they  could  have  done  in- 
dividually. When  the  defendant,  therefore,  through  mere  ac- 
tions of  its  stockholders  or  its  board  of  directors,  or  otherwise, 
merely  through  its  corporate  capacity,  assumed  to  do  as  it  did, 
the  regulation,  control  and  distribution  of  water  the  use  of 
which  belonged  to  plaintiff,  such  action  was  an  invasion  and 
impairment  of  plaintiff's  rights.  To  the  extent  of  his  inter- 
est, he  had  an  equal  right  with  that  of  defendant  to  a  voice  in 
the  proceedings  determining  matters  of  regulation  and  dis- 
tribution of  waters  in  which  he  was  interested.  The  defend- 
ant, neither  in  law  nor  in  fact,  having  acquired  dominion  over, 
or  right  to  control  or  distribute,  such  water,  the  court  erred 
in  adjudging  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  in  "controlling 
and  distributing  the  waters  of  Warm  creek  in  the  year  1904 
was  no  violation  of  the  rights  of  plaintiff":  Fisher  v.  Bounti- 
ful City,  21  Utah,  29,  59  Pac.  520. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  the  case  re- 
manded, the  court  directed  to  make  a  finding  and  enter  judg- 
ment awarding  to  plaintiff  the  use  of  the  water  of  the  creek 
through  the  field  ditch  as  in  his  complaint  prayed  for,  and  to 
grant  the  injunction  asked.  Costs  to  be  taxed  against  re- 
spondent. 

Bartch,  C.  J.,  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 


Water  Companies  owning  and  operating  ditches  are  trustees  for  their 
Btockholders:  Farmers'  etc.  Ditch  Co.  v.  Agricultural  Ditch  Co.,  22 
Colo.  513,  55  Am.  St.  Eep.  149.  As  to  the  duties  and  liabilities  of 
v/atcr  and  irrigation  companies,  see  State  v.  Washington  Irr.  Co.,  41 
Wash.  283,  111  Am.  St.  Eep.  1019;  North  Point  Irr.  Go.  v.  Utah  etc. 
Canal  Co.,  16  Utah,  246,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  607. 
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TANNER  V.  EDWAUDS. 

[31  Utali,  80,  8G  Pac.  7C0.] 

PUBLIC  OFFICEK.— The  Acts  of  a  De  Facto  Officer  are  Valid 
Only  so  far  as  concerns  the  public.  If  ho  [>erforins  stTvicos  or  duties, 
no  mailer  how  faithfully,  he  cannot  maintain  any  action  to  recover 
the  emoluments,      (p.  920.) 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS — Right  of  De  Jure  Officer  not  Impaired  by 
the  Payment  of  His  Salary  to  Another. — The  wroiiyrul  piiynu  nt  of  the 
eiuojuuieuts  or  salary  to  a  de  facto  oflicer  docs  not  inip;iir  the  do  jure 
olliccr's  ri^lit  to  it,  nor  his  rij^iit  to  recover  from  the  state  or 
iimuicipality  which  made  tlie  wrongful  payment,      (p.  921.) 

PUBLIC  OFFICER,  Right  of  to  Salary  Wlicther  He  Performs 
the  Duties  or  not. — The  ri^lit  of  an  officer  who  has  been  ajjpointod, 
commissioned  and  qualified,  and  is  an  ofTicer  de  jure,  to  his  salary 
cannot  be  successfully  denied  on  the  ground  that,  during  the  time 
for  wiiicli  tile  salary  was  soiiglit,  he  was  not  discharging  the  duties 
of  the  ofliee,  and  its  duties  wore  being  dischinged  by  the  officer  de 
facto  to  whom  the  salary  has  been  paid.     (p.  92;j.) 

M.  A.  Breeder!,  attorney  general,  for  the  appellant. 

Warner  &  Davis,  for  the  respondent. 

^^  BARTCII,  C.  J.  Upon  the  hearing  of  an  application 
therefor,  \\hich  was  made  by  the  relator,  Caleb  Tanner,  the 
district  court  issued  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  to  com- 
pel the  auditor  of  public  accounts,  the  defendant,  to  draw 
a  warrant,  in  favor  of  the  relator,  in  payment  of  salary,  as 
state  engineer,  from  ]\Iarch  15  to  IMarcli  31,  1905,  for  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  and  forty-one  dollars  and  sixty-six  cents. 
From  that  judgment  the  auditor  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  controlling  qu...stion  presented  is  whether  the  state 
auditor  can  refuse  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the  salary  of  an 
oflicer  for  a  portion  of  the  time  during  which  such  officer  did 
not  personally  assume  charge  of  the  office,  and  discharge  the 
duties  IhcJ'cof,  although  he  was  apjiointed  and  connnissioned 
by  the  governor  for  the  whole  term  and  had  duly  qiialilied. 
In  other  words,  can  the  auditor  or  disbursing  officer  question 
the  right  of  an  officer,  who  has  the  pro])er  credentials  from 
tb.e  appoiiiting  power  and  has  duly  (pialitied,  to  any  portion 
of  the  emoluments  of  the  office?  The  attorney  general, 
representing  the  appellant,  referring  to  the  relator,  in  his 
brief,  says:  "It  is  true  the  evidence  shows  that  he  filed  his 
bond  antl  took  the  oath  of  office  on  the  fourteenth  day  of 
^[;;i'(-li.  I!)(t5.  but  there  is  no  [)i'(!teiise  or  claim  whatever  that 
he  assumed  tlie  duties  of  the  ol'lice  until  j\lareh  2Uth";  and 
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then  contends  that  "before  a  public  officer  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  emoluments  of  an  office,"  he  must  not  only  be  ap- 
pointed and  qualified,  but  must  take  charge,  assume  the  duties 
of,  and  perform  the  services  in  the  office,  and  insists  that  no 
claim  can  be  made  for  the  "salary  or  perquisites  of  an  office 
for  any  period  during  -which  the  claimant  was  not  actually 
in  office,  even  though  wrongfully  hindered  from  occupying  the 
position";  the  salary,  as  is  urged,  "being  the  reward  for  ex- 
pressed services." 

Although,  it  must  be  admitted,  there  are  authorities  which 
give  some  support  to  this  contention,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  it  cannot  be  maintained  within  this  jurisdiction,  and 
that  the  question  here  presented  must  be  answered  in  the  neg- 
ative. 

®^  The  decisions  on  this  subject  appear  to  be  irreconcilable. 
Some  cases  seem  to  hold  that  to  entitle  an  officer  to  the  emol- 
uments of  the  office,  he  must  take  possession  and  actually 
discharge  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  that  if  an  officer  de 
facto  is  in  possession,  performs  the  services,  and  is  paid 
the  salary,  the  officer  de  jure  loses  his  right  to  recover  the 
salary  from  the  state  or  municipality.  It  seems  such  holding 
is  based  upon  the  theory,  in  part,  at  least,  that  an  officer 
de  jure  has  no  property  right  in  the  office,  and  that  his  riyht 
to  the  emoluments  is  dependent  upon  the  performanr-o  of  the 
duties  and  not  upon  the  office.  Notwithstanding  that  tliis 
doctrine  has  been  maintained  by  courts  of  high  autliority, 
it  does  not  appear  to  have  the  support  either  of  logic  or 
sound  reason.  A  de  facto  officer  has  no  title  to  the  office. 
In  general  he  is  a  mere  usurper,  and  when  he  commits  an  act 
for  his  own  benefit  it  is  void.  His  act  is  only  valid  when  it 
concerns  the  public,  and  this  upon  the  principle  that  the 
public  is  presumed  to  be  unaware  of  his  want  of  title.  If 
he  performs  the  services  or  duties,  no  matter  how  faith- 
fully, he  can  maintain  no  action  to  recover  the  emoluments. 
This  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  no  title  to  the  office  be- 
cause of  which  the  emoluments  accrue,  and  the  principle 
that  one  cannot  sue  to  recover  what  docs  not  belong  to 
him.  ]\lost  of  the  cases  of  the  class  referred  to,  even  while 
denying  the  right  of  the  de  jure  officer  to  recover  the  emolu- 
ments from  the  state  or  municipality,  after  they  have  been 
paid  to  the  officer  de  facto,  hold  that  the  latter  must  account 
to  the  former  for  the  same  in  an  appropriate  action,  thus 
virtually   recognizing   the   fact   that  the   emoluments   are   in 
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some  way  attaclied  to  the  office,  and  belong  to  tlio  holder  of 
the  legal  title.  Logically,  therefore,  it  would  seem  to  follow 
that  payment  to  one  not  entitled  to  the  office  or  its  emolu- 
ments would  not  discharge  the  obligation  to  the  person  law- 
fully entitled  thereto.  If  it  be  true  that  the  de  jure  officer 
may  recover  the  emoluments  from  the  officer  de  facto,  it  nuist 
be  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  some  property  rights  of  some 
sort  in  them,  not,  perhaps,  property  rights  as  ordinarily 
understood,  but  still  some  veritable,  though  they  be  in- 
tangil)le,  ^*  rights  or  interests  of  pecuniary  value  of  which 
the  law  takes  cognizance.  This  must  be  true,  ehc  no  action 
could  lie  to  recover  the  emoluments  from  the  officer  de  facto, 
for  it  is  self-evident  that  no  action  lies  in  favor  of  one  to  re- 
cover what  lawfully  belongs  to  another.  If,  as  it  seems  to  us, 
this  is  an  uncoiitrovertible  fact,  then  upon  what  legal  ground 
can  the  state  or  municipality  pay  the  salary,  or  emoluments, 
to  one  having  no  right  or  title  to  the  office,  with.out  any 
fault  or  consent  of  the  holder  of  the  legal  title,  and  ther<'l)y 
shake  off  all  its  responsibility  to  the  de  jure  officer?  IIow  can 
the  payment  of  the  salary,  in  contravention  of  the  wull  of  the 
holder  of  the  legal  title  to  the  office,  to  a  person  not  entitled 
to  recover  it,  and  who  can  maintain  no  action  to  recover  it, 
relieve  the  state  or  municipality  from  liability,  or  impair  the 
right  of  the  de  jure  officer  to  recover  it?  It  would  see^u 
clear  that  such  payment  can  or  ought  not  have  such  effect 
in  the  law,  wliicli  is  supposed  to  be  the  embodiment  of  jus- 
tice, logic,  and  sound  reason.  And  there  is  a  strong  line  of 
authorities,  includin.g  many  later  decisions,  based,  as  we  thin'-:, 
upon  sounder  reasons  than  the  class  of  cases  al)0ve  reforrod 
to,  wliich  hold  that  wrongful  payment  of  the  emoliuneiits 
of  salary  of  an  office  to  a  de  facto  officer,  or  person  not 
entitled  to  receive  it,  does  not  impair  the  de  jure  olficcr's 
right  to  it,  nor  his  right  to  recover  it  from  the  state  or  munic- 
ipaiily  tliat  made  the  wrongful  payment.  And  this  upon  the 
u;roni!d  that  the  salary  attached  to  a  i)ublic  ofilee  does  not 
a;-eru(!  by  virtue  of  a  contract,  or  ex  contractu,  bnt  is  an  in- 
cident to  tlie  title  to  the  oflice,  inseparable  from  it,  and  that 
the  right  of  the  de  jure  olficer  to  the  salary  does  not  de[)eiid 
upon  the  oceui)ation  and  exercise  of,  bnt  upon  his  title  to.  tlie 
ui'iice.  L'ndei-  this  class  of  cast's  the  acts  of  the  de  facto  o-V.  t 
are  held  valid  with  resptM't  to  third  persons  and  the  publie  to 
prevent  a  failnre  of  juslii'c,  but  payment  of  the  eiiioluiuents 
to    him,    for   the   ser\ices   perfc*rmed,    constitutes    no    dei'ense 
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in  a  suit,  by  the  officer  de  jure,  to  recover  them  from  the 
state  or  municipality.  If,  therefore,  the  disbursing  officer  of 
a  state  or  municipality  wrongfully  pays  the  salary  annexed 
to  a  public  office  to  a  de  facto  officer,  he  does  so  at  his  peril, 
*^  he  having  no  right  to  assume  that  such  salary  belongs  to 
anyone  except  the  person  who  holds  the  legal  title. 

Strictly  in  line  with  the  authorities  so  holding,  this  court, 
in  KendaU  v.  Raybould,  13  Utah,  226,  44  Pac.  1034,  held  that : 
"The  right  to  hold  an  office  includes  the  right  to  receive 
the  salary  incident  to  it,"  and,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion,  it 
was  said:  "The  term  'office'  is  defined  as  *a  right  to  exercise  a 
public  or  private  employment,  and  to  take  the  fees  and  emolu- 
ments thereunto  belonging':  2  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  36. 
It  embraces  the  idea  of  tenure,  duration,  emoluments,  and 
duties,  and  these  ideas  or  elements  cannot  be  separated,  and 
each  considered  abstractly.  All,  taken  together,  constitute  the 
office  in  a  case  like  this."  It  was  there  also  said  that  the  re- 
lator "had  a  right  to  demand  the  order  of  the  auditor  on  the 
treasurer  to  pay  his  claim,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  respond- 
ent to  issue  it.  Nor  could  he  lawfully  refuse  to  perform  such 
duty  because,  as  is  insisted  by  counsel,  the  salary  had  pre- 
viously been  paid  to  McAllister,  who  was  claiming  to  hold  the 
office.  There  was  no  authority  for  any  other  person  other 
than  the  relator  to  hold  the  office,  this  court  having  adjudged 
the  appointment  of  McAllister  void.  Therefore  payment  to 
him  is  no  defense  as  against  the  relator.  A  disbursing  officer 
has  no  right  to  assume  that  anyone  but  the  legal  officer  has  the 
right  to  receive  the  salary  of  the  office.  If  he  pays  it  to  any- 
one else  he  does  so  at  his  peril":  See,  also,  Williams  v.  Clay- 
ton, 6  Utah,  8G,  21  Pac.  398;  People  v.  McAllister,  10  Utah, 
357,  37  Pac.  578. 

In  Mechem  on  Public  Officers,  section  855,  the  author  says : 
"The  relation  between  an  officer  and  the  public  is  not  the 
creature  of  contract,  nor  is  the  office  itself  a  contract.  So  his 
right  to  compensation  is  not  the  creature  of  contract.  It  ex- 
ists, if  it  exists  at  all,  as  the  creation  of  law,  and,  wlien  it  so 
exists,  it  belongs  to  him  'not  by  force  of  any  contract,  but  be- 
cause the  law  attaches  it  to  the  office.'  The  most  that  can  be 
said  is  that  there  is  a  contract  to  pay  him  such  compensation 
as  may  from  time  to  time  be  by  law  attached  to  the  office. ' ' 

In  Andrews  v.  Portland,  79  ]\Ie.  484,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  280, 
10  Atl.  458,  it  was  said:  "A  de  facto  officer  has  no  legal  riLrlit 
to  the  emoluments  of  the  office,  the  duties  of  which  he  per- 
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forms  under  color  of  an  appointment,  but  without  legal  tille  . 
lie  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the  salary.  His  action  puts 
in  issue  his  legal  title  to  the  office,  and  he  cannot  recover  by 
showing  merc^Iy  that  he  was  an  officer  de  facto.  In  Nicliols  v. 
]\[acLean,  101  N.  Y.  526,  54  Am.  Rep.  780,  5  N.  E.  347,  the 
court  says:  'It  is  abundantly  settled  by  authority  that  an 
officer  de  facto  can,  as  a  general  rule,  assert  no  right  of  prop- 
erty, and  that  his  acts  are  void  as  to  himself,  unless  he  is  alsu 
an  officer  do  jure.'  In  Cro.  Eliz.  699,  the  doetriiie  is  lo-sely 
stated  as  follows:  'The  act  of  an  officer  de  faeto,  wlien  it  is 
for  his  own  benefit,  is  void;  because  he  shall  not  t;il<c  advan- 
tage ****  of  his  own  want  of  title  which  he  must  be  conusjmt 
of;  but  where  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  strangers,  or  1he  public, 
who  are  presumed  to  be  ignorant  of  such  defect  of  litle,  it  is 
good.'  ....  It  is  well  settled  that  an  office  which  has  at- 
taehed  to  it  emoluments  has  a  pecuniary  value,  alth.ougli 
piMinarily  it  is  an  agency  for  pul)lic  purposes,  and  that  the 
right  to  the  emoluments  follows  the  legal  title  to  the  office." 
^So,  in  AVard  v.  Marshall,  96  Cal.  155,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  198, 
30  Pac.  1113,  it  was  observed:  "The  plaintiff,  by  virlue  of  his 
election  and  qualification  as  justice  of  the  peace,  became  en- 
titled to  the  salary  attached  to  such  office  during  the  term, 
should  he  live  so  long,  and  was  not  guilty  of  any  misconduct 
for  which  he  should  be  removed,  or  did  not  otherwise  fcirfeit 
his  legal  title  to  such  office.  The  right  to  receive  the  salary 
is  an  incident  which  attaches  itself  to  the  legal  title  to  the 
office":  8  Am.  &  Erig.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  808;  Mcchem  on 
Public  Officers,  sec.  342;  23  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed., 
39G,  397;  State  v.  Carr,  129  Ind.  44,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  163,  2S 
N.  E.  88,  13  L.  R.  A.  177;  Andrews  v.  Portland,  79  Mc.  484, 
10  Am.  St.  Re]).  280,  10  Atl.  458;  People  v.  Smyth.  28  C;il.  21  ; 
Rasmussen  v.  Commrs.  Carbon  Co.,  8  Wyo.  277,  5G  J'ac.  1();!<-', 
45  L.  Iv.  A.  295;  Fit/sinunons  v.  City  of  Brooldyn.  102  X.  Y. 
536,  3:^  Am.  R.'p.  835,  7  N.  E.  787;  City  of  !Mii1;uh4pliin  v. 
Rin.k  (Pa.\  2  All.  505;  Cnrroll  v.  Siebentbaler.  37  Cal.  r.)3: 
Scott  v.  Ci'iimp.  !()(]  Alich.  288,  58  Am.  St.  Rei).  478.  64  X.  W. 
1;  Auditvirs  of  \Va\ne  Co.  v.  IJenoit,  20  ]\Iich.  176,  4  Am.  Rep. 
382. 

Ill  this  case  conniiission  fi'om  the  governor  and  qualifica- 
tion (if  the  r(^spon(lent  were  prima  facie  evidence  of  tlie  offi- 
ce!'"s  litle  to  the  oflicc  and  right  to  the  conq->ensation,  and 
tlicfcfdi-e  tli(^  auditor  h;id  no  i'i'_!ht  to  ))ay  the  salary  to  the 
de  f.iclu  ',i;iiccr:  Wiliiaius  v.  rl;!\lon,  6  I'tali,  86,  21  Pac.  39S. 
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We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  decide  any  other  question 
presented.     The  writ  was  properly  issued. 
Tlie  judgment  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

McCarty  and  Straup,  JJ.,  concur. 


Payment  to  a  de  Facto  Officer  of  the  Salary  appertaining  to  the  office 
releases  the  municipality,  according  to  the  weight  of  authority,  from 
any  further  liability  to  pay  it.  There  are  cases,  however,  deciding 
that  such  payment  in  no  way  impairs  the  right  of  the  officer  de  jure 
to  recover  the  salary  from  the  city:  Coughlin  v.  McElroy,  74  Conn. 
.397,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note 
thereto:  Brown  v.  Tama  County,  122  Iowa,  745,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  296. 
That  the  officer  de  facto  is  liable  to  the  officer  de  jure  for  the  amount 
of  the  salary  paid,  see  Coughlin  v,  McElroy,  74  Conn.  397,  92  Am. 
St.  Rep.  224;  Waterman  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  139  111.  G58,  32 
Am.  St.  Rep.  228. 


GAEFF  V.  SATITH. 

[31  Utah,  102,  86  Pac.  772.] 

JUDICIAL  OFFICERS,  Liability  of.— A  public  officer  acting 
judicially  or  in  a  quasi  judicial  capacity'  cannot  be  made  ixMsonally 
liable  in  a  civil  action  unless  the  act  complained  of  is  willful,  corrupt 
or   malicious,   or  without   his   jurisdiction.      (\r^.    926,   927.) 

JUDICIAL  ACTS,  What  are — Sheep  Inspectors. — The  acts  of  a 
sheep  inspector  in  quarantining  sheep  and  in  defining  the  place  and 
limits  of  the  quarantine  are  not  ministerial,  but  quasi  judicial,  (p. 
928.) 

JUDICIAL  ACTS  AND  OFFICERS— Sheep  Inspectors.— If 
sheep  inspectors  and  their  deputies  are  required  by  law  to  inspect 
and  quarantine  sheep  and  make  regulations  for  such  quarantining, 
without  prescribing  at  what  character  of  place  nor  within  what  limits 
the  sheep  must  be  quarantined,  the  determining  of  such  place  and 
limits  involves  matters  of  judgment  and  discretion,  not  from  fixed 
and  designated,  but  from  varied  and  multifarious,  facts,  and  the 
acts  of  such  officers  are  quasi  judicial  in  their  character,  for  which 
they  cannot  be  held  liable  in  a  civil  action  in  the  absence  of  malice, 
fraud  or  corruption,     (pp.  928,   929.) 

M.  A.  Breeden  and  Street  &  Bramel,  for  the  appellant. 

Frick,  Edwards  &  Smith,  for  the  respondent. 

lo-*  STRAUP,  J.  The  respondent,  plaintiff  below,  brought 
this  action  against  Jesse  ]M.  Smith,  the  state  sheep  inspector. 
James  P.  Sharp,  his  deputy,  and  others,  his  bondsmen,  to  re- 
cover damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  through  the 
negligence  of  defendants  Smith  and  Sharp  in  quarantining^ 
sliei'p  belonging  ^^^''  to  plaintilt'  and  hh  assignors.     As  to  the 
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defendant  Smith  and  his  bondsmen,  the  court  took  the  case 
from  the  jury.  Upon  the  issues  sul)mitted  the  .jury  -rendered 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  against  defendant  Sharp  in 
the  sum  of  eight  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  From  Ihe  judg- 
ment entered  upon  the  verdict  against  him,  the  defendant 
Sharp  appeals. 

The  complaint,  so  far  as  material,  alleges  that  Sharp,  by 
virtue  of  his  office,  inspected  and  fiuarantined  the  sheep  of 
plaintiff  and  his  assignors,  defined  the  place  and  limits  of 
<|uarantine,  and  required  plaintiff  and  his  assignors  to  confine 
and  keep  the  sheep  within  such  limits;  that  in  fixing  the  place 
and  limits  the  defendant  Sharp  was  guilty  of  negligence,  and 
acted  without  due  regard  for  the  rights  of  plaintiff  and  his 
assignors  in  the  particular  that  he  selected  and  designated  a 
place  where  there  was  no  sufficient  or  proper  food  for  the 
sheep,  and  where  there  were  large  quantities  of  greasewood, 
which,  if  eaten  by  sheep  in  considerable  quantities  and  by 
drinking  water  thereafter,  would  make  them  sick  and  cause 
them  to  die;  and  that,  no  other  food  being  obtainable,  some 
of  plaintiff's  sheep  ate  large  quantities  of  greasewood  and 
drank  large  and  excessive  amounts  of  water,  which  caused 
their  death.  There  are  no  allegations  in  the  complaint,  nor 
is  there  any  evidence  showing,  that  either  of  the  defendants 
knew,  or  that  it  was  common  know'ledge,  that  it  is  harmful 
or  injurious  to  sheep  to  eat  greasewood  and  to  drink  water 
thereafter,  nor  that  the  defendants,  in  the  performance  of 
their  d\ity  or  otherwise,  in  defining  the  limits  and  designat- 
ing the  place,  or  in  any  other  particular,  acted  with  malice 
or  wantonness,  or  that  they  acted  l)(\vond  the  scope  of  their 
authority,  or  without  or  in  excess  of  their  jurisdiction.  The 
evidence  shows  that  plaintiff  and  his  assignors,  in  the  latter 
part  of  April,  1903,  were  driving  a  herd  oT  about  two  thous- 
and five  liundred  head  of  sheep,  some  of  which  were  affected 
with  an  infectious  disease  called  '"scni),"  from  the  west, 
through  'I'ooele  county,  to  JJ)raj)ei-,  in  Salt  Tjake  county,  and  to 
Wundhuid,  in  Sunnnit  county.  They  stopped  in  Tooele  county 
several  days  for  shearing,  after  wliicli  they  proceeded  on  their 
way  with  the  sheep.  AVhen  about  tlu-ee  or  four  mib\s  from  the 
shcni'ing  •^''  camp,  or  corrals,  they  were  intercepled  by  de- 
fentlant  Sharp,  who  inspected  th(>  sheep,  found  them  diseased, 
(luarcintinetl  them  witliin  limits  of  aiiout  four  miles  S(puire, 
and  directed  that  they  be  coniined  within  such  limits.  The 
evidence  on  Ijehalf  of  plaintitf  tends  to  siiow  that  there  was 
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no  grass  or  other  vegetation  within  the  quarantine  limits,  ex- 
cept sagebrush,  shadscale,  greiisewood,  and,  at  places,  small 
cedars.  The  plaintiff  and  his  assignors  insisted  that  they  be 
permitted  to  proceed,  for  the  reasons,  as  stated  to  them  by 
Sharp,  that  they  had  ground  leased  for  lambing  at  Draper 
and  "Woodland,  and  that  there  was  no  sufficient  food  for  the 
sheep  at  the  place  of  quarantine.  Sharp  replied  that  he  could 
not  give  his  consent  to  permit  them  to  go  on,  and  told  them 
to  see  Mr.  Smith.  He  went  with  them  to  a  near-by  place  to 
telephone  to  Smith.  Not  being  able  to  communicate  with 
him,  they  went  to  Salt  Lake  City.  Failing  there  to  see  him, 
they  returned  to  the  sheep.  With  Sharp's  permission,  the 
sheep  were  then  taken  back  to  the  foothills,  and  without  the 
limits  of  the  quarantine.  The  sheep  were  confined  in  quar- 
antine for  a  period  of  only  twenty-seven  hours.  Because  of 
the  confinement  of  the  sheep  during  this  period  at  an  im- 
proper place,  on  account  of  the  want  of  proper  food  and  pas- 
ture, the  alleged  resulting  damages  are  claimed. 

From  the  testimony  of  witnesses  for  plaintiff  it  is  claimed 
that  he  and  his  assignors  lost  about  fifteen  hundred  head 
of  sheep  as  a  result  of  twenty-seven  hours  of  quarantine, 
because  of  the  sheep  eating  a  large  amount  of  greasewood  and 
drinking  water  thereafter.  But  the  evidence  on  behalf  of 
plaintiff  also  shows  that  the  sheep  had  passed  an  unusually 
hard  winter;  that  a  cold  snap  had  set  in  immediately  after 
shearing;  that  before  the  quarantine  the  sheep  had  been 
driven  along  and  kept  about  places  of  growing  greasewood ; 
that  before  the  quarantine  quite  a  number  of  sheep  had  died 
en  route  and  about  the  shearing  camp,  but,  as  claimed  by 
plaintiff,  from  cold  and  storms;  and,  while  it  is  testified  to 
that  the  eating  of  greasewood  and  the  drinking  of  water  by  the 
sheep  caused  their  death,  it  is  not  ver^^  satisfactorily  made  to 
appear  that  their  death  was  caused  from  the  eating  of  grease- 
wood during  ^^"^  the  twenty-seven  hours  as  a  consequence  of 
the  quarantine.  The  appellant  contends  (1)  that  the  evi- 
dence is  insufficient  to  charge  him  with  negligence;  (2)  that 
in  inspecting  and  quarantining  the  sheep,  and  in  defining  the 
place  and  limits  of  quarantine,  he,  as  a  public  officer  in  the  per- 
formance of  a  public  duty,  acted  in  a  quasi  judicial  capacity 
within  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  conferred  b}-  law,  and  that 
if  he  can  at  all  be  made  liable  in  a  civil  action,  it  is  necessary 
to  allege  and  prove  that  he  acted  with  malice,  or  through 
fraud  or  corruption;  and  (3)  that  because  of  a  want  of  such 
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allcyatlons  and  proofs  the  trial  court  erred  in  ovci'mliiiL;  his 
UiOtion  to  direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor  and  in  overruiinu,'  his 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

In  view  of  the  principles  of  law  applicnljle  to  this  kind  of 
a  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whcthc^r  the  evidiMice 
is  sufficient  to  show  even  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  ai)pel- 
lant,  resulting  from  his  acts,  complained  of,  defining  the  place 
and  limits  of  quarantine;  the  only  acts  of  negligence  at- 
tempted to  be  proved  and  to  which  the  evidence  relates.  All 
the  authorities  agree  that  a  public  officer,  acting  judicially,  or 
in  a  quasi  judicial  capacity,  cannot  be  made  persoiudly  liable 
in  a  civil  action,  unless  the  act  complained  of  be  willful,  cor- 
I'upt,  or  malicious,  or  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  officer. 
l>ut  if  the  duties  of  the  officer  are  merely  ministerial,  he  is 
liable  in  a  civil  action,  when,  in  the  performance  of  them,  he 
acts  negligently.  These  principles  of  law,  of  conrs(>,  are  con- 
ceded by  respondent.  It,  however,  is  claimed  by  him  that  the 
appellant,  in  defining  the  place  and  limits  of  the  ({uarantine, 
acted  ministerially,  and  hence  he  is  liable  if  he  acted  negli- 
gently. We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  character  of  the  acts 
performed  by  appellant  are  cpiasi  judicial  in  their  nature, 
and  not  luinisterial.  It  has  well  been  said  that :  "Official  duty 
is  ministerial  when  it  is  absolute,  certain  and  imperative,  in- 
volving merely  the  execution  of  a  set  task,  and  when  the  law 
which  imposes  it  prescribes  and  defines  the  time,  mode  aiid  oc- 
casion of  its  performance  with  such  certainty  that  nothing 
remains  for  judgment  or  discretion.  Official  action  is  min- 
islerial  when  it  is  the  result  of  performing  a  certain  and 
specific  duty  arising  from  fixed  and  designated  facts":  People 
V.  Hartels,  138  111.  322,  27  N.  E.  1091. 

^^'^  It  has  also  been  defined  as  follows:  "A  ministerial  act 
is  one  which  a  public  officer  is  re(|iiircd  to  pcrfoi'iu  upon  a 
^i\-on  state  of  facts  in  a  presci'il)e(l  manner  in  obedience  to 
llic  ni;ni(!a1e  of  legal  auflioi-ity  and  without  regard  to  his  own 
.iutlguiciit  or  opinion  cnncei'iiing  the  propi-ii'ty  or  improi^riety 
of  tlu'  act  to  l)e  performed":  State  v.  :\leier,  143  Mo.  4;!0.  45 
S.  \V.  oOii.  To  the  same  efi'ect  are  also  ihe  folh)\vitig :  (iiidtM' 
V.  Tally,  77  Ala.  422,  54  Am.  Kep.  Go ;  Tln-oop  on  Public  Offi- 
cers, sec.  535;  23  Am.  &   l-]iig.   Ivicy.  of  Law,  37G. 

The  statute  (Laws  1903,  c.  42,  j).  35)  creating  the  office  of 
state  shet'i)  inspector,  and  providing  for  the  control  and  sup- 
pression of  scab  and  (.)tlier  infectious  dis(\'ises  in  sh(H^p  provides, 
among  other  things,  tluit  the  state  sheep  inspector  shall  have 
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cliarge  of  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  for 
the  appointment  of  deputies,  whose  duty  it  is,  among  others,  to 
inspect  and  <|uarantine  sheep  within  their  district.  Section 
10  (page  37)  of  the  act  provides:  "When  sheep  are  found  dis- 
eased, or  have  been  exposed  to  disease,  by  having  been  cor- 
ralled, herded,  or  grazed  in  the  same  place  with  sheep  that 
have  been  diseased  or  quarantined,  regulations  for  their  quar- 
antine must  be  made  at  once  by  the  state  sheep  inspector  or 
one  of  his  deputies,  who  must  define  the  place  and  limits  with- 
in whicli  such  sheep  may  be  grazed,  herded,  or  driven,  and 
such  sheep  must  be  held  in  quarantine  until  pronounced  cured 
from  disease  by  the  state  sheep  inspector,  or  one  of  his 
deputies.  The  expense  of  dipping,  hand-dressing,  spotting, 
feeding,  and  taking  care  of  all  sheep  quarantined  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  must  be  paid  for  by  the  owner  or  agent 
in  charge  of  such  sheep." 

AYhen  sheep  are  found  to  be  diseased,  the  statute  requires 
that  the  state  sheep  inspector  or  his  deputy  shall  at  once  make 
regulations  for  their  quarantine,  and  shall  define  the  place 
and  limits  within  which  such  sheep  must  be  held  until  pro- 
nounced cured  from  disease  by  him  or  his  deputy.  The  law 
does  not  prescribe  nor  define  the  time  nor  mode  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  act  with  such  certainty  that  nothing  remains 
for  judgment  or  discretion.  The  kind  of  regulations  to  be 
made,  and  the  defining  of  the  place  and  limits  of  quarantine, 
are  wholly  left  to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  officer, 
to  be  determined  by  him,  not  from  fixed  and  designated  facts, 
bnt  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  particular  case. 

^^^'^  It  is  strongly  urged  by  respondent  that,  while  the  act  of 
inspecting  and  quarantining  the  sheep  may  be  judicial  in  its 
nature,  nevertheless  the  act  of  defining  the  place  and  limits 
of  quarantine  is  but  ministerial.  We  discern  no  such  distinc- 
tion. The  law  does  not  prescribe  the  mode  of  doing  the  one 
act  any  more  than  it  does  the  other.  The  law  requires  the 
officer  to  make  regulations  for  the  quarantine.  Defining  the 
place  and  limits  of  quarantine  is  but  part  of  such  regula- 
tions. The  law  does  not  prescribe  at  what  character  of  place 
nor  within  what  limits  the  sheep  shall  be  confined,  nor  even 
the  kind  of  regulations  that  shall  be  made  by  the  ofiicer.  Such 
determinations  involve  judgment  and  discretion,  not  from 
fixed  and  designated,  but  from  varied  and  multifarious,  facts. 
They  are  dependent  upon  the  number  and  diseased  condition 
of  the  sliot'p,  their  treatment,  care  and  preservation,  the  dan- 
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ger  of  their  contact  with  and  infection  of  other  shcpp,  tlio 
riglits  of  and  protection  to  the  puhlie,  and  a  variety  of  otlier 
things,  depending  upon  the  exigencies  of  tlie  case,  and,  of 
necessity,  must  be  largely  left  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
officer  in  the  exercise  of  an  honest  judgment.  The  law  does 
not  prescribe  the  mode  of  doing  the  act  with  such  certainty 
that  one  person  can  do  it  as  well  as  another  by  merely  follow- 
ing tliat  which  is  pointed  out  by  the  statute:  INTechcm  on  Pub- 
lic Officers.  It  is  quite  apparent  that  the  doing  of  the  acts 
complained  of  involves  such  discretionary  powers  as  to  mal^e 
their  exercise  judicial  in  their  nature,  and  that  the  officer  per- 
forming them  is  not  liable  in  a  civil  action,  in  the  a])sence  of 
averments  and  proof  that  he  acted  with  malice  or  through 
fraud  or  corruption:  Fath  v.  Koeppcl,  72  Wis.  289,  7  Am.  St. 
Rep.  S(J7,  39  N.  W.  539;  Spalding  v.  Vilas.  IGl  U.  S.  483,  Ifi 
Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  G31,  40  L.  ed.  780;  Chamberlain  v.  Clayton,  56 
Iowa,  331,  41  Am.  Rep.  101,  9  N.  W.  237;  Wall  v.  Trumbull, 
16  :\rich.  228;  Bailey  v.  Berkcy  (C.  C),  81  Fed.  737;  Bal- 
lerino  v.  :\Tason,  83  Cal.  447,  23  Pac.  530;  Pike  v.  ^Tegoun, 
44  Mo.  491;  State  v.  Thomas,  88  Tenn.  491,  12  S.  W.  1034; 
Schooler  v.  Ari-ington,  106  ^lo.  App.  607,  81  S.  AV.  468; 
State  V.  Hastings,  37  Neb.  96,  55  N.  W.  774;  Kendall  v. 
Stokes.  3  ITow.  (U.  S.)  87,  11  L.  ed.  506,  833;  Daniels  v. 
"o  ITatlunvay,  65  Yt.  247,  26  Atl.  970,  21  L.  R.  A.  377. 
Whether  there  be  such  liability  against  an  officer  exercising 
qua.si  judicial  functions,  even  wliere  he  acts  mnlicionsly  or 
corruptiy,  a  principle  of  law  concerning  which  the  authorities 
widely  differ,  we  need  not  determine  in  this  case. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
is  reversed,  the  respondent  given  leave  to  amend  his  com- 
plaint, and  the  court  directed  to  grant  a  new  trial.  The  costs 
of  tliis  at)peal  to  be  taxed  against  respondent. 

Bartcli.   C.  J.,   and  IMcCarty,  J.,  concur. 


A  Ji'd'u'inl  Ofji'-ir  t'finimt  he  callod  to  account  in  a  civil  action  for  liis 
<le(  (  iiiiiual  inn  iif  acts  in  liis  judicial  capacity:  Strwa.rt  v.  Case,  ."i;'. 
Mian.  Gii,  :V.)  -Am.  St.  Tiop.  .';7.".:  ]iarkor  v.  Wlic-lcr,  CO  Neb.  4  7o'  S;! 
.\tn.  St.  JJep.  oil.  Oflicial  action  is  jmiicial  wlicii  it  is  tlio  result 
of  jii(l;^niu  lit,  01-  (liscia  t  ion  ;  it  is  niiiiist  (M'ial  whin  it  is  absolute,  certain 
;iiiil  i);i|'i  i-ai  iv(\  iii\ol\iiis:^  the  nu  r(^  exeeution  of  a  set  task,  and  when 
thi>  law  ndiieh  iniposi'S  it  jua  srrihcs  the  time,  nnjde  und  occasion  of  ita 
])erl'()iiMa:n-c  witli  sucli  cerlaiuty  that  notiiin^  reni.aius  for  jud,:,Ma(Mit 
,)r  di.(ivii..n:  C'hirntro  v.  Srbeu,  ]r,r,  11!.  ;;71.  ',(]  Am.  St.  l?ep.  21.1. 
The  ]"i".i'r  of  a  fish  insjiector  to  ditei-mini^  tlie  (juiility  of  fisli  oiVi  ri^d 
for  s:ile  in  tht>  lUMikels,  aiul  to  rejcrt  surh  as  is  u ii w holesouie,  is  ju- 
dicial; i':;':.  \.  K.Mpprl.  7-2  Wis.  lis',!,  7  Am.  St.  Kep.  SGI. 
.■i:i.    Sl.    lu'li.,    \  ul.    ]-"      :,'J 
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REAMS  V.  TAYLOR. 

[31  Utah,  288,  87  Pac.  1089.] 

PLEADING. — A  Demurrer  Admits  an  Agreement  as  Alleged, 

together  with  all  other  facts  properly  pleaded,     (p.  932.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT— Insane  Persons. — An  insane  person 
cannot  have  an  agent,  because  he  cannot  delegate  powers  either  di- 
rectly or  by  implication  of  law.     (p.  932.) 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD,  Liability  of  the  Latter  for  the  Acts 
and  Agreements  of  the  Former — Ilis  guardian  cannot  bind  an  insane 
person  by  agreement.  Hence,  a  person  accepting  the  lease  of  the 
property  of  an  insane  ward  with  an  agreement  by  the  guardian  that 
certain  repairs  shall  be  made  to  remove  known  dangerous  defects  can- 
not recover  of  the  ward  if  injured  by  such  defects,     (p.  934.) 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT— Risk  Assumed  by  the  Latter.— 
A  tenant  accepting  a  lease  of  premises  known  to  be  in  a  dangerous 
condition  must  be  deemed  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  or  to 
have  assumed  the  risk,  and  hence  cannot  recover  for  personal  injuries 
subsequently  suffered  through  such  condition,     (p.  934.) 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.— A  tenant  accepting  a  lease  and 
taking  possession  of  premises  on  which  are  dangerous  defects  should 
either  repair  the  defects  and  deduct  the  cost  from  the  rent,  or  sur- 
render the  premises,  and  failing  to  do  either,  if  he  is  injured  by  such 
defects  cannot  recover  therefor,     (p.  934.) 

C.  S.  Patterson,  for  the  appellant. 

Stewart,  Stewart  &  Budge,  for  the  respondent. 

290  FRICK,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  damages  for  personal 
injuries.  The  material  allegations  in  the  complaint  are,  in 
substance,  as  follows :  That  the  defendant  is  an  insane  person, 
and  that  one  Thomas  E.  Taylor  is  the  duly  appointed  and  act- 
ing guardian  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  defendant.  That 
the  defendant  is  the  owner  of  certain  real  estate  in  Salt  Lake 
City,  Utah,  describing  it,  upon  which  is  situate  a  certain  two- 
story  building  used  for  tenement  purposes.  That  at  a  time 
stated  the  plaintiff  leased  from  Thomas  E.  Taylor,  "agent  and 
guardian"  of  the  defendant,  a  part  of  said  building,  to  be  oc- 
cupied by  plaintiff  as  a  tenant.  That  the  lease  was  oral,  and 
that,  at  ^^^  the  time  of  the  making  thereof,  there  existed  a 
certain  cellarway  which  opened  or  extended  into  a  driveway 
extending  along  some  distance  from  said  buildiug,  and  which 
cellarway  was  distant  four  feet  from  the  door  which  opened 
into  the  apartment  leased  and  to  be  occupied  by  the  plaintiff. 
"That  at  the  time  said  plaintiff  so  leased  said  property  from 
said  defendant  she  called  the  attention  of  said  Thomas  E.  Tay- 
lor, guardian  and  agent  as  aforesaid,  lu  said  cellarway,  and  to 
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the  dangerous  condition  thereof,  and  informed  him  that,  if 
she  leased  said  premises,  she  would  require  the  defendant  to 
protect  said  cellarway  by  means  of  a  door  or  otherwise,  in 
order  to  make  the  same  safe,  and  avoid  the  danger  of  falling 
into  said  cellarway  and  receiving  injury  therefrom.  That  the 
said  Thomas  E.  Taylor,  guardian  and  agent,  as  aforesaid,  at 
that  time  promised  and  agreed  to  make  said  cellarway  safe, 
and  cover  the  opening  by  means  of  a  door."  About  a  month 
after  the  leasing  and  occupancy  of  said  apartment  by  plain- 
tiff, and  at  the  time  when  said  guardian  called  for  the  first 
monthly  installment  of  rent,  plaintiff  again  called  his  atten- 
tion to  said  cellarway,  which  remained  in  the  same  condition 
as  when  she  leased  the  apartment,  and  said  guardian  "again 
promised  and  agreed  to  have  said  cellarwa}'  sufficiently  pro- 
tected." That  in  leasing  said  premises  plaintiff  relied  on  the 
promises  of  said  Thomas  E.  Taylor,  and  that,  in  case  he  had 
not  promised  to  make  the  repaire  aforesaid,  she  would  not 
have  leased  said  apartment  and  remained  therein.  That  about 
two  months  after  taking  possession  of  said  apartment  the 
plaintiff,  in  going  along  said  driveway,  and  in  passing  said 
celhirway,  in  attempting  to  reach  the  door  leading  to  her 
apartment,  in  the  night-time,  walked  into  said  cellarway  and 
fell,  sustaining  personal  injuries  and  damages,  to  recover 
which  this  action  is  brought.  Thomas  E.  Taylor,  the  guard- 
ian, is  not  made  a  party  to  the  action,  nor  is  any  recovery 
sought  against  him.  He  was,  however,  served  with  summons 
cus  the  guardian  of  the  defendant,  she  continuing  to  be  an  in- 
sane and  incompetent  person,  and  as  such  guardian  he  intei-- 
posed  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  setting  forth  various 
grounds,  one  of  which  is  that  the  coinpiaint  does  not  state 
^'-  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Tlic  lowei- 
court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  plaintiff  electing  not  to 
amend  her  complaint  further,  a  judgment  dismissing  the  ac- 
tion was  duly  entered  against  her,  from  which  she  prosecutes 
tliis  a  1) peal. 

'llurc  are  various  errors  assigned,  but,  in  view  of  the  con- 
clusion reached,  we  shall  consider  but  the  one  error,  to  wit. 
Did  the  ct)urt  err  in  sustaining  the  denniri'(n'  u[)on  the  ground 
tliat  the  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  and  in  en- 
tering judgment  dismissing  the  action-  It  will  be  o!)served 
that  plaintiff'  seeks  to  recover  judgment  against  an  insane  or 
incompetent  person,  and  thus  hold  her  estate  liable.  While 
the  action  is  one  sounding  in  lort,  it  seems  to  be  based  upon  a 
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contract  or  agreement  made  by  the  guardian  of  the  defendant 
in  respect  to  repairs  to  be  made  by  him  on  the  cellarvvay.  In 
this  view  it  is  clear  that,  if  the  defect  in  the  cellarway  had 
been  repaired,  as  alleged,  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  fallen 
into  it;  and  hence  there  would  have  been  no  cause  for  this  ac- 
tion. The  demurrer,  of  course,  admits  the  agreement,  as  al- 
leged, together  with  all  other  facts  properly  pleaded. 

The  theory  upon  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  in  this  ac- 
tion is  not  very  clear.  The  agreement  by  the  guardian  to 
make  the  repairs  is  perhaps  pleaded  for  the  purpose  of  avoid- 
ing the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  contributory  negligeneo 
against,  or  assumption  of  the  risk  by,  the  plaintiff.  It  it  is 
not  for  this  purpose,  we  can  conceive  of  no  other  unlo.ss  it  be 
for  the  purpose  of  recovering  as  upon  a  breach  of  said  agree- 
ment, from  which  the  injury  arose.  If  recovery  is  sought 
upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  the  special 
promise  of  the  guardian  to  repair  the  cellarway,  and  that  the 
guardian,  in  making  the  promise,  thereby  assumed  the  risk  ui: 
injury  therefrom,  then  a  recovery  against  defendant  would 
be  possible  only  upon  the  ground  that  the  guardian  acted  as 
the  authorized  agent  of  the  defendant,  and,  as  such  agent, 
could,  and  did,  bind  her  in  that  regard. 

In  this  ease,  however,  the  principle  upon  which  the  relation 
of  principal  and  agent  is  based  wholly  fails.  There  cannot  l>e 
an  agent  unless  there  is  a  principal.  In  order  to  create  th'^ 
2^^  relation  there  must  exist  a  person  who  is  competent  to 
select  and  appoint  an  agent  to  act  for  the  principal.  An  agent 
can  and  does  exercise  delegated  powers  only,  and  an  incompe- 
tent person  cannot  delegate  powers  arising  either  directly  or 
by  implication  of  law.  The  doctrine  of  principal  and  aiicjit. 
therefore,  cannot  apply  between  an  insane  person  and  his 
guardian,  at  least  not  where  the  insane  person  is  sought  to  be 
held  upon  a  default  of  the  supposed  agent's  personal  promise 
or  undertaking.  This  is  settled  by  the  case  of  Andrus  v. 
Blazzard,  23  Utah,  233,  and  authorities  cited  at  pages  218, 
249,  63  Pac.  888,  54  L.  R.  A.  354.  The  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule  above  stated  and  referred  to  in  Mcchem  on 
Agency,  section  48,  and  the  other  authorities  cited  by  counsel 
for  appellant,  have  no  application  to  this  case.  The  case  of 
In  re  Strasburger,  132  N.  Y.  128,  30  N.  E.  379,  is  one  of 
that  class  of  cases  where  a  person,  alter  entering  into  a  lease 
containing  certain  covenants,  becomes  insane,  and  his  estate 
is  used  for  a  breach  of  these  covenants.     In  such  cases  the 
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covenants  do  not  cease,  altliouyli  tlie  covenantor  becomes  in- 
sane or  incompetent.  His  estate  must  still  comply  with  the 
covenants,  or  l)oeome  liable  thereon.  Neither  is  the  case  of 
Stillwell's  Admr.  v.  South  Louisville  Land  Co.,  22  Ky. 
Law  Ivcp.  785,  58  S.  W.  G9G,  52  L.  R.  A.  325,  cited  by  croun- 
sel  for  appellant,  applicable  to  the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar. 
It  is  true  that  the  agreement  set  forth  in  that  case  is,  in 
nuiny  of  its  features,  much  like  the  one  in  this  case,  but  in 
that  ease  the  agreement  was  pleaded  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
avoiding  the  defense  of  contributory  negligmice.  In  that  case 
the  agreement  was  made  with  the  owner  of  the  property  per- 
sonally, and  such  owner  was  sued,  and  it  was  held  that  tlu' 
tenaiit  had  a  right  to  rely  on  the  promises  of  the  owner  that 
he  would  repair  the  defect  in  the  premise?,  and  that  by  this 
promise  the  owner  assumed  the  risk  of  injury  to  the  child  ol" 
the  tenant;  and  hence  the  tenant  was  not  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  permitting  his  child  to  be  on  the  leased 
premises.  Both  the  defect  and  the  circumstances  were,  how- 
ever, dilferent  than  they  are  in  the  case  at  bar.  If  in  this 
case  suit  were  brought  against  the  guardian  personally,  the 
^^'*  question  would  be  presented,  in  one  phase  perhaps,  that  is 
presented  in  that  case.  In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  the  plain- 
tiff is  presumed  to  know  the  law.  She  knew  that  she  was 
dealing  with  the  guardian  of  an  insane  person,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  guardian  could  not  bind  the  insane  person  by 
the  agreement;  and  hence  she  should  have  governed  herself 
accordingly.  She  had  no  right  to  go  upon  the  assumplion  that 
the  estate  of  the  insane  person  would,  as  a  matter  of  law,  be 
held  liable  in  case  she  was  injured  by  reason  of  the  guardian's 
failure  to  comply  with  this  agreement  to  close  up  the  open 
cellarway.  As  against  the  estate  of  the  insane  person,  we  are 
clearly  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  plaintiff's  duty  to  guard 
against  injury  from  that  source;  that,  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  conditions  surrounding  her,  as  clearly  appears  from  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  she  assumed  the  risk  of  injury. 
Under  the  allegations  of  her  complaint  she  became  simply  a 
tenant,  and,  as  such,  was  charged  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
legal  rights  and  duties  pertaining  to  that  relation.  It  will, 
we  think,  not  be  disputed  that,  in  the  absence  of  deceit  or 
misrepresentation  by  the  landlord,  the  tenant  will  take  the 
risk  of  the  condition  of  the  premises  leased  by  him,  and,  if 
injured  by  reason  of  their  unsafe  condition,  especially  when 
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open  and  unconcealed,  as  a  general  rule,  cannot  recover  against 
the  landlord  for  such  injury. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  neither  deceit  nor  misrepre- 
sentation, and  the  contract  or  agreement  made  by  the  guard- 
ian, as  we  have  seen,  was  not  binding  upon  the  insane  owner 
of  the  property;  hence  her  estate,  if  bound  at  all,  would  have 
to  be  bound  under  the  general  law  applicable  to  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant.  Under  this  law  the  plaintiff  does  not 
state  a  cause  of  action :  Tuttle  v.  Gilbert  Mfg.  Co.,  145  ]Mass. 
169,  13  N.  E.  465.  Under  the  authorities,  she  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  and  likewise  of  having  assumed 
the  risk  of  injury,  in  view  of  her  knowledge  of  the  defect 
complained  of,  and,  after  knowledge  thereof,  having  con- 
tinued in  the  possession  of  the  premises.  The  case  of  Hamil- 
ton V.  Feary,  8  Ind.  App.  615,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  485,  35  N.  E. 
48,  is  a  well-considered  case.  Under  the  law,  as  stated  in  that 
-®'*  case,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  against  the  defendant 
in  view  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  even  if  the  defend- 
ant had  been  a  competent  person,  and  had  personally  made  th.,' 
agreement  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  The  plaintiff  would,  as 
against  her  landlord,  have  had  no  right  to  expose  herself  to 
the  risk  of  injury  from  existing  and  visible  defects  in  the 
premises  leased  by  her.  It  was  her  duty  to  repair  the  defect 
and  deduct  the  expense  therefor  from  the  rent,  or  she  might, 
under  the  lease  in  this  case,  have  surrendered  the  premises. 
She  chose  to  do  neither,  and  hence  cannot  recover.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  all  support  the  conclusions  reached  by  us : 
Kampinsky  v.  Hallo,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  114;  Kabus  v.  Frost, 
18  Jones  &  S.  72;  Edwards  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  98 
N.  Y.  245,  50  Am.  Rep.  659 ;  Arnold  v.  Clark,  13  Jones  &  S. 
252 ;  Hendry  v.  Squier,  126  Ind.  19,  25  N.  E.  830,  9  L.  R.  A. 
798 ;  Town  v.  Armstrong,  75  Mich.  580,  42  N.  W.  983. 

We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  holding  that,  in  a 
proper  case,  the  tenant  might  not  recover  against  the  landlord 
for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  the  tenant  arising  from  de- 
fective premises.  What  we  do  hold  is  that  the  case  at  i)ar 
does  not  fall  within  the  principles  of  law  where  such  a  recov- 
ery is  permissible. 

The  court,  therefore,  did  not  err  in  sustaining  the  demur- 
rer, and  in  dismissing  the  action. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

McCarty,  C.  J.,  and  Straup,  J.,  concur. 
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A  Guardian  cannot,  by  Any  Contract  into  wliiVli  ho  may  enter  willi 
third  persons,  bind  the  jierson  or  ostjite  of  Ma  ward:  See  the  note  to 
Schmidt   V.    Shaver,   89   Am.   St.   Eep.    282. 

As  Between  Lessor  and  Lessee  the  maxim  of  a  caveat  emptor  applies 
in  resjtect  to  the  condition  of  the  leased  premises,  and  ordinarily  tlie 
lessor  is  not  answerable  to  the  lessee  for  injuries  due  to  obvious  de- 
fects and  dangers:  Phelan  v.  Fitzpatrick,  188  Mass.  237,  108  Am.  St. 
Rep.  469;  Wliitraore  v.  Orono  Pulp  etc.  Co.,  91  Me.  297,  64  Am.  St. 
Rep.  229;  Clifton  v.  Montague,  40  W.  Va.  207,  52  .\m.  St.  Rep.  872; 
Hamilton  v.  Feary,  8  Ind.  App.  615,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  485. 


MILL  V.  BROWN. 

[31  Utah,  473,  88  Pac.  609.] 

CERTIORARI,  Inquiry  into  the  Constitutionality  of  a  Statute 
Under. — In  a  proceeding  by  certiorari  the  constitutionality  of  a  stat- 
ute may  be  inquired  into  and  determined,  if,  on  finding  that  the  stat- 
ute is  invalid,  the  acts  of  the  court  or  judge  must  be  held  to  have 
no  support,  and  to  be  hence  of  no  force  or  effect,     (p.  941.) 

STATUTE,  Effect  of  Unconstitutional. — An  unconstitutional 
law  by  which  it  is  sought  to  all'ect  the  rights  of  a  citizen  is  of  no 
force  or  efl"cct,  and  does  not  bind  anyone,     (p.  941.) 

CERTIORARI — Inquiry  into  the  Regularity  of  the  Manner  of 
the  Appointment  of  a  Judge. — In  certiorari  the  court  cannot  inquire 
into  the  regularity  of  the  manner  of  the  appointment  or  the  qualifica- 
tion  of   the   judge   whose   judgment   is   assailed,      (p.    941.) 

STATUTES,  Classification,  Constitutionality  of.— T lie  legisla- 
ture may  make  a  classification  so  aft'ecting  cities  of  the  first  and  second 
classes  and  other  parts  of  the  state  that  juvenile  courts  may  be  created 
for  such  cities,  and  the  powers  of  such  courts  left  elsewhere  to  the 
district  courts,      (p.  94  2.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Creation  of  New  Courts.— The  facts 
that  certain  powers  and  duties  may  be  exercised  by  certain  courts  does 
not  proliibit  the  legislature  from  creating  new  courts,  conferring  upon 
tliem  like  powers  and  duties  under  a  constitution  declaring  that  tlie 
constitutional  power  shall  be  vested  in  the  supreme  court,  in  district 
courts,  in  justices  of  tlie  peace,  and  in  such  other  courts  infi-rior  to 
the  supreme  court  as   may   be  established  by  law.      (p.   912.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Creating  Juvenile  Courts.— Tlie  leg- 
islature may  create  a  court  or  courts  wherein  juvenile  oU'endii-s  m;iy 
be  dealt  with,  although  they  were  formerly  dealt  with  in  oiher  courts. 
(p.   942.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Juvenile  Courts,  Vesting  Exclusive 
Jurisdiction. — The  legislature  may  vest  in  ju\(Miile  rourts  in  eitie-^ 
of  the  lirst-  and  second  class  c.Kclusive  jurisdiction  of  juvenile  oU'eiiders, 
whi  rti  tiie  object  is  to  rriieve  the  overcrowded  courts  in  those  cities 
of   tliis  burden,      (pp.   942,  913.) 

STATUTES,  Implied  or  Indirect  Amendment  of — Constitutional 
Law. — .\  statute  creating  juvenile  courts  and  jirescribing  their  func- 
tions is  not  unconstitutional  under  a  constitution  pruvidiiig  against 
amending  any  law  without  setting  forth  the  new  scotiou  as  amended. 
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This  statute  is  not  intended  as  an  amendment  of  any  other  law,  and 
if  it  has  such  effect,  it  is  incidental  and  by  implication  merely.  This 
prohibition  was  not  intended  to  prevent  new  legislation  that  may  in- 
cidentally  affect   earlier  laws.     (p.   943.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW-^uvenile  Courts.— The  statutes 
creating  courts  having  jurisdiction  of  juvenile  offenders  are  in  no 
sense  criminal,  and  are  not  intonded  to  provide  punishment,  but  to 
save  the  child  from  becoming  a  criminal,  and  are  hence  not  uncon- 
stitutional, though  they  do  not  provide  for  trial  by  jury,  or  arraign- 
ment, or  plea,  nor  notice  to  the  person  or  a  warrant  of  arrest,  and 
require   the   child   to   be  a  witness   against   himself,     (p.    946.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— JuvenUe  Courts— Attempting  to 
Give  Jurisdiction  Over  Adults. — Section  7  of  the  statutes  of  Utah  pro- 
viding for  criminal  courts,  and  declaring,  whore  a  child  is  .de- 
linquent as  defined  by  the  act,  his  parent  responsible  for  or  aiding, 
encouraging,  causing,  or  contributing  to  the  delinquency,  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  may  be  brought  before  the  court  and 
examined,  and  if  found  guilty,  the  court  may  impose  conditions  on  him, 
and  as  long  as  he  complies  therewith,  may  suspend  the  sentence,  is 
unconstitutional,  because  it  denies  to  him  the  right  of  trial  by  jury, 
(pp.  946,  947.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Juvenile  Courts,  Statute  not  Void 
as  a  Whole. — Though  the  statute  creating  juvenile  courts  is  invalid  in 
so  far  as  it  undertakes  to  pronounce  the  parent  of  the  delinquent 
child  guilty  of  misdemeanor  in  certain  cases  and  punishable  tlierefor, 
but  does  not  provide  for  a  trial  by  jury,  this  does  not  render  the 
balance  of  the  statute  unconstitutional  or  void.     (p.  947.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Juvenile  Courts— Rights  of  Parents. 
Before  a  child  can  be  made  a  ward  of  the  state  by  proceedings  in 
the  juvenile  courts,  it  must  appear  that  the  child  is  delinquent  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  parent  or  legal  guardian 
is  incompetent  or  has  neglected  and  failed  to  care  and  provide  for 
the  child  the  training  and  education  contemplated  and  required  by 
both  law  and  morals,  and  a  court  committing  a  child  without  first 
finding  the  existence  of  these  conditions  exceeds  its  power,  (pp. 
949,  950.) 

JUVENILE  COURTS — Notice  to  Parents. — Though  a  parent  or 
gunrdian  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  proceedings  in  juvenile  courts, 
and  cannot  be  bound  by  a  judgment  respecting  his  rights  to  the 
custody  and  control  of  the  child,  yet  it  is  proper  to  give  such  formal 
notice  to  such  parent  or  guardian  to  the  end  that  all  the  facts  may 
be  elicited  by  the  investigation,     (p.  950.) 

JUVENILE  COURTS,  Practice  in. — Findings  Should  be  made 
ill  each  case  in  conformity  with  the  facts,  and  judgment  rendered  in 
aecordunce    therewith,     (p.    951.) 

CERTIORARI — Judgments  of  the  Criminal  Courts,  When  will 
be  Set  Aside  upon. — A  judgment  of  the  juvenile  court  will  be  vacated 
on  certiorari  when  it  does  not  appear  from  the  record  that  facts  ex- 
isted or  were  found  authorizing  the  court  to  deprive  the  father  of 
the  custody  of  the  child  and  commit  it  as  a  ward  of  the  state,  (p. 
952.) 

Certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings  of  the  judge  of  the 
juveuiie  court  of  the  city  of  Salt  Lake.  The  statute  whose 
constitutionality  was  assailed  consisted  of  twelve  sections,  in 
addition  to  the  one  declaring  that  the  statute  took  eli'ect  upon 
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its  api>roval.  Tlie  first  section  i)rovi(lod  that  in  r-ilies  of  th? 
iirst  and  second  classes  tliere  was  created  a  special  court  to  ])e 
known  as  the  juvenile  court,  which  should  have  jurisdiction 
of  all  cases  relating  to  children,  includinfr  juvenile  delin- 
quents as  described  in  section  6  of  the  act,  and  of  the  hearinjir 
and  pmiishnient  of  all  delinquent  adult  persons  as  described 
in  section  7,  and  that  the  court  should  have  jurisdiction  in  all 
eases  where  the  custody  or  legal  punishment  of  children  was 
in  question ;  tliat  the  judge  should  be  Icnown  as  the  judge  of  the 
juvenile  court,  and  should  be  appointed  by  a  coiinnission  known 
as  the  juvenile  court  conntnssion,  jsonsisting  of  the  mayor, 
chief  of  police,  and  city  superintendent  of  pul)]ic  schools. 
By  the  second  section  the  office  of  probation  officer  was  created 
for  every  county  in  the  state,  to  be  appointed  ijy  the  judge  of 
the  district  court  having  jurisdiction,  and  in  counties  con- 
taining cities  of  the  first  and  second  classes  to  be  appointed 
b}^  the  judge  of  the  juvenile  court.  The  probation  officers 
Avere  vested  with  power  to  make  arrests  and  p<>rfnrm  other 
duties  incident  to  their  office,  and  were  required,  before  the 
lifte(Mith  day  of  December  of  each  year,  to  submit  to  the  board 
of  county  connnissioners  a  report  in  writing  showing  the  num- 
ber and  disposition  of  delinquent  children  brought  before  the 
court  during  the  year  ending  the  30th  of  November,  pre- 
viously. They  were  also  required  in  their  report  to  the  county 
commissioners  to  show  the  numl)er  and  disposition  of  delin- 
quent children  brought  before  the  court,  together  with  such 
other  useful  information  regarding  the  cases  and  the  parent- 
age of  the  children  as  might  be  obtained  at  the  trials  thereof. 
The  third  section  of  the  act  required  proceedings  tliere- 
und(n'  to  be  by  complaint  or  sworn  statement,  and  authorized 
the  ])robation  officers  to  conduct  proceedings  against  a  child 
at  the  request  or  in  the  al)sence  of  the  county  atlui-ney.  In 
1he  eonq)laitits  to  be  pres(>nted  the  acts  claimed  to  have  been 
conniiilted  l)y  the  child  were  required  to  l)e  stated  in  a  general 
Avay.  By  the  fourth  seel  ion,  in  cities  of  the  first  and  second 
rlns-:(><.  when  a  child  eighteen  years  of  aue,  or  undi'r.  was 
.•MTi'^led,  it  was  I'equired  to  1)6  talcen  directly  before  the  juve- 
nile coui-t,  or,  if  taken  before  a  justice  oi'  the  peace,  or  a  judge 
of  the  city  court,  upon  a  conq)laint  sworn  out  for  any  reason, 
it  was  the  duty  of  such  justice  or  judge  to  transfer  the  case 
to  the  juvenile  coui't,  ami  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  child 
Avas  ri'(|uired  to  take  it  before  lliat  court,  where  the  further 
proceedings  against  it   were   to   be  conducted.     AVhenever  a 
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complaint  was  pending  against  any  child  claimed  to  be  de- 
linquent under  the  act,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  or  magis- 
trate before  any  other  proceedings  were  had  in  the  case,  to 
give  notice  in  writing  of  its  pendency  to  the  probation  officer 
of  the  county,  whose  duty  it  was  to  inquire  into  and  make 
a  full  examination  of  the  parentage  of  the  child,  and  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  report  the  same  in 
writing  to  the  court  or  magistrate,  and  if  upon  investigation 
and  consultation  it  was  made  to  appear  to  the  court  or  mag- 
istrate, that  the  child  was  guilty  of  the  charge,  the  court  or 
magistrate  must  immediately  certify  the  case  to  the  district 
court,  and  transmit  all  papers  relating  thereto.  For  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act  there  was  created  a  juvenile  department  of  the 
district  courts  outside  of  cities  of  the  first  and  second  classes. 
By  section  5,  when  any  case  of  a  delinquent  child  came  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  the  court  might  continue  the  hear- 
ing from  time  to  time,  commit  the  child  to  the  care  of  the 
probation  officers,  and  allow  it  to  remain  at  its  own  home, 
subject  to  the  visitation  of  such  officer,  and  the  child  to  report 
to  the  court  or  such  officer  as  often  as  might  be  required,  or 
the  court  might  cause  the  child  to  be  placed  in  any  suitable 
family  home,  subject  to  the  friendly  supervision  of  the  proba- 
tion officer,  and  the  further  order  of  the  court;  or  the  court 
might  commit  the  child  to  the  state  industrial  school,  or  to 
any  institution  in  the  county  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  that  may  care  for  children  or  be  provided  by  the 
state  or  county,  suitable  for  the  care  of  children,  or  to  any 
state  institution  which  might  be  established  for  the  care  of 
boys  and  girls;  the  child  in  no  case  to  be  committed  beyond 
the  age  of  twenty-one.  A  child,  when  committed,  was  subject 
to  the  control  of  the  board  of  managers  of  the  institution, 
which  had  power  to  parole  the  child  on  such  conditions  as  it 
might  prescribe,  and  the  court,  on  recommendation  of  the  di- 
rectors, might  discharge  the  child  from  custod}'  whenever  in 
the  judgment  of  the  court  its  reformation  was  complete,  or 
the  court  might  commit  the  child  to  the  care  and  custody  of 
some  association  which  would  receive  it,  embracing  in  its 
objects  the  care  of  neglected  and  delinquent  children.  A  de- 
linquent child  was  d«tiued  by  section  6  of  the  act,  which  was 
declared  to  apply  only  to  children  of  eighteen  years  of  age, 
and  under,  not  inmates  of  a  state  institution  or  any  institu- 
tion incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  state  for  the  correc- 
tion of   delinquent  children,   as   follows:   "Delinquent  child 


Jan.  1907.]  Mill  v.  Brown.  939 

shall  int'lude  any  child  eighteen  years  of  age  or  under  such  age 
who  violates  any  law  of  this  state  or  any  city  or  village 
ordinance,  or  who  is  incorrigible,  or  who  knowingly  associates 
with  thieves,  vicious,  or  immoral  persons;  or  who  is  growing 
np  in  idleness  and  crime;  or  who  knowingly  visits  or  enters 
a  house  of  ill-repute;  or  who  knowingly  patronizes  or  visits 
any  policy  shop  or  place  where  any  ganil)ling  device  is  or  shall 
be  operated,  or  who  patronizes  or  visits  any  saloon  or  dram- 
shop where  intoxicating  liquors  are  sold;  or  who  patronizes 
or  visits  any  public  poolroom  or  bucket.shop ;  or  who  wanders 
about  the  street  in  the  night-time  without  being  on  any  lawful 
basiness  or  occupation;  or  who  habitually  wanders  about  any 
railroad  yards  or  tracks,  or  jumps  on  or  attempts  to  board 
any  moving  tr/iin,  or  enters  any  car  or  engine  without  lawful 
authority;  or  who  habitually  uses  vile,  obscene,  vulgar,  profane 
or  indecent  language,  or  is  guilty  of  defacing  or  writing  on 
any  wall,  or  building  or  in  any  public  or  private  place  any 
vile,  obscene,  profane  or  indecent  language,  or  drawing  any 
obscene  or  vulgar  picture  or  pictures,  or  is  guilty  of  any 
inniioral  conduct  in  any  public  or  private  place  or  about  any 
sclioolhouse."  This  section  also  provided  that  the  disposition 
of  any  child  under  the  act,  or  evidence  given  in  the  cause, 
should  not  in  any  civil,  criminal  or  other  proceeding  be  law- 
ful or  proper  evidence  against  the  child,  excei)t  in  subsequent 
cases  under  the  act. 

By  section  7  any  parent  or  legal  guardian  or  person  having 
the  custody  of  the  child,  and  being  responsible  for  or  in  any 
act  encouraging,  causing,  or  contributing  to  the  delimiuency 
of  the  child  was  made  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  whenever 
complaint  was  made  of  the  delinquent  adult  person,  he  was  to 
be  brought  before  the  juvenile  court  and  examined  by  it,  and 
if  guilty,  the  court  might,  upon  conviction,  inqiose  condi- 
tions upon  such  person,  and  so  long  as  such  person  should 
coiii[)ly  therewith,  the  sentence  inq)osed  might  be  snsiiended. 

The  eighth,  nintli,  and  tenth  sections  of  the  act  related  to 
the  salaries  of  the  judges  and  probation  ol'licers,  the  residence 
of  the  judge,  the  courtroom  to  be  provided,  and  the  mode  of 
serving  process,  with  res})ect  to  whicli  ]nod(\  the  act  declared 
tiial  the  laws  governing  the  city  and  munici[)al  courts  relative 
to  tile  service  of  process,  subi)Oeiias,  and  j)a.N ment  of  wit- 
:ie>ses  and  other  costs  were  made  applicable  to  the  same  sub- 
jects in  the  juvenile  court. 
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By  section  11  the  method  of  the  presentation  of  the  claims 
of  probation  oflfleers  was  provided  for,  and  by  section  12  it 
was  declared  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  should  be  construe-:! 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4052  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  Utah,  1898.  The  section  thus  referred  to  is 
as  follows :  ' '  The  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  penal  statutes 
are  to  be  strictly  construed,  has  no  application  to  the  Revised 
Statvites.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  are  to  be 
construed  according  to  the  fair  import  of  their  terms  with  a 
view  to  effect  the  objects  of  the  statutes  and  to  promote 
justice. ' ' 

N.  W.  Sonnedecker,  for  the  appellant. 

Benner  X.  Smith,  Frank  B.  Stephens  and  James  Ingebret- 
zen,  for  the  respondent. 

^'''*  FRICK,  J.  This  is  an  application  to  this  court,  in  its 
original  jurisdiction,  for  a  writ  of  certiorari.  The  application 
is  made  under  **''^  section  3631  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
1898,  by  Emil  Mill  (hereinafter  styled  applicant),  as  father 
of  Albert  E.  Mill,  a  minor.  The  writ  was  duly  issued  by  this 
court,  directed  to  AVillis  Brown,  as  judge  of  the  juvenile  court 
of  Salt  Lake  City,  who  made  and  filed  his  return  l\v  filing  an 
answer  in  connection  with  what  purports  to  be  a  transr-ript 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  juvenile  court  which  it  is  sought 
to  have  reviewed  by  this  application.  From  the  application 
and  return  it  appears  that  Albert  E.  Mill  is  a  minor  of  about 
the  age  of  thirteen  years;  that  a  complaint  in  writing  was 
duly  filed  in  the  juvenile  court  against  him  as  a  delinquent 
child  under  chapter  117,  page  182  of  the  Laws  of  Utah  of  1905, 
entitled  "Juvenile  Courts";  that  in  such  complaint  he  was 
charged  with  petit  larceny  for  taking  a  box  of  cigars,  was 
found  guilty  of  that  charge,  and  ordered  committed  to  the 
Industrial  School  of  the  state  of  Utah  as  a  delinquent  child 
until  he  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  yeare.  unless 
sooner  released  by  the  board  of  control  of  said  institution. 
The  proceedings  of  the  hearing  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
are  attacked  upon  various  grounds,  some  of  which  will  be 
noticed  hereafter,  and  those  presently  noticed  are:  Tliat  chap- 
ter 117,  aforesaid,  is  unconstitutional  and  void;  that  the  judge 
of  said  court  does  not  possess  the  legal  qualifications  to  act 
as  judge  of  said  court;  and  that  he  was  not  chosen  or  ap- 
pointed in  accordance  with  law.     While  the  record  of  the 
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proceedings  certified  up  is  somewliat  moap:cr  and  uiisalis- 
factory,  sufficient  apjoears  therefrom  to  warrant  us  in  review- 
ing the  essential  parts  of  the  proceedings. 

At  the  threshold  of  tliis  investigation  we  are  met  by  tho 
respondent  with  two  proi)Ositions :  (1)  That  we  cannot,  in 
this  proceeding,  examine  into  and  pass  upon  the  conslilntion- 
ality  of  said  chapter  117;  and  (2)  that  we  cannot  pass  upon 
eitlior  the  regularity  or  manner  of  appointment  or  the;  (pialili- 
cations  of  respondent. 

In  view  of  the  nature  of  the  in(iuiry  before  us,  we  cannot 
a,ecede  to  the  first  of  the  two  propositions  above  stated.  True, 
if  the  inquiry  were  limited  to  the  determination  as  to  whether 
the  respondent  was  entitled  to  hold  the  office  as  juvenile 
'*'**  judge  under  a  certain  law,  then  we  could  not,  in  this  pro- 
ceeding, inquire  into  and  pass  upon  the  constitutionality  of 
tiie  law  under  which  he  held  the  office.  The  inquiry,  however, 
is  nuieh  broader.  The  attack  upon  the  law  is  that  it  affects 
the  rights  of  the  applicant,  regardless  of  whether  the  re- 
spondent is  holding  the  office  legally  or  otherwise.  If  the 
law  be  unconstitutional,  then  the  acts  of  the  respondent  which 
affect  the  rights  of  the  applicant  have  no  support,  and  are, 
tlierefore,  void  and  of  no  force  and  effect.  This  inquiry  goes 
directly  to  the  power — jurisdiction — of  respondent  to  act,  not 
to  his  qualification  to  do  so,  and  hence  can  l)e  inriuired  into  in 
this  proceeding.  We  cannot  assent  to  the  doctrine  that  a  citi- 
zen affected  by  a  law  may  not,  at  any  time  and  in  any 
judicial  proceeding,  attack  that  law  as  being  unconstitutional 
and  therefore  void.  An  unconstitutional  law  by  which  it  is 
sought  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  citizen  is  of  no  force  or  effect, 
and  would  not  bind  anyone:  Norton  v.  Shelby  County,  118 
U.  S.  425,  G  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  1121,  30  L.  ed.  178.  Any  act," there- 
fore, of  the  respondent  affecting  the  applicant's  rights,  if 
such  act  is  based  upon  an  unconstitutional  law,  is  both  with- 
out and  Ixyond  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  void.  The  iirst 
ohjection  caniiot  l)e  sustained. 

'i'lie  sccDiid  objection,  however,  is  well  talcen.  If  the  acts 
coin[>la!ii;'d  of  are  sujfposcd  to  be  illegal  only  liecause  tlie 
]'i's[»oiideiiL  was  chosen  or  appointed  under  a  sup[)osed  iuvali-l 
law,  or  ijeeause  lie  does  not  piossess  the  proper  qualifications, 
then  the  attack  nuist  be  direct,  n(,)t  a  colhiterai  one.  IJut  this 
is  sw  lM'caii>;e  tiie  res})ontlent  W(.)ukl,  in  such  a  ease,  still  act; 
as  .iudL:''.  if  not  uihUm'  stri(;t  legal  ri'-;lit,  then  as  one  in  fact. 
His  !'■.. i,i  rigiit  to  act  would  have  to  be  clciermined  by  a  direct 
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proceeding  for  that  purpose.  This  principle  of  law  is  not 
changed  by  the  fact  that  the  same  statute  or  law  under  which 
he  acts  also  provides  for  his  qualifications,  election  or  ap- 
pointment. This  principle  is  well  established  by  the  follow- 
ing authorities:  Seheiwe  v.  Holz,  168  111.  432,  48  N.  E.  65; 
Fraser  v.  Freelon,  53  Cal.  644;  State  v.  Osburn,  24  Nev.  187, 
51  Pac.  837 ;  Coyle  v.  Sherwood,  1  ITun,  272 ;  ^tt  Xelson  v. 
People,  23  N.  Y.  293;  People  v.  Whito,  24  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
520. 

There  are  many  other  constitutional  objections  presented 
which  we  shall  not  notice  or  discuss  in  detail,  for  the  reason 
that  they  are  all  thoroughly  considered  by  the  courts  whose 
decisions  we  will  cite  hereafter,  and  which  are  all  determined 
against  the  contentions  of  the  applicant.  Apart  from  the 
general  objections  just  referred  to  above,  there  are  several 
that  are  directed  specially  to  some  of  the  provisions  of  our 
constitution.  It  is  asserted,  for  instance,  that  chapter  117 
is  unconstitutional  because  (1)  it  confers  jurisdiction  and 
powers  upon  a  court  created  by  an  act  of  the  legislature 
which  are  now  discharged  by  the  district  courts,  which  courts 
are  constitutional  courts;  and  (2)  because,  in  the  state  at 
large,  the  powers  of  juvenile  courts  are  still  to  be  exercised 
by  the  district  courts,  while  in  cities  of  tlie  first  and  second 
classes  such  is  not  the  case.  This  contention  is  not  tenable. 
The  classification  of  cities  for  certain  purposes  is  too  well 
established  to  require  discussion.  But  the  fact  that  certain 
powers  or  duties  may  be  exercised  by  certain  courts  does  not 
prohibit  the  legislature  from  creating  new-  courts  and  con- 
ferring upon  those  like  powers  and  duties.  Indeed,  our  con- 
stitution seems  to  have  been  framed  with  this  object  in  view. 
Section  1  of  article  8  vests  the  "judicial  powers  of  this  state 
....  in  a  supreme  court,  in  district  courts,  in  justices  of 
the  peace  and  such  other  courts  inferior  to  the  supreme  court 
as  may  be  established  by  law."  While  there  are  certain 
limitations  in  respect  to  certain  powers  as  applied  to  certain 
courts,  the  constitution  wisely  refrains  from  conferring  ex- 
clusive original  jurisdiction  upon  any  of  the  courts,  but  vests 
such  original  jurisdiction  in  all  the  courts  to  be  apportioned 
and  exercised  as  the  legislature  may  direct.  There  can  be  no 
valid  reason,  therefore,  to  dispute  the  right  of  the  legislature 
to  create  a  court  or  courts  wherein  juvenile  offendei's  or 
delinfjuents  may  be  dealt  with  allhouiih  they  were  formerly 
dealt  with  in  other  courts.     Nor  dues  the  fact  that  in  cities 
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of  the  first  and  second  classes  juvenile  courts  ^rc  uivcn  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  over  juvenile  offenders  ^''^  in  any  wny 
offend  a.ijainst  any  constitutional  provision.  The  object  is  to 
relieve  already  overcrowded  courts  in  such  cities  fi-oni  this 
burden,  and  confer  the  power  to  deal  with  children  belonging,' 
to  the  class  defined  in  the  act  upon  the  courts  especially  de- 
signed and  adapted  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
act.  Nor  does  it  in  any  way  contravene  any  constitutional 
provision,  because  the  act  devolves  the  duties  of  the  javenib' 
courts,  as  exercised  by  them,  in  cities  of  the  first  and  second 
classes,  upon  the  district  courts  held  outside  of  such  cities. 
The  act,  for  this  reason,  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  uniformity 
clause  of  the  constitution.  Uniformity,  in  the  sense  used  in 
the  constitution,  simply  means  uniformity  in  resi)ect  to  the 
class  into  which  a  subject  matter  may  be  classified,  upon  whicii 
the  law  is  to  operate.  The  children  are  dealt  with  precisely 
the  same  whether  they  are  brought  before  a  juvenile  couit 
in  the  city  or  before  a  district  court  in  the  state  at  large. 
The  law  operates  in  the  one  instance  precisely  as  in  the  other. 
The  only  difference  is  that  a  district  court  in  the  state  at  large; 
may  be  recpiired  to  pass  upon  fewer  cases.  The  law  was  en- 
acted for  the  express  purpose  of  relieving  the  district  courts 
in  cities  of  the  burden,  and  thus  give  them  the  opportunity 
the  country  courts  have  to  confine  their  work  more  strictly 
to  contested  law  and  equity  cases.  The  law,  therefore,  aims 
at  uniformity,  in  one  sense,  rather  than  at  the  opposite.  The 
district  courts  are  not  deprived  of  any  constitutional  right 
or  power  by  chapter  117  by  reason  of  conferring  jurisdiction 
upon  juvenile  courts:  11  Cyc.  711;  State  v.  Archibald,  52 
Ohio  St.  1,  38  N.  E.  314;  Hagany  v.  Cohnen,  29  Ohio  St.  82. 
Nor  is  the  objection  valid  that  chapter  117  is  against  that 
])rovision  of  the  constitution  whicli  prohil)its  the  legislature 
from  amending  any  law  or  section  without  sellinu-  forth  the 
iicw  section  as  amended.  Chapter  117  is  an  iiidc[)'.'iident  and 
cniiiiiii'te  act  in  itself.  It  is  not  intended  there!)y  to  directly 
jiiiiciid  or  modify  any  other  law  or  section.  If  such  is  its 
effect,  it  is  so  incidentally  or  by  implication  merely.  The 
provision  of  tlie  constitution  now  luider  cunsidei'ation 
■'"'*  \vas  not  intended  to  prevent  new  legislation  that  might 
incidentally  affect  older  laws  without  setting  forth  all  the 
laws  that  might  incidentally  be  alfected  by  tlic  new  ones,  if 
tlii^  constitutional  j)r()visioii  wei'e  thus  construed.  ne'\v  leizis- 
lation   wouhi   ie   made   almost   ini})osslble ;   it   would   at   least 
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impose  intolerable  burdens  upon  both  the  legislature  and  the 
courts,  and  would,  in  the  end,  be  of  much  greater  mischief 
than  the  one  sought  to  be  avoided.  This  objection,  therefore, 
is  likewise  untenable:  Cooley's  Constitutional  Limitations, 
7th  ed.,  216;  1  Lewis'  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction, 
2d  ed.,  239,  240.  The  case  of  State  v.  Beddo,  22  Utah,  432, 
63  Pac.  96,  illustrates  a  clear  attempt  to  amend  different  sec- 
tions without  complying  with  the  constitutional  provision 
above  referred  to,  and  this,  it  was  properly  held  in  that  case, 
could  not  be  done.  If,  however,  that  case  admits  of  a  con- 
struction contrary  to  the  doctrine  above  stated,  then  it  would 
be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  authorities  last  above  cited,  and 
contrary  to  the  rule  approved  and  adopted  by  the  great  weight 
of  authority  upon  the  subject  of  affecting  or  amending  exist- 
ing laws  incidentally  or  by  implication,  by  new  and  inde- 
pendent acts,  and  therefore  could  not  stand  as  an  authority 
except  so  far  as  it  is  in  harmony  with  the  rule  here  adopted. 

There  are  some  constitutional  objections  to  certain  portions 
of  the  act  that  are  more  serious,  however,  namely,  the  objec- 
tion that  respondent's  appointment  is  delegated  to  a  special 
commission  created  by  the  act,  and  that  his  salary  is  to  be 
fixed  by  such  commission,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  city  treasury, 
may  well  be  said  to  reach,  if  they  do  not  go  beyond,  the  limit 
of  the  legislature  to  invade  local  self-government  as  the  same 
is  implied  by  the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter,  of  our  constitution. 
These  are  matters  upon  which  we  entertain  serious  doubts. 
But,  as  these  matters  go  again  to  the  right  of  the  respondent 
to  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office  as  an  officer  de  jure 
merely,  we  cannot,  in  this  proceeding,  pass  upon  or  decide 
them.  ^Moreover,  as  at  present  advised,  we  assume,  but  do 
not  decide,  that  even  if  the  portions  of  the  act  above  referred 
to  were  held  to  be  bad,  that  they  are  not  so  connected  with 
the  other  portions  of  the  act  as  to  vitiate  '^^^  the  whole  law. 
The  act  w^ould  still  create  a  de  jure  office  which  could  be  filled 
by  a  de  facto  ofHcer,  and  all  the  other  portions  dealing  with 
and  affecting  juvenile  delinquents  would  still  stand  and  be 
made  effective  in  accordance  with  the  true  spirit  and  intent 
of  the  act  taken  as  a  whole.  This  does  not  apply  to  section 
7  to  which  we  will  refer  hereafter. 

The  other  constitutional  and  legal  objections  respecting 
the  right  to  trial  by  a  jury,  the  want  of  arraignment  and 
plea,  tlie  suspending  of  judgment  or  sentence,  the  manner 
of  examination  or  trial,  that  the  child  is  required  to  be  a 
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witness  against  himself,  the  want  of  notice  to  the  parent,  the 
dispensing  with  tlie  warrant  and  arresting  the  chihA  and 
bringing  him  before  the  court,  and  all  like  questions,  are 
fully,  learnedly  and  satisfactorily  discussed  and  decided 
against  the  contentions  of  applicant  in  the  following  eases: 
Commonwealth  v.  Fisher,  213  Pa.  48,  62  Atl.  198;  Milwaukee 
Industrial  School  v.  Supervisors  of  ]\Iilwaukee  County,  40 
Wis.  328,  22  Am.  Eep.  102;  Prescott  v.  State,  19  Ohio 
St.  184,  2  Am.  Rep.  388 ;  Farnhani  v.  Pierce,  141  Mass.  203, 
55  Am.  Rep.  452,  6  N.  E.  830;  State  v.  Home  Society,  10  N. 
Dak.  493,  88  N.  W.  273;  Reynolds  v.  ITowe,  51  Conn.  472;  Ex 
parte  Liddell,  93  Cal.  633,  29  Pac.  251;  Ex  parte  Nichols. 
110  Cal.  651,  43  Pac.  9;  State  v.  Phillips,  73  Minn.  77,  75 
N.  W.  1029 ;  In  re  Mason,  3  Wash.  609,  28  Pac.  1025 ;  In  re 
Kelley,  152  ]\Iass.  432,  25  N.  E.  615;  State  v.  Kilvington,  100 
Teun.  227,  45  S.  W.  433,  41  L.  R.  A.  284 ;  Matter  of  Knowack, 
158  N.  Y.  482,  53  N.  E.  675,  44  L.  R.  A.  699 ;  Jarrard  v 
State,  116  Ind.  98,  17  N.  E.  912 ;  State  v.  Brown,  50  Minn. 
353,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  651,  52  N.  W.  935,  16  L.  R.  A.  691; 
State  V.  Marmouget,  11  La.  225,  35  South.  529.  It  would 
not  only  seem  useless  to  enlarge  upon  the  reasons  in  the  fore- 
going cases  why  acts  similar  to  chapter  117  do  not  contravene 
constitutional  or  substantial  riglils,  except  perhaps  in  the 
particulars  above  referred  to,  but  it  would  smack  of  pedantry 
to  attempt  to  do  so.  There  is  not  a  single  argument  presented 
by  applicant  in  this  case  which  is  not  considered  and  answered 
in  the  foregoing  cases.  Quite  true,  there  are  a  few  cases  seem- 
ingly to  the  contrary.  One  ***'^  of  those  is  State  v.  Ray,  63 
N.  il.  406,  56  Am.  Rep.  529.  While  the  argument  of  the 
court  in  that  case  is  adverse  to  many  of  the  decisions  cited 
above,  the  question  involved  in  nearly  all  of  the  cases  al  ove 
cited  and  involved  in  the  case  at  bar  was  not  in  issue,  and 
hence  the  New  Ilanipshire  case  is  not  an  authority.  The  hiw 
passed  upon  in  that  case  did  not  confer  the  power  upon  the 
justice  to  take  the  action  taken  by  him,  and  thus  lie  exv'Ci'ded 
his  authority.  No  other  question  was  involved,  and  hence 
no  other  coidd  be  decided.  The  case  of  People  v.  Turner,  55 
111.  2SU,  8  Am.  Rep.  645,  was  cU'cided  more  than  thirl ;,-iive 
ye;irs  ago,  and  wliile,  in  that  case,  some  of  the  contentions  of 
counsel  for  applicant  were  upheld,  nearly  all  of  the  cises  de- 
cided since  then,  as  appears  from  the  list  above  cited,  have 
taken  a  different,  and,  as  it  seems  to  us,  a  more  ratii)nal  view 
of  the  subject.  The  [)roee(bire  iu  the  state  of  Illinois  in  re- 
Am.    St.   Kcp.,    ^'ol.    I'Ji)  -    GO 
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spcct  to  juvenile  offenders  has,  however,  been  chanj,'ed  since 
the  decision  of  People  v.  Turner,  55  111.  280,  8  Am.  Rep.  645, 
and  such  laws  are  now  upheld  in  that  state,  as  can  be  seen 
from  the  later  cases  of  Petition  of  Ferrier,  103  111.  367,  43 
Am.  Rep.  10,  and  County  of  McLean  v.  Humphreys,  104  111. 
378.  Such  laws  are  most  salutary  and  are  in  no  sense  criminal 
and  not  intended  as  a  punishment,  but  are  calculated  to  save 
the  child  from  becoming  a  criminal.  The  whole  and  only 
object  of  such  laws  is  to  provide  the  child  with  an  environ- 
ment such  as  will  save  him  to  the  state  and  society  as  a  useful 
and  law-abiding  citizen,  and  to  give  him  the  educational  re- 
quirements necessary  to  attain  that  end.  To  effect  this  pur- 
pose some  restraint  is  essential.  Such  or  similar  restraint  is, 
however,  necessary  in  any  institution  of  learning,  however 
humble.  Everywhere  we  are  all  met  with  restraint.  Civilized 
society  cannot  exist  without  it,  and  no  school  can  continue 
without  discipline,  and  it  is  this  discipline  which  is  de- 
nominated restraint  in  schools  such  as  are  provided  for 
juvenile  offenders.  We  can  see  no  valid  reason  for  holding 
chapter  117  vulnerable  to  attack  upon  constitutional  or  other 
grounds,  and  therefore  we  cannot,  for  that  reason  alone,  sus- 
tain the  contentions  of  the  applicant  and  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment of  the  juvenile  court. 

•JH3  rp^g  foregoing  does  not  apply  to  section  7  of  said  chap- 
ter. By  the  provisions  of  said  section  the  juvenile  court  deals 
directly  with  adult  persons.  While  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 7  are  entirely  germane  to  the  principal  object  of  the  main 
act,  the  acts  denounced  in  section  7  are  made  a  misdemeanor, 
and  are  thus  a  crime  within  the  purview  both  of  the  consti- 
tution and  the  Criminal  Code  of  this  state.  As  we  have  al- 
ready pointed  out,  the  proceedings  of  the  juvenile  court  do 
not  fall,  nor  are  they  intended  to  come,  within  what  is  termed 
criminal  procedure,  nor  are  the  acts  therein  mentioned,  as 
applied  to  children,  crimes.  To  constitute  the  act  under  sec- 
lion  7  of  an  adult  a  crime  entitles  such  adult  to  the  right 
of  a  trial  as  for  any  other  crime.  This  right  is  denied  by 
said  section  7  and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  upheld.  Quite  true, 
some  method  is  necessary  to  punish  adults  when  interfering 
with  children  who  may  be  held  to  be  wards  of  the  state,  and 
no  doubt  it  is  proper  for  the  legislature  to  provide  for  their 
punishment.  When  such  is  done,  however,  trial  must  be  pro- 
vided for  in  the  proper  forum  and  in  legal  manner.  Sec- 
tion 7  of  the  act,  for  the  reason  that  it  violates  this  elementary 
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provision,  so  to  spealc,  of  criminal  law  and  proccduro,  rmist, 
therefore,  be  held  of  no  force  or  effect.  This,  however,  in 
no  way  affects  the  other  provisions  or  sections  of  the  act. 
Section  7  was  a  mere  excrescence,  in  one  sense,  on  tlie  prin- 
cipal provisions  of  the  act,  in  no  way  connected  with  it  so 
far  as  it  affects  the  right  to  deal  with  children,  and,  as  is 
clearly  apparent,  was  not  an  inducement  to  the  enactment  of 
the  other  portions  of  the  act.  For  these  reasons,  all  other 
parts  of  the  act  may,  and  are  permitted  to,  stand. 

But  there  is  another  reason  for  which  we  tliink  the  judg- 
ment cannot  he  permitted  to  stand.  By  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  cases  above  cited,  it  will  be  found  that  all  the  de- 
cisions rest  upon  the  proposition  that  the  state  in  its  sover- 
(Mgn  power  has  the  right,  wlien  necessary,  to  substitute  itself 
as  guardian  of  the  person  of  the  child  for  that  of  the  parent 
or  other  legal  gunrdian,  and  thus  to  educate  and  save  the 
child  from  a  criminal  career;  that  it  is  the  welfare  of  the 
child  that  moves  the  state  to  act,  and  not  to  inflict  punish- 
ment ^'*'^  or  to  meet  out  retributive  justice  for  any  offense 
connnitted  or  threatened.  In  other  words,  to  do  that  which 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  father  or  guardian  to  do,  and  which  the 
law  assumes  he  will  do  by  reason  of  the  love  and  affection  he 
holds  for  his  offspring  and  out  of  regard  for  the  child's  fu- 
ture welfare.  The  duty  thus  rests  upon  the  father  first.  As 
the  duty  is  imposed  by  the  moral  as  well  as  the  laws  of  society 
upon  the  father  first,  so  it  must  likewise  lofjically  follow  that 
he  must  be  given  the  first  right  to  discharge  that  duty.  In- 
deed, the  common  law  based  the  right  of  the  fatlier  to  have 
custody  and  dominion  over  the  person  of  his  child  upon  tlie 
ground  that  he  might  better  discharge  the  duty  he  owed  the 
child  and  the  state  in  respect  to  the  care,  nurture  and  edu- 
cation of  the  child.  The  right  and  duty  are  therefore  re- 
ciprocal, and  may  be  termed  natural,  as  well  as  legal  and 
moral.  Before  the  state  can  be  substituted  to  the  right  of 
the  parent  it  must  affirmatively  be  made  to  appear  that  the 
parent  has  forfeited  his  natural  and  legal  riglit  to  the  cus- 
tody and  control  of  the  child  by  reason  of  his  failure,  inabil- 
ity, neglect  or  incompetency  to  discharge  the  duty  and  thus 
to  enjoy  the  right.  Section  6  of  tlie  act  defines  the  acts  which 
constitute  a  child  a  dcliii'iuent  and  thus  a  fit  subject  to  be 
bronglit  before  the  juvenile  court  for  examination.  To  bring 
the  child  before  the  court,  the  act  provides  that  a  complaint 
in  writing  must  be  filed,  which  was  done  in  this  case.     But 
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when  a  complaint  is  filed  and  one  or  more  of  the  acts  con- 
stituting delinquency  are  set  forth,  the  court  only  acquires 
jurisdiction  of  the  child  for  the  purpose  of  investigating  into 
its  condition  or  conduct.  Quite  true,  in  some  states,  a  formal 
complaint  in  writing  may  not  be  an  essential,  but  it  is  made 
so  in  this  state,  and  hence  must  be  observed.  But  when  the 
court  has  investigated  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
and  finds  some  or  all  of  the  charges  to  be  true,  it  does  not 
follow,  from  that  fact  alone,  that  the  state  should  forthwith 
be  substituted  in  place  of  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  and 
take  full  control  of  the  person  of  the  child.  All  that  the 
court  has  esta])lished  so  far  is  that  the  child  is  a  delinquent 
in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  act.  The  question  as  to 
484  -v^-hether  the  parent  has  been  derelict  in  respect  to  his 
duty,  or  Avhether  he  is  a  competent  person  or  not  to  have 
charge  of  the  child,  and  whether  he  has  forfeited  his  natural 
and  legal  right  to  continue  the  relation,  has  not  Ix'cn  touclied 
upon,  and  no  finding  or  adjudication  of  that  fact  has  been 
made.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  up  to  this  point,  in  tlie 
proceedings  upon  which  a  judgment  can  be  based  substitut- 
ing the  state  as  guardian  of  the  person  of  the  child  in  place 
of  the  parent.  The  whole  fabric  of  the  law,  as  is  clearly 
shown  by  all  the  decisions  cited,  supra,  rests  upon  this  theory, 
and  those  laws  are  sustained  by  virtue  of  it.  Until  souic- 
thing  is  made  to  appear  that  the  child  is  not  cared  and  pro- 
vided for  in  respect  to  the  matters  involved,  there  exists  iid 
reason  for  the  state  to  take  charge  of  the  person  of  the  cliiid, 
and  hence  no  right  exists  to  do  so  under  the  act.  True,  th*^ 
parent  need  not  be  made  a  party  to,  or  even  have  notice  of, 
the  proceedings  against  the  child.  The  parent  is  not  bound 
by  the  judgment  against  the  child,  and  may,  at  any  time,  in- 
stitute proper  proceedings  to  obtain  custody  of  him.  lliit 
the  matter  now  under  consideration  lies  deeper  than  this;  it 
is  one  of  power  to  render  judgment  placing  the  child  in  cliarLre 
of  one  guardian,  the  state,  before  determining  or  passing  upon 
the  qualifications  of  the  natural  guardian  to  have  charge  of 
the  child.  The  court  might  as  well  enter  up  a  judgment 
without  any  complaint  or  investigation  whatever.  Tlie  rela- 
tive rights  and  duties  of  the  father  or  mother  are  so  well 
and  thoroughly  discussed  in  the  case  of  Nugent  v.  Po>\ell, 
4  Wyo.  173^  at  pages  189  to  199,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  33  Pac. 
2').  20  L.  E.  A.  199,  that  we  shall  do  no  more  than  to  refer 
to  the  discussion  there  presented.     ^Moreover,  in  nearly  all 
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oases  cited  in  tin's  opinion,  tlie  far-t  of  tlio  doroliction,  negli- 
sjrcnee  or  inconipetcney  of  the  parent  is  referred  to  as  a  ground 
for  the  exen-ise  of  the  state  of  its  right  in  respect  to  the 
child's  enstody.  Indeed,  in  some  of  the  enses  it  appears  tliat 
tills  fact  is  made  a  part  of  the  complaint  and  m,'id<^  a  ground 
for  the  court  to  act,  and  in  most  of  them  the  fact  is  fonnd 
and  adjudicated.  While  there  is  no  express  provision  in  chap- 
ter 117  requiring  the  juvenile  court  to  fmd  one  way  or  the 
other  in  respect  to  the  '*^^*  competency  of  tl^e  parent,  still 
it  appears  from  various  portions  of  the  act  that  the  legis- 
lature intended  that  the  matter  should  be  inquired  into.  It 
]n'ovi(les  that  the  parentage  should  be  investigated  and  re- 
ported upon  to  the  district  courts  by  their  prol)ation  officers 
in  the  state  at  large,  and  in  cities  of  the  first  and  second 
classes  the  juvenile  judge  and  his  pro1)ation  officers,  it  is 
clearly  implied,  nnrst  do  the  same.  Some  of  the  acts  con- 
stituting delinquency  as  defined  by  section  6  of  tlie  act  are 
so  trivial  in  themselves  that  any  thoughtless  boy  uiieht  com- 
nu't  tliem  and  thus  be  adjudged  a  deliuijuent,  and  1)y  a  care- 
h^ss  judge  be  sent  to  the  industrial  scliool  when  the  parent 
was  ]iot  only  willing,  but  most  competent,  to  have  control 
of  tlie  child,  and  would  otTer  it  better  surronndin-i's  and  trai'i- 
ing  than  the  state  at  liost  could  give  or  afford.  AVe  are  con- 
strained to  hold,  therefore,  that  before  a  child  can  be  made 
a  ward  of  the  state,  at  least  two  things  must  l)e  found:  (1) 
That  the  child  is  a  delinquent  within  the  provi-ions  of  clian- 
ter  117;  and  (2)  that  the  parent  or  legal  guardiian  is  incom- 
petent or  has  neglected  and  failed  to  care  and  ]v.'o\ide  for 
tJK^  child  the  training  and  education  contemplated  and  re- 
niiired  by  both  law  and  morals. 

n'he  fore'joiug  conclusions  are  ba;;'d  u.pon  what  we  con- 
ceive to  be  the  true  spirit  and  intent  of  1he  act  it-el C.  If  it 
sliiiiild  be  contended  that  nothing  appea.rs  in  the  net  re,!i;ir' 
iii'j-  su!  !i  a  tinding  to  be  ma.de,  then  we  must  still  cuisti'ue  it 
in  {lie  lio'ht  of  other  provisions  of  the  law  which  may  affect 
the  relalion  of  prcrent  and  child,  and  the  ri::'h1s  of  the  ])arent, 
in  view  oi'  such  rdatioTi.  k^uch  a  j)rovisi(>n  is  i'laind  in  sec- 
ti(ui  8'J  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  ISMS,  >v!iere  it  is  expressly 
pro,  ided  that  a  parent  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  custody  of 
the  child  unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that  he  is  unlit  or  in- 
coiepetent  to  liave  sii'li  cusIikIv.  AVe  ar(^  doing  no  more, 
tliei'cfore.  in  requii-inLf  such  a  finding  l(!  he  made,  Ihan  is  en- 
joined by  pe,-ili\-u  law  of  this  stale.     The  act  ilselJ',  \vhere  it 
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is  silent,  must  be  construed  in  connection  with  other  provi- 
sions upon  the  same  subject.  Unless,  therefore,  both  the  de- 
linquency of  the  child  and  incompetency,  for  any  reason,  of 
the  parent  concur  and  are  so  found,  the  court  exceeds  its 
power  when  '***®  committing  a  child  to  any  of  the  institutions 
contemplated  by  the  act.  While  we  do  not  wish  to  be  un- 
derstood as  holding  that  investigations  before  juvenile  courts 
must  be  conducted  as  trials  usually  are,  still  thase  courts 
should  not  disregard  all  rules  of  procedure.  The  law  re- 
(iuires  a  written  complaint  to  be  filed,  hence  there  should 
also  be  an  investigation  of  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint and  witnesses  examined,  under  oath,  with  the  right  of 
cross-examination.  Since  there  is  no  appeal,  and  can  be  none 
in  these  cases,  there  should  be  as  thorough  an  examination 
into  the  matters  complained  of  as  the  nature  of  the  case  ad- 
mits, under  all  the  circumstances.  We  desire  to  observe,  also, 
that  while  the  parent  or  guardian  is  not  legally  a  necessary 
party  to  the  proceedings,  and  should  not,  and  cannot  be  bound 
by  any  judgment  rendered  in  the  juvenile  court  respecting 
his  rights  to  the  custody  and  control  of  the  child,  yet,  in 
view  that  he  is  affected,  it  perhaps  were  better  that  a  formal 
notice  of  the  hearing  be  served  on  him,  if  he  can  be  found, 
to  the  end  that  all  the  facts  may  be  elicited  by  the  investiga- 
tion. The  whole  proceedings  should  be  conducted  so  as  to 
subserve  the  rights  and  best  interests  of  all,  while  in  no  way 
minimizing  the  beneficent  purposes  of  the  law  itself.  While, 
in  the  very  nature  of  things,  these  courts  cannot  conform  to 
the  rigorous  rules  of  criminal  and  law  courts,  their  proceed- 
ings should  still  be  conducted  as  a  legal  investigation. 

From  an  inspection  of  the  record  in  this  case,  meager  as  it 
is,  we  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  difficulties  eom- 
pLiined  of  are  due  far  more  to  the  respondent  than  to  the 
law.  To  administer  juvenile  law^s  in  accordance  with  their 
true  spirit  and  intent  requires  a  man  of  broad  mind,  of  al- 
most infinite  patience,  and  one  w^ho  is  the  possessor  of  great 
faith  in  humanity  and  thoroughly  imbued  with  that  spirit. 
Those  Avho  come,  and  are  intended  to  be  brought,  before  ju- 
venile courts  must  be  reached  through  love,  not  fear.  The 
purpose  in  bringing  them  before  the  court  is  to  lead  thorn 
away  from,  and  to  destroy  their  propensities  to,  vice;  to  ele- 
vate, not  degrade;  to  reform,  not  to  punish  them.  Their  par- 
ents likov.ise  must  be  met  and  dealt  with  in  the  same  spirit. 
'*^''  They  should  be  directed  in  a  proper  spirit,  and  not,  as 
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this  record  discloses,  be  met  with  defiance.  Tlie  comlitinns 
surrounding  them  may  be  due  as  much  to  hick  of  iiifi/i'UKilion 
and  misfortune  as  to  viciou.sness.  The  judge  of  any  coui-t, 
and  e?  .^ecially  a  judge  of  a  juvenile  court,  sliould  thoi'cforc, 
be  willing  at  all  tinies,  not  only  to  re.s])ect,  but  to  nuiinlnin 
and  preserve,  the  legal  and  natural  rights  of  men  and  eliil- 
drcn  alilce.  Kespondent,  as  this  record  disi'loses,  either  has 
no  regard  for,  or  is  uninformed  in  respect  to,  the  ruhs  that 
the  e.xpci'ieuce  of  past  generations  ha-;  evolved  for  the  pur- 
pose of  safeguarding  the  rights  of  all.  Like  most  laymen, 
but  seemingly  without  their  good  judgment,  respoii'Irnt  scoms 
to  regard  these  rules  as  mere  tcflinicalitics  to  be  brushed 
aside  as  obstructions  in  the  piitliway  of  what  is  usually  termed 
"common-sense  justice."  lie  seems  to  be  a  willing  convert 
to  tlie  theory  that  he  is  better,  if  not  wiser,  than  both  law 
and  rules  of  procedure,  and  that  he  may  thus  disregard  either 
or  both  at  pleasure.  "While  juvenile  courts  cannot,  and  are 
not  expected  to,  be  conducted  as  criminal  or  other  courts 
usually  are,  the  judge  should  still  not  wholly  disregnrd  all 
wholesome  rules  in  an  attempt  to  establish  guilt  which  he* 
suspects,  or,  worse  yet,  merely  imagines.  Most  of  the  rules 
of  evidence  and  procedure  were  established,  and  their  ob- 
serv;inee  is  necessary,  to  curb  the  propensities  of  the  in- 
quisitor, and  it  would,  no  doubt,  better  subserve  the  best 
interests  of  all  if  the  most  important  of  these  rules  were  ob- 
served by  respondent  in  his  investigations.  The  fact  that 
the  American  system  of  government  is  controlled  and  directed 
by  laws,  not  men,  cannot  be  too  often  nor  too  strongly  im- 
pressed upon  those  who  administer  any  branch  or  part  of  the 
go\ernment.  Where  a  proper  spirit  and  good  judgment  are 
followed  as  a  guide,  oppression  can  and  will  be  avoided. 

It  furtlier  appears  from  the  record  before  us  tliat  either 
res[)oiident,  or  some  one  for  him,  has  de\'iscd  a  itvintcd  rec- 
ord to  ^\lli(•h  all  cases  are  made  to  conCurm.  Trinled  for- 
mulns  are  well  enough  as  guides,  but  to  have  a  j'yrinted  record 
only  is  too  much  of  a  temptation  to  malce  every  case  fit  the 
rciMi'd  !nsi( ;,({  of  mak'ing  a  record  to  iit  the  case.  As  we  have 
"*^'^  alrciidy  s1;ded,  the  cases  coming  before  the  juvenile  court 
;ir(!  not  criuiiiial,  and  hence  a  criminal  record  does  not  lit 
those  cases.  Findings  should  be  made  in  each  case  in  con- 
foi-mity  witli  the  facts,  and  judgment  rendered  in  aecord- 
aucu  with  the  facts  found. 
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Because  a  good  and  wholesome  law  has,  in  some  instances, 
been  abused,  we  are  most  earnestly  implored  to  set  aside  the 
law.  This  we  eannot  do.  The  court  may  be  refnriuod  and 
the  law  amended,  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  legislature,  this 
is  necessary.  All  good  laws  may  be,  and  at  times  no  doubt 
are,  abused,  but  this  is  no  reason  why  tliey  should  eitlier 
be  held  bad  or  repealed.  While  it  is  neither  the  duty  nor 
the  ]U'ovince  of  this  court  to  suggest  what  the  laws  should 
be,  or  who  should  administer  them,  we  cannot  silently  pass 
))y  what  seems  to  us  a  total  disregard  of  wholesome  rules. 
The  juvenile  court  law  is  of  such  vast  importance  to  the  state 
and  society  that  it  seems  to  us  it  should  be  administered  by 
those  who  are  learned  in  the  law  and  versed  in  the  rules  of 
procedure,  to  the  end  that  the  beneficent  purposes  of  the  law 
may  be  made  effective  and  individual  rights  respected.  Care 
must  be  exercised  in  both  the  selection  of  a  judge  and  in  the 
administration  of  the  law.  When  this  is  done,  we  have  no 
doubt  that  most  of  the  things  complained  of,  and  as  they  ap- 
pear from  the  record,  will  be  obviated.  The  juvenile  law  of 
this  state  is  of  too  much  importance  to  be  hampered  by  or 
set  aside  for  trivial  or  avoidable  causes.  All  good  citizens 
are  interested  in  its  proper  administration  and  enforcement, 
and  it  is  well  worth  the  best  efforts  and  patient  care  of  those 
who,  for  the  time  being,  are  clothed  with  the  power  of  ad- 
ministering such  laws.  If  all  governments  are  interested  in 
the  moral  and  educational  welfare  of  those  who  in  time  will 
be  called  upon  to  discharge  the  duties  of  citizenship,  how 
much  greater  should  be  that  interest  in  a  government  like 
ours,  where  the  citizen  is  the  sovereign  from  whom  emanates 
all  the  powers  of  government? 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  therefore,  the  judgment  of  the 
juvenile  court  committing  Albert  E.  >\[ill  to  the  Industrial 
School  is  set  aside  and  annulled,  and  he  is  returned  to  the 
'*'^^  custody  of  Emil  ]\Iill,  his  father,  until  said  Albert  shall 
be  legally  adjudicated  to  be  a  ward  of  the  state  in  accordance 
with  the  views  herein  expressed;  neither  party  to  recover 
costs.     It  is  so  ordered. 

IMcCarty,  C.  J.,  and  Straup,  J.,  concur. 


CONSTITUTIONALITY  OF  STATUTES  CONCERNING  EEFOEMA- 
TORIES  AND  JUVENILE  COURTS. 
I,   Commitment   Without  Jury   Trial,   953. 
II.  Cruel  aud  Uuusual  Punishment,  957. 
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IV.  Arbitrary  Deprivation  of  Custody,  958. 
IV.  Arbritary  Deprivation  of  Custody,  958. 
V,  Constitutional  Limitation,  960. 
VI.  Legislation  Concerning  Juvenile  Courts,  961. 

I.  Commitment  Withovit  Jury  Trial. 
In  many  of  the  states  of  the  Amcricim  Union  statutes  exist  which 
aiit  liorizc  the  comniitinont  of  infants  to  reforniiitorit-s  iiiidcr  certain 
circmiisfanccs,  and  tlieir  detention  tiiere,  u|)oii  an  informal  hearing 
and  witliout  a  trial  by  jury.  The  eonstitutidnality  of  sueh  statutes 
has  often  been  assailf^-d  on  tlio  f^ronnd  that  the  infant  v  as  tlius  de- 
prived of  his  liberty  -uithont  due  yn-oeess  of  law  and  without  a  trial 
according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  but  the  almost  universal 
trend  of  judicial  authority  is  that  sucli  statutes  are  constitutional 
and  valid,  that  the  o(i'(uiding  child  is  not  entitled,  previous  to  his 
cominil  mciit,  to  a  trial  by  .iury  as  the  reformatory  to'whicli  he  is 
committed  is  not  a  jnison,  but  a  school  where  reformation  and  not 
punishment  is  the  end  sought  to  be  obtained:  Eeynolds  v.  Howe, 
51  Conn.  472;  Tugh  v.  Bowden  (Fla.),  45  Soutli.  49L1;  Petition  of  Fer- 
rier,  103  III.  3G7,  43  Am.  Eep.  10;  County  of  McLean  v.  Ilumpln  evs, 
104  111.  378;  Roth  v.  House  of  Eefnge,  31  Md.  329;  Farnam  v.  Pieice, 
141  Mass.  203,  55  .Am.  Eep.  452.  6  N.  E.  830;  State  v.  Brown,  50  Minn. 
353,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  651,  52  N.  W.  935,  16  L.  E.  A.  691;  People  v. 
Catholic  Protect oiy,  61  Now.  Pr.  445;  Preseott  v.  State,  19  Ohio  St. 
IS  I,  2  Am.  Eep.  oSS;  Cincinnati  House  of  Eefuge  v.  Eyan,  37  Ohio 
St.  199;  Ex  parte  Crousc,  4  Whart.  9;  Commonwealth  v.  Fisher,  213 
Pa.  48,  G2  Atl.  198;  bUate  v.  Kilvington,  100  Tenn.  227,  45  S.  W.  433, 
41  L.  E.  A.  2S4;  ^Milwaukee  Industrial  School  v.  Supervisors  of  Mil- 
waukee Co.,  40  Wis.  328,  22  Am.  Eep.  702.  Perhaps  the  first  case 
iin'()l>'i:ig  tlie  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  enacted 
for  the  lii^iu  fit  a  lul  jirotoction  of  helpless,  waywaid,  or  abandoneil 
cliildi-i  II  by  orderii:g  their  commitment  to  a  rcfovjnatory  without  a 
liial  l>y  judge  is  that  of  Ex  parte  Grouse,  4  V/hart.  9,  wherein  it 
was  decided  tliat  a  statute  which  authorizes  tlie  committal  of  infants 
to  a  hoii;^e  of  refuge  under  certain  circumstances  and  their  deten- 
linn  tiii'ic.  wiihmit  a  previous  trial  by  jury,  is  constitutional  and  valid. 
■|'!.c  i-uurr  said  lliat  ''tlie  House  of  Eefuge  is  nut  a  jirison,  Ijut  a 
scl'.ool,  where  reformation  and  not  ]iiinishinent,  is  the  cndj  it  may  in- 
i|('<Mi  lie  used  as  a  prisun  for  ju\cMi!i>  con\iets  wlio  ^vould  else  be 
(  .i:;'!ii'trd  to  a  connnon  gaol  and  in  resji. ct  to  these,  the  constitu- 
liiinalify  of  I'ci'  act  whieli  incor[iorated  it  stands  clear  of  conti't.iversv. 
It  is  only  in  respect  to  the  application  of  its  discipline  to  snbjvi'ts 
admit  fed  on  the  order  of  the  court,  a  m.ag'ist  i-ate  or  the  Uianagcis 
of  the  al  in^linnso,.  that  a  doubt  is  entertained.  Tliti  ohjecl  uf  tii'' 
charity  is  relnrm.-i  t  ion,  by  training  its  inmates  to  industry,  by  inljii- 
ing  their  minds  with  principles  of  morality  and  I'eligiun.  by  furnish- 
ing tlicm  with  means  ti.  e.-irii  a  living,  antl,  ab(.\e  nil,  by  srp:i  rai  i  n_; 
thciu   irom   the    cmMipiieg    ininienec    of    ini|a'o]jcr   associaUs,      To    i';.\< 
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end  may  not  the  natural  parents,  when  unequal  to  the  task  of  educa- 
tion, or  unworthy  of  it,  be  superseded  by  the  parens  patriae  or  com- 
mon guardian  of  the  communityt  It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the 
public  lias  a  paramount  interest  in  the  virtue  and  knowledge  of  its 
members,  and  that  of  strict  right  the  business  of  education  belongs 
to  it.  .  .  .  As  an  abridgment  of  indefeasible  rights  by  confinement 
of  the  person,  it  is  no  more  than  what  is  borne  to  a  greater  or  less 
extent  in  every  school;  and  we  know  of  no  natural  right  to  exemp- 
tions from  restraints  which  conduce  to  an  infant's  welfare.  Nor  is 
there  a  doubt  of  the  propriety  of  their  application  in  the  particular 
instance.  The  infant  has  been  snatched  from  a  course  which  must 
have  ended  in  confirmed  depravity,  and,  not  only  is  the  restraint  of 
her  person  lawful,  but  it  would  be  an  act  of  extreme  cruelty  to  re- 
lease her  from  it":  Ex  parte  Crouse,  4  Whart.  9,  In  deciding  the 
question  under  consideration  in  the  same  way,  the  court  in  Reynolds 
V,  Howe,  51  Conn.  472,  said:  "It  is  further  claimed  that  the  stat- 
ute is  unconstitutional  in  granting  power  to  justices  of  the  peace  to 
commit  a  person  to  a  place  of  confinement  upon  an  inadequate  hear- 
ing, and  especially  without  a  right  of  appeal.  But,  as  we  have  shown, 
the  boy  is  not  proceeded  against  as  a  criminal.  Nor  is  confinement 
in  the  state  reform  school  a  punishment,  nor  in  any  proper  sense 
imprisonment.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  parental  restraint.  It  is  a 
mode  of  education  to  usefulness;  compulsory,  but  not  for  that  rea- 
son improper,  and  the  restraint  is  a  necessary  incident  of  the  com- 
pulsory education.  It  is  all  made  necessary  by  the  corrupting  in- 
fluences that  surround,  and  are  likely  to  control,  the  boy,  and  by  the 
need  of  society  for  protection,  and  that  necessity  justifies  the  pro- 
ceeding. To  make  the  restraint  and  instruction  of  any  permanent 
value,  they  must  be  continued  for  a  long  time."  In  Petition  of  I'er- 
rier,  103  111.  369,  42  Am.  Eep.  10,  it  was  decided  that  an  act  of  the 
legislature  providing  for  the  committing  to  an  industrial  school  of 
dependent  infant  girls  found  begging,  wandering,  consorting  with  crim 
inals  or  vicious  persons,  or  in  houses  of  ill-fame,  or  poorhouses,  is  not 
unconstitutional,  as  being  in  restraint  of  personal  liberty,  nor  be- 
cause a  trial  by  jury  is  not  accorded.  The  above-cited  case  in  effect 
overrules  the  earlier  case  of  People  v.  Turner,  55  111.  280,  8  Am. 
Kep.  645.  where  it  was  decided,  without  the  citation  of  any  authority, 
that  a  statute  authorizing  the  commitment  to  a  reform  school  of 
children  between  six  and  sixteen  years  of  age  who  are  vagrants,  or 
destitute  of  parental  care,  or  are  growing  up  in  mendicancy,  idleness 
or  vice,  to  remain  until  reformed,  or  until  the  age  of  twenty-one,  is 
unconstitutional  as  permitting  and  authorizing  tlie  commit nient  of  a 
minor  to  such  institution  without  having  been  charged  with  or  con- 
victed of  any  crime,  thus  depriving  him  of  his  personal  liberty  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  and  without  a  regular  trial  according  to 
the  course  of  the  common  law.  In  declaring  a  statute  of  this  nature 
constitutional   the   court,   in   Ke   Mason,   3   Wash.    609,   28   Pac.    1025, 
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said:  "In  the  first  place,  the  reform  school  is  not,  in  any  scnso,  a 
penal  institution  or  a  prison,  but  a  school.  Three  classes  of  infants 
inav  be  committed  there:  1.  Those  who  have  neitlier  homes  nor  friends 
— vagrants;  2.  Tliose  wlio  have  lioiiirs  and  frii  luls  Init  arc  uninanajc'- 
able  tli(M'e;  3.  Those  who  have  been  convicted  of  orCcnscs  against  tlu- 
laws  of  the  state  less  than  murder  or  manslaughtrr.  Those  in  tin; 
first  two  classes  have  committed  no  legal  od'eiisi',  but  the  state,  in 
tlie  a!>>ence  or  inability  of  friends  to  control  and  care  for  them, 
(•Iiaril,:l)ly  takes  them  into  its  own  charge  and  proceeds  to  educate- 
tiiem  in  all  of  the  bi'arolios  taught  in  the  public  schools  of  the  state, 
as  well  as  iu  morals,  temperance,  frugality  and  indiislry.  They  arc 
not  subject  to  the  penal  laws  of  the  state,  and  have  no  right  to  trial 
by    jury." 

The  court  in  upholding  tlie  constitutionality  of  such  a  statute  in 
the  case  of  Milwaukee  Industrial  School  v.  Supervisors  of  IMilwaukce 
Co.,  40  ^Vis.  328,  22  Am.  Rep.  702,  said:  "The  gravest  objection,  how- 
ever, made  to  the  statute  is  that  the  commitment  of  a  child  to  oue 
of  these  schools  until  majority,  except  for  crime,  operates  as  an  im- 
prisonuicnt  of  the  child  for  that  period,  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  tliat  the  statute  authorizing  it  is  therefore  a  positive  violation  of 
the  cun:-titution.  In  the  first  place,  we  cannot  understand  that  tiie 
detention  of  the  child  at  one  of  these  schools  should  be  considered 
as  inipriNoninent,  any  more  than  its  detention  in  the  poorhouse;  any 
more  than  the  detention  of  any  child  at  any  boarding-school  standing 
for  the  time  in  loco  parentis  to  the  child.  Parental  authority  implies 
restraint,  not  im}irisonment,  and  every  school  must  necess:arily  exer- 
cise some  measure  of  the  parental  power  of  restraint  over  children 
committed  to  it.  And  when  the  state,  as  parens  patriae,  is  comj/elhd 
by  the  misl'ortune  of  the  child  to  assume  for  it  parental  duty,  and  to 
charge  itstlf  with  its  nurture,  it  is  compelled  also  to  assume  parental 
authority  over  it.  This  authority  must  necessarily  be  delegated  to 
those  to  whom  tlic  state  delegates  the  nurture  and  education  of  thf^ 
cliild.  T!ie  state  docs  not — indeed,  we  might  say  could  not — intrude 
this  ass'ini]  tion  of  authority  between  parent  and  child  standing  in 
no  need  of  it.  It  assumes  it  only  upon  the  destitution  and  nc  ■  ---i:v 
of  the  clii^il,  aii.-'ing  from  want  or  default  of  parents.  Aiid^  in  txt  r- 
cising  a  \vh'ili  some  }iarcntal  restraint  over  the  child,  it  can  be  pi'.i;)- 
cfly  said  to  imjjrison  tlie  ciiild  no  more  than  the  teudcj-et^t  parent  ex- 
•  rci>ii'g  like  power  of  restraint  over  children.  This  seems  too  plain 
Lo  111  .  d  auii.ority;  but  the  cases  cited  for  the  res[>oudent,  and  oiiu-rs, 
uaipiy   sasiain   our   view."' 

An  infai.L  committed  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  a  reform  scliool 
IS  not  ;  :inislied  or  iinpiij-oned  in  tlie  ordinary  meaning  of  these  words; 
i.i  !n-e  !ie  i^  not  depiived  iif  his  const  i  tutimial  right  to  a  y.'.vv  trial: 
S;;,!,-  V.  I'-rown.,  .JO  ?ilinn.  ;;'i:i,  ?,(]  Am.  St.  Itep.  (I")!,  ol'  X.  W.  9:i.l,  Ki 
L,  !;,  .\.  C:i\.  A  statute  au(  Imrizing  the  grand  jury,  win  re  an  infant 
■iK'.'.er  the  :ige  of  six'teu  years  is  charged  with  crime,  and  the  charge 
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appears  to  be  supported  by  evidence  sufficient  to  put  the  acmised 
upon  trial,  instead  of  finding  an  indictment,  to  return  to  the  court 
that  the  accused  is  a  suitable  person  to  be  committed  to  the  house 
of  refuge,  and  directing  the  court  thereupon  to  order  such  commit- 
ment without  trial  by  jury,  is  constitutional:  Prescott  v.  State,  19 
Ohio  St.  184,  2  Am.  Eep.  388. 

Under  an  act  of  Congress  providing  for  the  commitment  of  young 
girls  to  the  reform  school  for  girls  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  it 
is  competent  for  the  president  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  that  institu- 
tion, upon  the  application  of  the  father  of  a  girl  fifteen  years  of  age, 
and  for  good  cause  shown,  to  commit  the  child  to  that  institution  dur- 
ing minority  without  notice  and  opportunity  given  her  for  a  judicial 
hearing,  and  it  makes  no  difference  that  girls  may,  under  certain  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  be  committed  to  the  same  institution  instead  of  a 
work-house  or  prison,  upon  conviction  of  offenses  of  certain  grades, 
us  this  fact  does  not  convert  it  into  a  place  of  punishment:  Kule  v. 
Geddes,  23  D.  C.  App.  31. 

Under  the  statute  of  the  state  of  "VVasliington  a  juvenile  offender 
charged  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  with  a  jictty  offense  is  en- 
titled to  demand  a  jury  trial  before  the  justice,  and  another  statute 
provides  that  when  such  juvenile  offender  has  been  convicted  before 
;i  justice  of  the  peace,  the  justice  shall  transmit  him  and  the  papers 
lo  a  judge  of  a  court  of  record,  who  shall  then  issue  an  order  to  the 
ihild's  parent  or  guardian  to  show  cause  why  such  child  should  not 
be  committed  to  the  reform  school,  and  it  has  been  held  that  such 
statutes  are  constitutional,  and  that  where  a  juvenile  offender  has 
been  convicted  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the  matter  has  been 
transferred  to  the  superior  court  for  final  disposition,  the  further  pro- 
ceedings had  in  that  court  do  not  constitute  a  trial  at  which  the  child 
is  entitled  to  a  jury.  ^Vhen  such  child  has  neither  demanded  a  jury 
trial  before  the  justice,  nor  appealed  from  the  justice's  judgment  of 
conviction,  he  cannot  thereafter  conijilain  that  he  has  been  deprived 
of  a  trial  by  jury:  State  v.  Packer.;  i!!!,  40  Wash.  403,  82  Pac.  597. 

A  few  cases  hold  statutes  of  the  nature  of  those  above  considered 
unconstitutional.  Thus  it  has  been  decided  that  a  statute  which  au- 
ihorizes  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  commit  to  the  industrial  school 
;i  minor  under  tlie  age  of  seventeen  years,  upon  a  complaint  charging 
a  crime  with  respect  to  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  only  ex- 
tends to  requiring  the  accused  to  recognize  with  sureties  fur  his  a[i- 
]>(.aranee  in  court,  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  depriving  a  persuii 
(if  his  liberty  and  imprisoning  him  for  crime  without  a  trial  by  jury: 
State  V.  Ray,  63  N.  H.  406,  56  Am.  Eep.  529.  It  has  also  been  inaiu- 
inined  that  a  statute  relating  to  juvenile  offenders  and  purporting  to 
;4ive  to  inferior  tribunals  jurisdiction  of  offenses  punishable  by  in- 
luiiious  punislimeut,  witli  authority  to  commit  such  oirendtrs  to  re- 
.ornuiturjcs:,  witliout  a  trial  by  jury,  is  unconstitutional:  Common- 
wealth V.  Horregan,  127  Mass.  450. 
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II.  Cruel  and  Unusual  Punishment. 
The  constitutioiiiility  of  statutes  of  tlie  nature  of  those  under  con- 
sideration has  been  attacked  on  the  ground  that  they  iiruvide  for 
the  im|)osition  of  cruel  and  unusual  punislinient,  but  the  courts,  in 
80  far  as  they  have  passed  U])on  this  question,  find  the  contention  to 
be  without  merit.  Thus  in  State  v.  Phillips,  73  Minn.  77,  75  N.  W. 
1029,  it  was  said  that  "it  is  further  claimed  that  the  act  is  uncon- 
stitutional because  it  provides  for  cruel  and  unusual  y)unishment,  and 
for  a  greater  degree  of  punishment  for  cliildren  under  sixteen  years 
of  age  tlian  for  older  children.  The  claim  is  without  merit.  The 
school  is  not  a  'prison,'  a  place  of  punishment,  in  the  usual  ac- 
ceptation of  the  term,  but  a  public  industrial  schuol,  where  children 
who  have  made  a  wrong  start  in  life  are  educated,  trained  and  af- 
forded an  opjiortunity  to  become  honest,  self-reliant,  industrious  and 
useful  citizens.  The  necessary  restraint  imposed  upon  them  is  not 
])unitory.  but  par(  ntal,  in  its  character.  The  law  establisliing  the 
school,  and  providing  for  connnitments  to  it,  and  for  its  managemont, 
is  coii'^titutional. "  A  statute  authorizing  and  cmi)owering  justices 
of  the  peace  to  commit  infants  to  the  care  and  guardianship  of  the 
l)oard  of  managers  of  a  reform  school  in  consequetu-c  of  incorrigibly 
vicious  cojuluct,  though  for  a  time  exceeding  the  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion of  such  justices,  is  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power,  and 
does  not  j^ruxidc  for  cruel  and  unusual  punishmt  iit:  State  v.  Brown, 
.10  ^liiin.  353,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  651,  52  N.  W.  935,  16  L.  E.  A.  691. 
In  I'eople  v.  Illinois  State  Eeformatory,  148  111.  413,  36  N.  E.  76, 
23  L.  E.  A.  139,  it  was  decided  that  the  act  to  est.nblish  the  Illinois 
state  reformatory  and  inaking  an  appropriation  therefor  w.ns  a  valid 
and  co!i«titutional  enactment.  "The  intention  of  such  act  is  to  af- 
ford a  jueans  for  the  reformation  of  youthful  criminals,  and  a  sen- 
tence under  it  must  be  regarded  as  a  penalty  and  punisbuicnt  for  the 
criiue  of  wliich  the  party  committed  has  been  convicted,  and  as  an 
ailult  eonvicted  of  burglary  is  by  law  to  be  sentenced  to  the  peni- 
tentiary, and  to  either  solitary  confinement,  or  to  hard  labor  therein. 
\vhile,  under  the  terms  of  such  statute,  a  minor  over  the  age  of  six 
teen,  instead  of  being  sentenced  to  confinement  or  hard  labor  in  tb.e 
penitt  iitiary,  is  committed  to  the  reformatoi-y  foi'  t\'a  uty  years,  where 
he  uiiiy  rei'iive  an  education  and  be  admitted  to  parole,  and  wlnM-e  he 
may  be  discharged  long  before  the  ex[iiration  of  his  st  nionco.  The 
|iuuisiiment  of  tlie  minor  d(  fendant  is  not  so  gi-eat  as  tiiat  ii  llieted 
on  adults  for  the  same  oil'ense,  and  is  therefore  not  dispropurtioucd  to 
the  nature  of  the  oil'ense  of  which  he  is  con\ii-lcd.  In  such  cas< 
where  the  legislature  has  authorized  a  design.-ited  |ainisliiM"iit  for  a 
aju  cilii  d  crime,  it  must  be  regarded  that  its  action  re|ir.s('iits  th''" 
gciu'i'ai  niojal  id(  as  of  the  ]i((qile,  and  the  couils  will  not  hold  the 
[lunislimeut  so  authorized  as  either  cruel  and  unusual,  or  not  ]>ro- 
portioned  to  the  nriture  of  the  olfenso,  uiili^ss  it  is  a  cruel  and  de- 
grading  punishment   not   known   to   the   common   law,   or   a   degrading 
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punishment  -wliich  lias  become  obsoltto  in  the  stale  prior  to  the  adop- 
tion of  its  constitution,  or  is  so  •wholly  disproportioned  to  the  offense 
as  to  shock  the  moral  sense  of  the  community":  People  v.  Illinois 
State  Reformatory,  148  111.  413,  36  N.  E.  76,  23  L.  R.  A.   139. 

A  statute  creating  and  establishing  a  state  reform  school  is  con- 
Btitutional,  as  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  provide  for  the  de- 
tention and  education  of  minor  offenders,  and  the  fact  that  the  term 
of  detention  is  made  greater  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  than  the 
term  of  the  longest  imprisonment  iu  the  county  jail  allowed  for  the 
same  offense  does  not  render  the  act  invalid  as  prescribing  an  un- 
just or  unequal  penalty.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  punishment  in- 
flicted is  greater  than  can  be  put  upon  an  adult  for  the  same  ofTonsc, 
the  object  of  the  act  not  being  punishment,  but  reformation,  dis- 
cipline and  education,  and  to  afford  the  juvenile  offender  the  op- 
portunity and  instruction  to  learn  a  trade,  and  to  qualify  himself  for 
the  duties  of  citizenship:  Ex  parte  Liddell,  93  Cal.  633,  29  Pac.  251; 
Ei  parte  Nichols,  110  Cal.  651,  43  Pac.  9. 

in.  Local  or  Special  Legislation. 
Statutes  regulating  the  treatment,  control  and  commitment  of 
neglected  and  delinquent  children  in  countries  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  inhabitants  and  over,  and  applying  at  the  time  of  its 
enactment  to  only  two  counties  in  the  state,  are  not  invalid  as  being 
in  violation  of  a  constitutional  provision  prohibiting  the  passage  of 
local  laws,  since  they  will,  in  future,  include  other  counties  there- 
after coming  within  the  class  described,  nor  are  such  statutes  illegal 
and  unconstitutional  on  the  ground  that  they  are  special  or  local  laws, 
for  the  reason  that  they  apply  a  rule  of  procedure  and  punishmcnl 
to  a  class  of  children  in  certain  counties  that  is  not  ap^ilicd  to  the 
same  class  in  other  counties  of  the  state.  Such  statutes  are  valid  on 
account  of  the  conditions  surrounding  the  class  of  children  to  which 
they  are  made  applicable  and  which  reasonably  justify  the  distinction 
made:  Ex  parte  Loving,  178  Mo.  194,  77  S.  W.  508. 

IV.  Arbitrary  Deprivation  of  Custody. 
The  constitutionality  of  statutes  authorizing  the  commitment  of 
minors  to  reformatories  has  sometimes  been  attacked  on  the  ground 
1  hat  they  arbitrarily  deprive  the  parent  of  the  custody  of  his  child 
without  notice  or  due  process  of  law,  but  the  courts  uniformly  up- 
hold the  validity  of  the  statutes  against  such  attack.  Thus  in  Cin- 
cinnati House  of  Refuge  v.  Ryan,  37  Ohio  St.  197,  the  court  said: 
"No  provision  is  made  in  the  statute  for  notice  to  the  parent,  guard- 
ian or  next  friend.  It  was  not  the  intention  to  confer  upon  majors 
and  like  of^cers  judicial  powers  over  the  legal  rights  of  parents  to  the 
custody  of  their  children.  The  paramount  object  is  the  good  of  such 
infants  as  are  destitute  of  parental  care.  It  is  the  exercise  of  that 
parental  guardianship  which  the  state  has  assumed.     The  proceeding 
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is  in  its  nature  special.  While  notice  to  pnronts  or  otli^^rs  sfntul- 
ing  in  that  relation  to  infinits  should  be  given  whon  jir;!--;  icilile, 
it  is  not  essential  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ex.'iniiniiij:^  orCn-cr. 
These  oflicers  are  not  invested  with  ])o\ver  to  finally  iidjiiilifaf e 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties.  The  scope  and  piir|i(i.se  of  this 
statute  is  to  provide,  in  a  snininary  manner,  l'(jr  the  destitute 
and  homeless,  as  well  as  the  vicious,  and  to  jirovide  i'or  the  main- 
tenance and  discipline  of  those  who  might  otherwise  grow  up  in  habits 

of  idleness  and  crime The  next  inquiry  is  whether  an  act  which 

does  not  require  notice  is  against  public  policy  and  in  violation  of 
the  fundamental  law  of  the  land.  The  error  of  the  court  below  con- 
sisted in  assuming  that  the  judgment  of  the  committing  ofTicer  de- 
vested the  }iarcnt  of  his  legal  right,  without  an  opportunity  of  being 
heard.  It  is  obvious  that  this  is  a  misconception.  The  proceeding 
is  purely  statutory.  It  is  intended  to  provide  a  summary  method  for 
caring  for  destitute  children.  The  commitment  is  not  designed  as  a 
punishment  for  crime,  but  to  place  destitute,  neglected  and  homeless 
children,  and  those  who  are  in  danger  of  growing  up  as  idle  and 
vicious  members  of  society,  under  the  guardianship  of  the  public  au- 
thorities, for  their  proper  care,  and  to  prevent  crime  and  pauperism. 
As  to  such  infants  it  is  a  home  and  a  school,  not  a  prison."  Again, 
in  Ei'vnolds  v.  Howe,  51  Conn.  472,  it  was  said:  "Nor  is  it  a  serious 
objection  to  the  law  that  it  deprives  a  parent  of  the  services  of  his 
son.  Tt  is  tlie  duty  of  the  parent  to  bring  up  his  chiMren  to  lives  of 
industry  and  virtue,  and  where  he  neglects  this  duty,  and  is  bringing 
them  up  to  vice,  he  is  the  last  one  who  should  coii'.pluin  of  the  loss 
of  their  services.  As  well  might  a  parent  compilain  of  such  a  loss  in 
cases  where  a  son  is  committed  to  prison  for  crime."  In  Faruliam 
V.  Tierce,  141  Mass.  203,  55  Am.  Eep.  452,  6  N.  E.  S.'U),  the  court 
said:  "It  is  argu<  d  tliat  the  right  of  the  father  to  the  society,  educa- 
tion and  earnings  of  his  child  is  taken  from  him  by  a  suniuKiry  pro- 
ceeding \vitiu:iut  notice  or  trial.  If  the  statute  is  to  be  construed  as 
autlioiizing  a  final  adjudication  upon  the  rights  of  the  father,  taking 
from  him  the  custody  and  care  of  his  child,  it  would  be  a  grave  ques- 
tioTi  wliether  it  could  be  sustained.  But  we  do  not  so  construe  tiie 
statute The  proceeding  is  intended  to  be  snuunary.  The  stat- 
ute not  only  r(H|iiiies  no  notice  to  the  parent,  hut  docs  not  make  him 
a  parly,  and  gives  him  no  right  to  bo  heard,  even  if  pn--  iit;  a  i  d  it 
(li)(S  not  [irescribe  a  fact  as  eim.dilutiiig  the  unliuiess  of  tiic  pravut — • 
as  siij  piirt  as  a  pauper  or  senti  nee  to  the  state's  prison  for  iK-'.anee  — 
but  li  a\'i  s  tiie  question  of  unfitness,  in  tlie  n  Sj'cct  Kperifii'd,  to  tlu' 
suMiiiiary  dft  ern.inat  ion  of  any  miigi.itrate  witliout  re'i'ision  or  a[Mi.;)I. 
.As  a  [iri'iM  eding  to  ascertain  \',-hi'll;er  a  child,  who  is  giMwing  up  with- 
out salutary  control,  and  exposed  to  vicious  liabits,  is  in  that  con- 
dition in  spite  of  jiroper  ]iar(ntal  control,  or  for  want  of  it,  with 
a  vii'W  to  sui'plying  the  contnd  if  needed,  the  me;ining  of  the  statute 
is  plain,  and  in  the  line  of  legislative  precedent.     As  a  proceeding  to 
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<lotfri>iine  the  fact  of  the  fatlior's  unfitness  and  consequent  for- 
feiture of  his  parental  rights,  and  to  adjudicate  upon  his  right  to  the 
custody  of  the  child,  it  lacks  essential  features  which  we  are  ac- 
customed to  find  in  all  legislation  atfecting  rights  of  property  or 
persons;  and  we  do  not  tliiuk  that  the  necessity  of  construction  re- 
quires uB  to  give  that  meaning  to  the  language  of  the  statute." 

"Such  commitments  of  children  were  denounced  as  an  arbitrary 
interference  with  the  natural  aflfections  and  relations  of  parent  and 
child;  as  an  arbitrary  invasion  of  natural  and  inalienable  rights  of 
both  parent  and  child.  As  will  be  presently  seen,  we  cannot  consider 
the  statute  as  authorizing  the  separation  of  parent  and  child,  when 
the  parent  is  able  and  willing  to  perform  his  duty  to  the  child.  And 
when  a  parent  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  provide  for  his  child,  and 
leaves  the  child  dependent  on  the  charity  of  the  state,  we  are  at  a 
loss  to  comprehend  the  right  of  the  parent  to  object  to  the  form  which 
the  state  gives  to  its  charity,  with  intelligent  regard  for  the  welfare 
of  the  child.  And  as  regards  the  right  of  the  child  infringed  by  such 
considerate  benevolence  exercised  tovard  it  by  the  state,  on  which 
misfortune  has  made  it  dependent,  we  can  only  say  that  we  have 
little  consideration  for  the  inalienable  right  of  idlencsis,  ignorance 
and  vice,  or  for  the  want  of  care  which  fosters  it It  is  diffi- 
cult to  comprehend  the  right  of  a  parent  to  complain  that  the  dis- 
charge by  the  state  of  his  own  duty  to  his  child,  which  he  has  wholly 
failed  to  perform,  is  an  imprisonment  of  the  child  as  against  hi^ 
parental  right  to  it":  Milwaukee  Industrial  School  v.  Supervisors 
of  Milwaukee  Co.,  40  Wis.  328,  22  Am.  Rep.  702. 

A  statute  establishing  a  home  of  refuge  for  the  correction  and 
reformation  of  juvenile  offenders  and  regulating  the  commitmenii 
Thereto,  and  providing  a  method  for  ascert.-ining  by  a  judicial  in- 
vestigation whether  there  is  proper  cause  for  commitment  to  a  re- 
form school,  is  not  objectionable  as  arbitraiily  taking  children  from 
their  parents:  .Tanard  v.  State,  116  Ind.  98,  17  X.  E.  912. 

The  cases  are  generally  agreed  that  statutes  authorizing  courts 
and  magistrates  to  commit  neglected  or  vicious  children  to  a  reforma- 
tory, when  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  expose  them  to  lend 
idle  or  dissolute  lives,  are  constitutional  and  valid  as  against  the  rights 
of  the  |)arent,  but  that  such  adjudication  is  not  conclusive,  and  that 
on  habeas  corpus  the  custody  may  be  restored  to  the  parent  on  show- 
ing tlie  removal  of  the  cause  of  commitment,  and  the  parent's  com- 
petency and  fitness  to  again  take  charge  of  the  cliikl:  Farnham  v. 
Pierce,  141  Mass.  203,  55  Am.  Eep.  452,  6  K  E.  830;  Cincinnati 
House  of  Refuge  v.  Ryan,  37  Ohio  St.  197;  State  v.  Kilvington,  100 
Tenn.  227,  45  S.  W.  433,  41  L.  R.  A.  384;  Milwaukee  Industrial  School 
V.   Supervisors  of  Milwaukee   Co.,  40  Wis.   328,  22  Am.   Eep.   702. 

V.     Constitutional  Limitation. 

A  provision  in  a  state  constitution  wliich  derlarcs  that  "the  legis- 
lature may  provide  l)y  Jaw  for  the  establishmeut  of  a  school  or  schools 
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for  the  snfol<r.','i!ng,  odiicat  ion,  rmployinent  and  refonnrition  of  all 
plii!(lren  uiidcr  tho  age  of  sixteen  }'e.irs,  who,  for  want  of  propor 
parentnl  eare,  or  other  cause,  are  growing  up  in  mendicancy  or  crime," 
is  a  limitation  on  the  power  of  the  legislature,  and  a  statute  es- 
tablisliing  such  a  school,  to  the  extent  that  it  prescribes  an  age  greater 
than  that  fixed  by  the  constitution  for  such  commitment,  is  unconstitu- 
tional and  void:  Scott  v.  Flowers,  GO  Neb.  075,  84  N.  W.  81. 

VI,    Legislation  Concerning  Juvenile  Courts. 

Legislation  to  establish  juvenile  courts  and  to  regulate  their  juris- 
diction of,  and  control  over,  delinquent  children  is  of  such  recent  date 
that  in  but  few  of  the  states  has  the  law  received  consideration  in 
the  courts  of  last  resort.  Little  doubt  can  exist  that  statutes  con- 
ferring jurisdiction  upon  the  judge  of  any  constitutional  court  to 
Buinmj'.rily  commit  minors  of  incorrigible  and  vicious  conduct  and 
habits  to  state  reformatories. 

A  statute  was  passed  in  Pennsylvania,  entitled  an  act  "defining  the 
powers  of  tlie  several  courts  of  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  within 
this  coiiiiuouwealth,  with  reference  to  tho  care,  treatment  and  con- 
trol of  dependent,  neglected,  incorrigible  and  delinquent  children 
under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  and  providing  for  the  means  in  which 
such  power  may  be  exercised."  The  constitutionality  of  this  act 
was  attacked  on  various  grounds,  among  tiiem  being,  that  it  created 
a  new  court;  that  it  deprised  ju\cniles  charged  with  crime  of  their 
liliorty  without  due  process  of  law,  and  of  tlieir  constitutional  right 
of  trial  by  jury,  and  that  it  was  class  legislation.  The  supreme  court, 
however,  declared  the  act  constitutional,  and  not  open  to  any  of  the 
objections  urged  against  it:  Commonwealth  v.  Fisher,  213  Pa.  48,  62 
Atl.  19S. 

In  passing  upon  some  of  the  objections  raised  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  act,  the  court  said  that:  "No  new  court  is  created  by  the  act 
undiv  tdiisidi  ration.  In  its  title  it  is  cnUod  an  act  to  define  the 
po^vers  of  an  already  exislii'L^'  and  ancient  court.  In  caving  for  the 
ncgli-etiMl  or  unfortunate  children  of  the  coiiiiiKnuvealth,  and  in 
di  lining  the  ]iowcrs  to  be  exercised  by  that  court  in  connection  with 
tlicsc  children,  recognized  by  the  state  as  its  wards,  rei|iiiring  its 
eare  and  [iroti  ction,  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  tlint  court  as  the 
ap|''o]>iiate  one,  and  not  upon  a  new  one  creaictl  li\'  the  act.  The 
court  of  (piarter  s(^ssi()iis  is  not  sinqtly  a  criminal  court.  The  con- 
stitution rectigiii/.es  it,  but  says  iidtliiiig  as  to  its  jiu'isdici  ion.  Its 
exi:,tcnce  anlidates  our  colt)nial  tiuiLS,  and  by  the  coniinon  law  and 
,st;it;;l(s,  both  lure  and  in  Fngland,  it  has  for  generations  been  a 
court  of  broad  general  ]i'dice  powers  in  no  way  connected  with  its 
criniin:',!  ;ji!i-isdict  ion  ":  Coininonwealth  v.  I'islier,  21,")  Pa.  ■l'^,  62  Atl. 
lOS.  In  pa-sing  Ujion  the  objection  tliat  tlie  child  w;is  not  taken  into 
custody  by  due  process  of  law,  tlic  court  s;iid:  "To  sa\'(^  a  child 
from  becoming  a  criminal,  or  from  continuing  in  a  career  of  crime,  to 
Am.    .St.    Jvci-.,    Vol.    i-0  —  61 
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end  in  mahirer  years  in  public  piinislimont  and  disgini'o.  the  legis- 
lature may  surely  provide  for  the  salvation  of  such  a  child,  if  its 
parents  or  guardian  be  unable  or  unwilling  to  do  so,  by  bringing  it 
into  one  of  the  courts  of  the  state  without  any  process  at  all,  for  the 
purpose  of  subjecting  it  to  the  state's  guardianship  and  protection. 
The  natural  parent  needs  no  process  to  temporarily  deprive  his  child 
of  its  liberty  by  confining  it  in  his  own  home,  to  save  it  and  to 
shield  it  from  the  consequences  of  persistence  in  a  career  of  way- 
wardness, nor  is  the  state,  when  compelled  as  parens  patriae  to  take 
the  place  of  the  father  for  the  same  purpose,  required  to  adopt  any 
process  as  a  means  of  placing  its  hands  upon  the  child  to  lead  it  into 
one  of  its  courts.  When  the  child  gets  there  and  the  court,  with  the 
power  to  save  it,  determines  on  its  salvation,  and  not  its  punish- 
ment, it  is  immaterial  how  it  got  there.  The  act  simply  provides 
how  children  who  ought  to  be  saved  may  reach  the  court  to  be  saved. 
If  experience  should  show  that  there  ought  to  be  other  ways  for  it 
to  get  there,  the  legislature  can,  and  undoubtedly  will,  adopt  them, 
and  they  will  never  be  regarded  as  undue  processes  for  depriving  a 
child  of  its  liberty  or  property  as  a  penalty  for  crime  committed.  The 
last  reason  to  be  noticed  why  the  act  should  be  declared  unconstitu- 
tional is  that  it  denies  the  appellant  a  trial  by  jury.  Here  again  is 
the  fallacy,  that  he  was  tried  by  the  court  for  any  offense.  'The 
right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  remain  inviolate'  are  the  words  of  the 
Bill  of  Rights,  and  no  act  of  the  legislature  can  deny  this  right  to 
any  citizen,  young  or  old,  minor  or  adult,  if  he  is  tried  for  a  crime 
against  the  commonwealth.  But  there  was  no  trial  for  any  crime 
here,  and  the  act  is  operative  only  when  there  is  to  be  no  trial.  The 
very  purpose  of  the  act  is  to  prevent  a  trial":  Commonwealth  v. 
Fisher,  213  Pa.  48,  62  Atl.  198. 

A  lately  enacted  statute  of  Florida  establishing  juvenile  courts  and 
regulating  their  jurisdiction  and  control  over  delinquent  children  was 
declared  constitutional  in  so  far  as  it  conferred  jurisdiction  upon  the 
judge  of  any  circuit  court  or  county  court  to  commit  persons  who 
were  minors,  and  of  incorrigible  and  vicious  habits  or  conduct,  to  the 
state  reform  school  without  a  trial  by  jury,  but  such  statute,  in  so 
far  as  it  authorized  a  judge  of  any  criminal  court  of  record  to  commit 
such  minors  to  such  school  was  unconstitutional,  as  a  judge  of  such 
court  had  a  right  to  commit  to  such  school  only  after  a  regular  con- 
viction in  such  court  for  a  crime:  Pugh  v.  Bowden  (Fla.),  45  South. 
499. 

In  passing  upon  these  questions  the  court  said: 

"Section  1,  chapter  5388,  page  63  of  the  Laws  of  1905,  provides: 
'When  a  person  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years  is  convicted  before 
any  court  of  an  offense  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  county 
jail,  such  court  may  sentence  him  to  the  State  Reform  School,  or 
to  such  other  punishment  provided  by  law  for  the  same  offense. ' 

"The  jurisdiction  of  the  criminal  court  and  the  judge  thereof,  in 
committing  a  person  to  the  State  Reform  School  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
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visions  of  this  seetiOTi,  is  not  doubted;  and  as  the  eom?iiitinont  to  the 
school,  under  this  section,  is  after  trial  and  conviction  of  a  criminal 
offense  and  in  the  nature  of  a  sentence  in  lieu  of  other  punishment, 
a  person  so  committed  could  claim  no  other  trial  by  jury  than  that 
to  which  he  is  entitled  in  his  trial  for  the  offense  of  which  he  was 
so  convicted.  But  Eaymond  Ingram  was  not  committed  to  the  re- 
form school  under  the  provisions  of  this  section, 

"The  proceedings  under  which  Eaymond  Ingram  was  committed  to 
the  reform  school  were  had  under  the  provisions  of  section  9,  chapter 
5.388,  page  66  of  the  Laws  of  1905,  which  is  as  follows:  'The  judge 
of  anj'  circuit  court,  criminal  court  of  record,  or  county  judge,  may 
commit  any  person  over  ten  years  and  under  eighteen  years  of  age, 
residing  in  his  jurisdiction,  to  the  guardianship  of  said  institution 
where  complaint  in  writing,  setting  out  the  acts  of  said  person,  has 
been  filed,  which  complaint  has  been  sworn  to,  and  due  proof  be  mad« 
in  the  presence  of  said  person  that  he  is  a  proper  person  for  the 
guardianship  of  said  institution,  in  consequence  of  incorrigible  and 
vicious  conduct.' 

"We  think  this  section  is  constitutional,  in  so  far  as  it  confers 
jurisdiction  of  the  matters  therein  contained  upon  the  judge  of  any 
cireuit  court  or  county  judge. 

"The  circuit  court  is  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  and  section 
11  of  article  5  of  the  constitution  of  1885,  after  enumerating  specific 
grants  of  jurisdiction,  provides  that  the  circuit  courts  shall  have  or- 
iginal jurisdiction  'of  such  other  matters  as  the  legislature  may  pro- 
vide.' 

"By  the  provisions  of  section  17  of  article  5  of  the  constitution 
'the  county  judge  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  the  settlenicut  of  the 
estates  of  decedents  and  minors,  to  order  the  sale  of  real  estate  of 
(leeedeiits  and  minors,  to  take  probate  of  wills,  to  grant  Utters  tes- 
tamentary and  of  administration  and  guardiatiship,  and  to  discharge 
!  lie  duties  usually  pertaining  to  courts  of  prob;ito.'  A  limited  juris- 
diction in  civil  and  criminal  casog  also  is  conferred  uiion  him. 

"And  so,  by  section  2G04  of  the  Gc'nernl  Slututes  of  190G,  the  county 
jiidLre  is  given  power  to  appoint  guardiaiis  in  cases  where  it  a]([)ear?! 
IK  ct'ssary  and  proper;  and  by  section  2007  of  the  Genei-al  Statutes  of 
li'iM),  he  is  em[)o\vered  to  take  cogniz;ince  of  all  inatiiTS  couci  rnijig 
infants  and  tlieir  eslalis;  and  by  section  2G.3G  and  2u.'Ji)  of  the  Geu- 
I'val  ;:-:iatules  of  lOOu,  he  niay  bind  out  approul  ices  and  hoar  com- 
plainis  of  apprtiitiei.vs  agairist  tliiir  masters.  Coaiuy  j';il_;'es  liave  ex- 
ei'fiscd  tliese  po^\^■rs  since   1S28. 

"The  Siate  lieform  School  is  not  simply  a  place  for  correction, 
1)ut  a  scliuol  wliere  the  young  olTc'eil>':',  so-aralrd  from  vicioas  as- 
siM-iafr-;,  ma\'  receive  careful  piiysical,  iiitclleclua!,  and  moral  train- 
i;i,x,  be  refwiaiu'd  and  riviaml  to  the  coniminii'y  ^vith  jiarposes  and 
ciiaracter  fitting  for  a  good  citizen,  an  hovioraldo  anil  hoiic-t  man, 
with  a   trade  or  siiilled  oecupaiJoa  iitiing  such   p^iiou   lor  soll-uiain- 
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tenance:  Gen.  Stats.  1906,  sec.  4166.  To  this  (mkI,  when  the  natural 
parents  become  unequal  to  the  task  of  education  and  training,  or 
unwortliy  of  it,  in  caring  for  the  neglected  or  unfortunate  children 
of  the  state,  we  think  it  entirely  appropriate  and  legal  for  the  legis- 
lature to  confer  the  jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings  to  commit  these 
unfortunate  wards  of  the  commonwealth  to  the  reform  school  upon 
tlie  county  judge,  who  performs  already  under  the  constitution  kindred 
duties,  and  exercises  powers  of  a  similar  nature.  No  greater  power 
than  that  already  possessed  by  him  under  the  constitution  is  given 
to  the  county  judge  by  the  provisions  of  this  section.  There  is  no 
constitutional  prohibition  of  the  power  thus  conferred  upon  the  county 
judge,  and  this  section  of  the  statute  does  not  contcmjilate  or  re- 
quire the  prosecution  of  the  child  for  an  offense  upon  indictment  or 
iiif(;rmntion,  or  a  trial  by  jury:  Commonwealth  v.  Fisher,  213  Pa. 
48,  62  Atl.  198;  5  Am,  &  Eng.  Ann.  Cases,  92. 

"In  so  far  as  this  statute  authorizes  the  commitment,  by  a  judge 
of  the  circuit  court,  or  a  county  judge,  of  children  who  are  incorrigible 
to  the  State  Eeform  School  without  a  trial  by  jury,  it  is  constitutional: 
Commonwealth  v.  Fisher,  213  Pa.  48,  62  Atl.  198,  and  note. 

"The  State  Keform  School,  as  we  have  seen,  is  not  a  prison  or 
penitentiary,  but  a  school  where  a  child  who  has  not  been  convicted 
of  a  criminal  offense,  but  who  is  of  incorrigible  and  vicious  conduct, 
may  receive  physical,  intellectual    and  moral   training. 

"The  constitutional  provision  that  'the  right  of  trial  by  jury 
shall  be  secured  to  all,  and  remain  inviolate  forever,'  does  not  apply. 
This  is  not  a  proceeding  according  to  the  common  law,  in  which 
the  right  of  a  jury  trial  is  guaranteed,  but  the  proceeding  is  a  statu- 
tory one,  and  the  statute,  too,  enacted  since  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution.  This  constitutional  provision  does  not  extend  the  right, 
but  merely  secures  it  in  cases  in  which  it  was  matter  of  right  before 
the  adoption  of  the  constitution:  Hunt  v.  City  of  Jacksonville,  34  Fla. 
504,  43  Am,  St.  Rep,  214,  16  South.  398. 

"We  are  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  section  9,  chapter  5388,  page 
66  of  the  Laws  of  1905,  in  so  far  as  it  authorizes  a  judge  of  any 
criininal  court  of  record  to  commit  persons  therein  mentioned  to  the 
State  Ecforra  School,  is  unconstitutional. 

"Under  the  constitution  of  1885  the  criminal  court  of  record  is 
given  jurisdiction  of  all  criminal  cases  not  capital  arising  in  the 
county.  It  cannot  exercise  jurisdiction  in  any  civil  case.  Offenses 
triable  there  must  be  prosecuted  upon  information,  under  oath  of 
and  to  be  filed  by  the  county  solicitor,  who  is  made  the  prosecuting 
attorney  of  said  court.  The  style  of  all  process  shall  be  'The  State 
of  Florida,'  and  all  prosecutions  shall  be  conducted  in  the  name  and 
by  authority  of  the  state. 

"We  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  empower  the  judge  of  a  criminal  court  of  record  to  commit 
a  person  to  the  State  Eeform  School  other  than  according  to  provisions 
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of  src^tion  ],  cliaiitcr  ^.TRS,  pago  G3  of  the  Laws  of  100";  ffii.'Mnly 
not  upon  a  petition  of  a  person  other  than  the  county  solicitor  and 
without  a  trial  by  jury. 

"The  judge  of  tlie  criminal  court  of  record  may  exorcise  his  con- 
stitutional jurisdiction  only  upon  information,  under  oatli,  of  the 
county  solicitor. 

"The  commitment,  then,  of  Eaymond  Ingram  upon  [)etition  of  his 
father,  as  shown  in  these  proceedings,  is  illegal,  and  tlie  judgment  of 
the  circuit  court  remanding  liaymond  Ingram  to  tlie  custody  of  the 
sheriil'  is  reversed." 

A  statute  relating  to  societies  organized  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
homes  for  orphans  or  abandoned,  neglected  or  grossly  ill-treated  chil- 
dren, by  adoption  or  otherwise,  and  providing  that  jurisdiction 
shall  be  conferred  u]ion  the  county  judges  to  judicially  investigate 
the  cases  of  such  children  brought  before  them,  and  if  after  such 
judicial  investigation  upon  notice  it  shall  be  determined  that  such 
child  belongs  to  the  classes  enumerated,  such  judge  shall  enter  an 
order  directing  that  he  or  she  be  turned  over  to  one  of  such  societies, 
does  not  conflict  with  a  provision  of  the  state  constitution  which 
confers  upon  the  court  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  in  probate 
matters,  the  appointment  of  guardians  and  the  settlement  of  their  ac- 
counts, for  the  reason  that  the  duties  placed  upon  the  county  courts 
by  such  statute  are  not  in  violation  of,  but  in  aid  of,  their  con 
stitutional  jurisdiction  over  guardians.  A  children's  home  society,  to 
whoso  custody  children  have  been  committed  by  a  county  court,  oc- 
cupies the  legal  relation  of  a  substitute  or  temporary  guardian 
to  such  children,  and  as  such  its  acts  are  subject  to  ajiproval  or 
disapproval  of  the  court  making  the  appointment,  and  such  a[)poiut- 
ment  may  be  revoked  as  in  other  guardianships.  Nor  is  such 
statute  unconstitutional  as  providing  for  an  involuntary  servitude 
which  is  not  a  punishment  for  crime  without  due  process  of  law: 
In  re  Kol,  10  N.  Dak.  493,  88  N.  W.  273. 

A  statute  conferring  juiwer  on  the  probate  court  to  commit  to  the 
industrial  school  for  girls  any  girl  under  sixteen  years  of  age  ^vhn 
leads  a  vagrant  life  is  not  repugnant  to  a  constitutional  prt>visiou 
that  probate  courts  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  the  property  of  certain 
persons  as  shall  be  provided  by  law,  and  shall  also  have  jurisdiction 
in  habeas  corjius:  In  re  Gassaway,  70  Kan.  695,  79  I'ac.  113.  'I'lic 
statute  involved  in  this  case  jirovided  for  a  hearing  before  the 
probate  court  after  notice,  and  the  court  said  that:  "In  the  dcter- 
miiiatidu  of  the  question  the  court  exercises  judicial  discretion  and 
judgmnit,  determines  from  the  evidence  what  would  bo  to  the  best  in- 
terests of  the  state  and  of  the  girl,  and  renders  its  jiulgnient  ac- 
cordingly. The  authority  thus  exercised  is  purely  judicial,  and  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  full  aiul  free  exercise  of  tlie  duties  iin;")sed 
upon  such  court  by  the  co7ist  itution.  We  have,  tlievcfore,  a  judicial 
tribunal,  created  by  the  constitution,  exei'cising  judicial  functions. 
,  .  ,  .  The    act    conltnring    this    jurisdiction    upon    the    probate    court 
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is  not  in  violation  of  any  provision  of  the  constitution.  Indeed,  we 
think  that  the  provision  referred  to  oontomplatcs  the  exercise  by 
the  probate  court  of  such  other  judicial  functions  as  the  legislature 
might  confer  upon  it":   In  re  Gassaway,  70  Kan.  659,  79  Pac.  113. 

A  statute  relating  to  the  treatment  and  control  of  neglected  and 
delinquent  children,  and  creating  a  juvenile  court  with  power  to  com- 
mit them  to  reformatories,  is  not  unconstitutional  as  containing  more 
than  one  subject,  nor  for  its  failure  to  provide  for  the  separation 
of  neglected  from  delinquent  children:  Ex  parte  Loving,  178  Mo. 
194,  77  S.  W.  508. 

A  statute  regulating  the  treatment  and  control  of  neglected  and  de- 
linquent children  and  providing  that  the  circuit  courts  exercising 
jurisdiction  in  counties  having  a  population  of  one  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  inhabitants  or  over  within  the  state  shall  have  original 
jurisdiction  to  commit  to  a  reformatory  in  all  cases  coming  within  the 
terms  of  the  act,  and  also  providing  how  such  juvenile  court  shall  be 
organized  and  how  it  shall  proceed,  is  not  unconstitutional  as  local, 
special  or  class  legislation,  although  it  applies,  at  the  time  of  its 
passage,  to  only  two  of  the  counties  within  the  state,  since  it  will 
include  other  counties,  which  may  thereafter  come  within  the  class 
described:   Ex  parte  Loving,  178  Mo.  194,  77  S.  W.  508. 

A  statute  to  establish  juvenile  courts  and  to  regulate  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  control  of  delinquent  children,  and  providing  that  in 
certain  counties  such  jurisdiction  shall  be  exercised  by  the  circuit 
court  commissioner,  is  unconstitutional,  in  that  it  extends  the  con- 
etitutional  jurisdiction  of  such  court  commissioners,  limited  to  the 
powers  of  a  circuit  judge  in  chambers:  Hunt  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judges, 
142  Mich.  93,  105  N.  W.  531,  3  L.  E.  A.,  N.  S.,  564;  Hooper  v.  Mc- 
Kenzie,  142  Mich.  120,  105  N.  W,  541.  In  passing  upon  this  question 
the  court,  in  Hunt  v.  Wayne  Circuit  .Tudges,  142  Mich.  93,  105  N.  W. 
531,  3  L.  E.  A.,  N.  S.,  564,  said:  "The  objection  made  is  that  the 
legislature  may  not  confer  upon  circuit  court  commissioners  the 
powers  required  by  the  act  to  be  exercised,  and  that  this  being  so, 
the  act  must  be  held  to  be  entirely  invalid  and  inoperative.  As  to 
the  first  proposition,  that  circuit  court  commissioners  may  not  be 
vested  with  the  powers  of  this  act,  there  seems  to  be  but  little  or 
no  contention.  If  it  is  held,  as  it  may  be,  that  the  act  should  be 
construed  as  one  not  intending  to  create  a  new  court  or  courts, 
but  as  vesting  further  or  new  jurisdiction  in  existing  courts,  we 
escape  serious  objections  leveled  at  the  idea  that  the  statute  creates 
a  new  court,  but  in  so  holding  we  make  no  headway  against  its 
contention  that  the  constitution  does  not  permit  circuit  court  com- 
missioners to  be  clothed  with  these  new  judicial  powers.  If  we  go 
further  and  hold  that  the  proceedings  contemplated  are  not  criminal 
proceedings,  but  are  special  statutory  inquiries,  that  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  is  not  invaded,  that  the  commitment  provided  for  is 
not  imnrisDnnient,  for  all  of  which  rulings  support  is  found  in  cases 
already   cited,   we   are   still   confronted  with   the   alleged  purpose   of 
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the  legislation  to  establish  juvenile  courts  and  to  confer  upon  them 
powers  beyond  those  which  a  circuit  court  commissioner  may  exercise." 
A  statute  relating  to  juvenile  offenders  and  purporting  to  give  to 
inferior  tribunals  jurisdiction  of  offenses  committed  by  such  juveniles 
punishable  by  infamous  imprisonment,  and  to  commit  them  to  re- 
formatories without  a  trial  by  jury,  is  unconstitutional  as  an  illegal 
extension  of  the  constitutional  jurisdiction  of  such  courts:  Common- 
wealth T.  Horregan,  127  Mass.  450. 
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BERG  V.  SEATTLE.  REXTON  AND  SOUTHERN  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 
[44  Wash.  14,  87  Pac.  34.] 

STREET  RAILWAYS— Fellow-servants,  Conductor  and  Motor- 
man  of,  When  are.- — The  motorman  and  conductor  of  ono  car  of  a 
street  railway  are  fellow-servants  of  the  conductor  and  motorman  of 
another  car,  wdien  they  are  engaged  in  the  same  common  cmj)loyment, 
meeting  and  passing  each  other  frequently,  and  associating  together 
every  day,  and  there  is  such  coassociation  and  co-opera.tion  in  the 
same  line  of  employment  that  each  necessarily  knows  tlie  h;iliits  and 
cajiacity  of  the  other,  and  lias  an  opportunity  to  exercise  a  umtual 
iniiuence  upon  the  other,      (p.  972.) 

John  P.  ILirtinan,  for  the  appellant. 

Martin  J.  Lund    and  Walter  S.  Fulton,  for  the  respondent. 

*'  MOUNT,  C.  J.  Action  for  personal  injuries.  Plain- 
tiff recovered  a  judgment  for  five  thousand  dollars.  Defend- 
ant appeals. 

The  appellant  operated  a  line  of  electric  street  railway  be- 
tween Seattle  and  Renton,  a  (li.sta)ice  of  twelve  miles.  The 
Jiiie  consisted  of  a  single  track,  with  numerous  switches  and 
sidetracks  or  turnouts.  There  were  but  two  through  cars  be- 
tween Seattle  and  Renton.  There  were  four  or  five  loi-al  cars 
running  between  Seattle  and  Rainier  Beach,  which  was  a 
station  some  eight  miles  out  of  Seattle.  The  respondent  was 
en)ployed  as  a  motorman  on  one  of  the  tlirough  cars.  Tlicse 
two  through  cars  were  called  express  cars  by  reason  of  tlie 
fact  that  they  were  not  required  to  stop  at  all  of  the  stations 
and  street  crossings,  and  because  it  was  the  duty  of  the  local 

(UtJS) 
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cars,  which  stopped  at  eaeli  street  ero.ssiiij,',  to  t'wii  out  on  the 
siding's  in  order  that  the  through  ears  might  i)ass  thi'iu.  All 
the  cars  ran  on  schedules  fixed  by  the  railway  company.  Tlie 
railway  company  had  constructed  a  ])lock-light  s.Nslcm,  known 
as  a  single  block  system,  between  Norman  sln'ct  and  Lan(^ 
street  in  the  city  of  Seattle.  The  distance  betw(MMi  these  two 
'•**  streets  was  sixteen  hundred  and  sixty-five  feet.  There 
^\•ere  sidings  at  Norman  street  and  at  Lane  street,  but  none 
between  these  points.  The  grade  was  not  level,  but  the  rail- 
way line  was  straight  between  these  points,  so  that  a  car 
could  be  seen  in  the  d;iylime  from  one  end  of  the  block  sys- 
tem to  the  otlier,  exce[)t  in  foggy  weather.  Norman  street 
was  farther  south  from  Seattle  than  Lane  street.  Kenton 
was  in  a  southerly  direction  from  Seattle. 

The  block-light  system  consisted  of  five  poles  about  equal 
distance  apart,  one  pole  being  at  Lane  street,  one  at  Norman 
street,  and  the  other  three  between  those  two  extremes.  On 
each  of  these  poles  were  two  red  incandescent  electric  lights. 
^Yllen  the  lights  were  turned  on  at  Norrium  street  by  means 
of  a  rope  or  lever,  one  red  light  burned  on  the  north  side  of 
each  i)ole  through  to  Lane  street.  AVlien  the  liglits  were 
turned  on  at  Lane  street,  they  burned  on  the  south  side  of 
each  pole  through  to  Norman  street.  The  lights  could  be 
turned  off  only  at  the  point  where  they  were  turned  on. 
Tliese  lights  were  for  use  in  the  niglit-time  and  in  foggy 
weather.  The  motormen  on  all  cars  were  recfuired  to  1pru 
on  the  lights  wlieu  entering  tlie  block,  and  the  next  ear  Iiack 
was  required  to  turn  the  lights  off.  It  was  the  duty  of  con- 
ductors to  see  that  the  motormen  turned  the  lights  on  and  off. 
On  the  morning  of  October  25,  1904:,  respondent,  as  motor- 
man  on  his  car,  left  Iienlon  for  Seattle.  AVlien  he  arrived 
at  N\u-inan  street  he  says  he  was  a  little  late,  a  niiiMite  or 
two.  The  morning  was  very  fc^ggy.  He  found  lh(»  lights 
turned  to  tiie  north,  iiuliealing  tliat  a  car  was  ])r''i-e(ling  him 
through  the  bloclv.  The  lig'ds  were  not  ))ui'ning  ti)  the  south. 
The  coiKhii'lor  on  resi)ondcnt's  car  told  resi)omlent  to  i>ro- 
<-e(>d  through  the  l^loi-k.  Kespondcnt  thereupon  ])ro"eeded  at 
the  rale  of  about  cigiit  miles  [)tu-  hour  and.  at  about  the 
middle  of  the  block',  after  he  had  gone  a  distance  of  eight 
hundred  and  seventy  feet,  he  collided  with  a  car  coming  south, 
and  was  severely  injured.  The  motorman  on  the  southbound 
c;ir  liad  !u>glei-te<!  to  turn  on  his  lights  south,  and  had  pro- 
ceeded ^'*  with  those  lights  not  burning.     Kespoudent  stated 


970  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.  [Wash. 

that,  if  these  lights  had  been  thrown  on,  he  would  have  seen 
them  and  the  accident  could  not  have  happened.  The  motor- 
man  on  the  southbound  car  testified  that  he  did  not  turn 
his  lights  on  because  the  conductor  on  the  car  preceding  re- 
spondent's car  had  just  come  through  the  block  and  changed 
to  the  car  southbound,  and  said  that  the  north  lights  were 
his  lights  thrown  on  by  him  as  he  had  just  come  through  the 
block. 

There  was  dispute  at  the  trial  as  to  what  the  rules  of  the 
company  were  with  regard  to  the  use  of  the  lights,  the  com- 
pany claiming  that  the  motormen  were  prohibited  from  pass- 
ing a  burning  light  which  such  motorman  hinxself  had  not 
turned  on,  while  respondent's  evidence  was  to  the  effect  that 
motormen  were  only  prohibited  from  running  on  lights  point- 
ing against  the  way  his  car  was  going.  We  must  assume, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  the  rule  of  the  company 
was  as  stated  by  the  plaintiff.  The  question  is  then  squarely 
presented,  whether  the  failure  of  the  conductor  and  motor- 
man,  whose  duty  it  was  to  turn  the  lights  on,  which  they 
neglected  to  do,  rendered  the  company  liable  to  the  r&spond- 
ent.  In  other  words,  were  the  motorman  and  conductor  on 
the  one  car  fellow-servants  of  the  motorman  and  conductor 
on  the  other  car? 

It  seems  to  us  that  there  can  be  no  escape  from  the  con- 
clusion that  they  were  fellow-servants.  They  were  each  en- 
gaged in  the  same  common  employment,  meeting  and  pass- 
ing each  other  frequently  and  associating  together  every 
day.  This  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  the  case  of 
Grim  V.  Oiympia  Light  etc.  Co.,  42  Wash.  119,  84  Pac.  635, 
except  in  immaterial  particulars.  It  is  true,  in  the  Grim 
case  there  was  no  fixed  schedule  of  running  time,  and  the 
motormen  themselves  arranged  the  places  of  meeting;  and 
it  is  also  true  there  were  no  conductors  in  the  Grim  case, 
and  that  the  motormen  had  sole  cliarge  of  their  cars.  These 
are  the  only  facts  in  which  the  Grim  case  differs  from  this 
case  in  the  point  at  issue.  The  fact  that  there  was  no  fixed 
seliedule  was  ^^  one  of  the  facts  which  was  claimed  as  neg- 
ligence of  the  company  in  the  Grim  case.  But,  under  the 
circumstances  of  that  case,  no  fixed  time  was  practicable  or 
could  be  established.  In  this  case  there  was  a  fixed  sched- 
ule for  all  cars,  and  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  motormen 
were  incompetent  or  inexperif^nced  or  that  they  did  not 
know  the  time  schedule  for  each  car.     The  number  of  cars 


Sei)t.  1906.]         Berg  v.  SexVttle  etc.  Ry.  Co.  971 

was  not  great  and  the  motormen  and  conductors  were  re- 
(luired  to  know,  and  did  know,  the  schedule  time  of  each 
car.  So  the  fact  that  there  was  a  schedule  was  in  favor  of 
the  appellant  and  not  against  it.  While  there  was  a  con- 
ductor in  cliarge  of  each  car  in  this  case,  the  conductor's 
authority  over  the  motorman  extended  only  to  starting  and 
stopping  of  the  cars  and  in  collecting  fares.  In  regard  to 
the  sjiced  of  the  car,  the  handling  of  the  lights,  and  meeting 
cars  and  the  like,  the  duties  of  the  motormen  and  conductors 
were  co-ordinate.  It  is  conceded  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
motorman.  when  he  entered  the  hlock,  to  turn  on  the  light 
without  any  order  from  the  conductor.  But  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  conductor  to  notice  the  light  and  see  that  the  motor- 
man  did  his  duty  in  that  respect.  If  one  was  negligent, 
liot]i  were.  There  is,  therefore,  no  question  of  superior  ser- 
vant in  regard  to  turning  on  the  light,  which  is  conceded  to 
have  been  the  act  of  negligence  which  caused  the  collision 
and   injury. 

In  Tlowe  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  30  Wash.  569,  70  Pac. 
1100.  60  L.  R.  A.  949,  we  held  that  a  brakeman  was  not  a 
fellow-servant  with  a  conductor  on  his  train,  because  in  that 
case  the  brakeman  was  subordinate  to  the  conductor  and 
was  not  required  to  place  signals  except  upon  orders  of  the 
condu;-tor.  In  that  case  the  superior  servant  doctrine  was, 
therefore,  applicable  and  was  sustnined.  In  Conine  v.  Olym- 
pia  Loeiring  Co.,  36  Wash.  345,  78  Pac.  932,  we  lield  that  a 
signnliiian  was  not  a  fellow-servant  with  the  engineer  of  a 
logging  engine,  where  the  master  had  furnished  no  means 
of  connnunication  from  the  engineer  to  the  signalman.  That 
case  can  have  no  controlling  influence  in  this  case,  because 
here  the  master  had  ^^  provided  means  of  connnunicatiou 
which  wa.-^  sufficient  for  the  purpose  and  wliich  appliance 
was  not  used  by  eitlier  servant.  In  the  case  of  Xortliern 
Pac.  R.  Co.  V.  O'Brien,  1  Wash.  599,  21  Pac.  32,  this  court 
held  that  a  conductor  and  en'j:iiie<^r  on  a  railway  train  wt>re 
not  fello\v-servants  with  employes  on  a  work  train.  l)ut  this 
rule  had  not  been  applied  to  street  railway  c;'ses.  The  rea- 
sons thei'cfor  are  given  in  Grim  v.  01ynii)ia  Light  etc.  Co., 
42  AVa.h.  no,  84  Pac.  635.  A  large  nunil)er  ot^  eases  are 
cit<Ml  where  we  have  permitted  one  sei-vant  to  r(^'-over  from 
the  master  by  reason  of  negligence  of  another  servant.  P>ut 
those  have  been  eases  where  the  negli'^ence  was  the  omission 
of  st>nic  positive  duty  of  the  nuistcr.    It  is  unnecessary  for  us 


972  A.MLKiCAN  State  Repukts,  Vol.  120.  [Wash, 

to  cite  these  cases  here,  or  to  review  them  at  length,  for,  iu 
such  cases,  as  well  as  cases  not  cited,  we  have  uniformly  rec- 
ognized the  rule  that  the  master  is  not  liable  for  injuries  result- 
ing to  a  servant  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant :  Millett 
V.  Puget  Sound  etc.  Works,  37  Wash.  438,  79  Pac.  980  j 
Steviek  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  39  Wash.  501,  81  Pac.  999. 

The  questions  usually  presented  have  been  whether  the 
facts  in  particular  cases  bring  the  injured  party  within  the 
rule  of  fellow-servant.  In  determining  who  were  fellow- 
servants,  we  have  said  that  servants  nmst  not  only  be  engaged 
in  a  common  employment,  but  must  have  opportunity  to  use 
precautions  against  each  other's  negligence:  Grim  v.  Olym- 
pia  Light  etc.  Co.,  42  Wash.  119,  84  Pac.  635,  and  cases  there 
cited.  In  this  case  the  motormen  were  engaged  in  the  same 
common  employment,  that  of  operating  street-ears  over  the 
same  line.  They  necessarily  met  each  other  every  hour  of  the 
day,  because  the  time  from  Seattle  to  Renton  consumed  but 
forty-seven  minutes.  They  took  their  cars  from  the  same 
barn,  and  the  same  rules  were  furnished  to  each.  There  was 
such  coassociation  and  co-operation  in  the  same  line  of  em- 
ployment as  that  each  one  necessarily  knew  the  habits  and 
capacity  of  the  other  and  had  opportunity  of  exercising 
mutual  influence  upon  the  other.  This  made  them  fellow- 
servants  within  the  rule  which  ^^  we  have  heretofore  laid 
down.  It  is  true  that  one  of  the  allegations  of  negligence  in 
the  complaint  was  that  the  master  failed  to  furnish  a  suffi- 
cient block  s^'stem  upon  the  block  where  the  collision  occurred, 
but  the  respondent  testified  that,  if  the  motorman  on  the 
southbound  car  had  turned  his  lights  south  when  he  entered 
upon  the  block,  the  accident  could  not  have  occurred,  because 
respondent  in  that  event  would  have  seen  the  lights  and  re- 
mained at  Norman  street  or  returned  to  that  point.  It  was 
nowhere  claimed  that  the  light  system  was  defective  in  its 
construction  or  operation,  and  the  statement  that  the  acci- 
dent could  not  have  happened  if  the  light  had  been  used  indi- 
cates that  the  system  was  sufficient  for  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  intended,  and  was  reasonably  safe,  which  is  all  that 
is  required:  Chicago  etc.  R.  Co.  v,  Driscoll,  176  111.  330,  52 
N.  E.  921.  The  respondent  knew  the  system;  he  had  worked 
under  it  for  about  eighteen  niunths,  and  had  made  no  com- 
X)laints  concerning  it.  He  knew  the  rules  rccjuired  the  motor- 
man  to  turn  on  the  lights  on  entering  the  block.  The  rules 
and  s^.5lem  were  for  the  protection  of  the  motormen  as  well 
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as  for  the  protection  of  passciigci-s.  The  ai)plianr-cs  \\vi\- 
reasonably  safe,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  niotorman  to  use 
tliem  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  collisions  and  delays 
Under  the  evidence  of  respondent  above  staled,  assuniinif  that 
he  was  correct  in  his  construction  of  tlie  rules  that  it  >vas  tlic 
duty  of  the  motonnan  on  the  soutlibound  car  to  turn  his 
light,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to  take  the  case  from 
the  jiiry  upon  the  motion  of  the  appellant,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  act  of  negligence  directly  causing  the  collision  was 
the  act  of  a  fellow-servant.  It  may  be  said,  in  justice  to 
the  trial  court,  that  the  case  of  Grim  v.  Olympia  Light  etc. 
Co.,  42  Wash.  HO,  84  Pac.  G35,  had  not  been  decided  when 
this  ease  was  tried. 

The  judgment  is  revei'sed,  with  directions  to  the  lower 
court  to  dismiss  the  action. 

Crow,  Root   and  Rudkin,  JJ.,  concur, 

Pullerton,   Iladley    and  Dunbar,  JJ.,  dissent. 

T.mpJoijcs  on  One  Train  of  a  Cuhle  SIrcct  Hailaay  are  fellinv-scrvaTits 
with  tlie  employes  on  tlie  train  next  preceding:  Cliieago  City  Ky.  Co. 
V.  Leach,  208  Til.  ]S>S,  ]IK)  Am.  St.  Rep.  21(i.  See,  too,  lioaisvilie  etc. 
E.  K.  Co.  V.  Dillar.l,  11  !  Teun.  240,  lUS  Am.  St.  liep.  bD-i;  Mast  v. 
Kcarn,  75  Am.  St.  liep.  008. 


IN  RE  HOWARD  AVENUE  NORTH. 

[44  Wash.  62,  86  Pac.  1117.] 

MUNICIPAL    CORPORATIONS— Assessments  for    Pnt)lic  Im- 

proveuicnts,  Liability  of  School  Property  for. — Ass(  ssmcnts  made  for 
the  piirpe.^e  ot  laying  out,  vvitleniiig  and  extending  a  pul)lic  street 
are  cntOrceahle  against  real  pro[ierty  own(>d  by  a  public  schnol 
district  and  used  sidely  for  school  purposes,  wliere  tlie  assessnu'Ut  is 
by  st:iture  to  be  apiiurtioncd  on  the  several  lots,  blocks,  ti'acls,  and 
piirceis  id'  \:\v.A  f.uind  to  be  benedfiil  thereby,      (p.  it?.!.) 

AS;:5ESrilVIENT,  Excni-otiou  from  not  Implied  from  Exemption 
from  TaXC.'. — Tlie  prn\-isioil  (jf  tiie  state  const  ii  nl  ion  exi'Uipling  scnoul 
d'sivicts  from  taxMtioii  does  not  exempt  Tliidr  pioperty  1  loui  special 
;,,.M>- iM  ni  s  made   to  jiay   tor  stri'tt    iinpro\  (  inmis.      (jj.  1>76.) 

l\rii:i;dli   .Alackintosh  and  R.  W.   i'rigniore,  for  the  appel- 

bmi. 

;S  ^dL  i';ilhinin  and  0.  A.  Tucker,  for  the  respondent. 
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^  CROW,  J.  Under  authority  of  the  emiuont  domain 
act  applying  to  cities  of  the  first  class,  chapter  84  of  the 
Laws  of  1893,  page  189,  Balliuger's  Code,  section  775  et  seq. 
(P.  C,  sec.  5050),  and  ordinance  No.  10,850,  enacted  in 
pursuance  thereof,  the  city  of  Seattle  instituted  this  proceed- 
ing to  condemn  lands  for  the  purpose  of  laying  off,  widening, 
and  extending  Howard  avenue.  An  assessment  district  was 
created,  and  an  assessment  made  upon  real  estate  specially 
benefited,  to  pay  for  the  property  taken  and  the  costs  of 
the  proceeding.  Objections  being  regularly  heard  by  the 
superior  court  of  King  county,  said  assessment  was  in  all  re- 
spects confirmed.  Six  lots  owned  by  Seattle  School  District 
No.  1,  benefited  by  said  improvement,  were  assessed.  The 
school  district  filed  its  ob.iections  to  said  assessment,  and  now 
appeals  from  the  order  of  the  superior  court  confirming  the 
same. 

It  appears  that  appellant's  lots  were  used  exclusively  for 
public  school  purposes.  Therefore,  the  controlling  question 
involved  in  this  appeal  is  whether  they  were  subject  to  assess- 
ment, or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  city  of  Seattle  had 
power,  acting  through  its  commissioners  appointed  by  the 
superior  court,  to  impose  an  assessment  upon  them.  The 
appellant  contends  (1)  that  under  the  constitution  and  laws 
of  this  state,  no  authority,  either  express  or  impli'-d,  is  con- 
ferred upon  the  respondent  city  to  assess  the  property  of 
said  school  district,  and  (2)  that  by  the  express  terms  of 
the  charter  and  ordinances  of  said  city,  the  property  of  the 
school  district  is  exempt  from  such  assessments.  It  must  be 
conceded  that  the  eminent  domain  act  above  mentioned,  under 
which  the  city  has  proceeded,  does  not  by  its  express  terms 
affirmatively  direct  that  the  school  district  shall  be  assessed. 
Section  2  of  said  act  does  direct,  however,  that  if  the  ordi- 
nance enacted  by  the  city  shall  provide  that  such  improve- 
ment shall  be  paid  for  wholly  or  in  part  by  special  assess- 
ment upon  property  benefited,  the  proceedings  for  making 
*^  such  special  assessment  shall  be  as  in  said  act  prescribed. 
Section  22  provides:  "It  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  connnission- 
ers  to  examine  the  locality  where  the  improvement  is  proposed 
to  be  made,  and  the  lots,  blocks,  tracts  and  parcels  of  land  that 
will  be  specially  benefited  thereby,  and  to  estimate  what  pro- 
portion of  the  total  cost  of  such  improvements  will  be  of  bene- 
fit to  the  public  and  wliat  proportion  thereof  will  be  of  benefit 
to  tlie  pi'operty  to  be  benefited,  and  apportion  the  same  be- 
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tween  the  city  and  such  propert.y,  so  that  each  shall  hoar  its 
relative  equitable  proportion;  and  liavinj^'  found  said  anioiuits 
to  apportion  and  assess  the  amount  so  found  to  be  of  benefit 
to  the  property  upon  the  several  lots,  blocks,  tracts  and  parcels 
of  land  in  the  proportion  in  which  they  will  be  severally  bene- 
fited by  such  improvement." 

Tliese  sections  and  others  in  the  act  seem  to  contemplate 
that  all  benefited  property  located  within  the  assessment  dis- 
trict shall  be  assessed,  without  expressly  excepting  any  prop- 
erty either  public  or  private.  The  respondent  contends  that 
no  such  express  exception  having  been  made,  appellant's  prop- 
erty is  liable.  Aj^pellant  contends  that,  as  the  statute  does 
not  in  so  many  words  direct  that  public  school  proi)erty  shall 
be  assessed,  authority  to  make  an  assessment  does  not  exist, 
nor  can  it  be  implied.  Well-considered  cases  have  been  cited 
in  the  briefs  supporting  each  of  these  contentions,  there  being 
an  irreconcilable  conflict  of  authority.  Appellant,  in  support 
of  its  position,  has  cited,  with  others,  the  following  cases : 
rittsburgh  v.  Sterrett  Subdistrict  School,  204  Pa.  G35,  54  Atl. 
463,  CI  L.  R.  A.  183;  Clinton  v.  Henry  County,  115  Mo.  557, 
37  Am.  St.  Eep.  415,  22  S.  W.  494;  Sutton  v.  School  of  Mont- 
pelier,  28  Ind.  App.  315,  62  N.  E.  710;  Louisville  v.  Leather- 
man,  99  Ky.  213,  35  S.  W.  625;  Witter  v.  ^dission  School  Dis- 
trict, 121  Cal.  350,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  33,  53  Pac.  905 ;  Harris 
County  V.  Boyd,  70  Tex.  327,  7  S.  W.  713. 

The  respondent  cites,  with  others,  the  following  cases : 
Commissioners  of  Franklin  County  v.  Ottowa,  49  Kan.  747, 
*^^  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  396,  31  Pac.  788 ;  Edwards  &  AValdi  Const. 
Co.  v.  Jasper  County,  117  Iowa,  365,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  301.  90 
X.  W.  lOOG;  Iliggins  V.  Chicago,  18  111.  276;  Scammon  v.  Clii- 
cngo,  42  111.  192;  County  of  McLean  v.  Bloomington,  106  lil. 
209;  Adams  County  v.  Quincy,  130  111.  566,  22  N.  E.  624,  6 
L.  R.  A.  155;  Sioux  City  v.  Independent  School  District,  55 
Tow;i.  150,  7  N.  AV.  488;  Hassan  v.  Koclic^tcr.  67  X.  Y.  528. 

Our  view  is  that  the  autlioritics  cited  l)y  the  respondent 
are  the  best  founded  in  reason.  We  think  that  said  eminent 
tloiiiain  act,  luuler  which  the  city  authorities  have  proceeded, 
jiiust  be  held  to  impose  upon  the  connnissioners  a  legal  duty 
to  assess  the  property  of  the  appellant  in  pro[>ortion  to  the 
l)eiieilt.s  received.  There  is  no  contention  that  the  lo\s  have 
])vvn  improperly  included  within  the  a.xse-^Mnent  district,  or 
that  the>'  have  not  \)-"'i\  •-p. 'Mally  l)eiiel;led  by  the  iinj.rove- 
nient.     Had  the   Icgi  latiu'e   in   e!;<  eiii:  '■  the   law    of  Ib'jo   in- 
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tended  to  exempt  public  school  i)roperty  from  its  just  propor- 
tion of  the  burdens  of  said  special  assessment,  it  is  only  rea- 
sonable to  assume  that  such  intention  would  have  been  ex- 
pressly declared  in  the  words  of  the  statute.  An  exemption  of 
any  portion  of  the  benefited  property  located  within  the  as- 
sessment district  would  necessarily  cause  an  increased  burden 
to  be  imposed  upon  other  benefited  property  located  therein, 
and  in  view  of  this  result  we  should  refrain  from  adopting  a 
construction  of  the  statute  which  would  relieve  appellant's 
property,  especially  when  there  is  no  good  reason  for  holding 
that  such  an  exemption  was  intended  by  the  legislature.  In 
Edwards  &  Walsh  Const.  Co.  v.  Jasper  County,  117  Iowa, 
3G5.  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  301.  90  N.  W.  1006,  the  supreme  court  of 
Iowa  said:  "While  authority  to  levy  such  assessments  is 
traceable  to  the  taxing  power,  they  are  nevertheless  assessed 
on  the  theory  that  the  property  against  which  they  are  levied 
is  benefited  thereby  to  the  extent  of  the  levy,  and  the  munici- 
pality acts  as  an  agent,  merely,  in  collecting  the  tax.  The 
district  improved  *^"  is  never  coextensive  with  the  county  or 
city,  and  it  is  not  true  that  in  paying  the  assessment  the 
county  must  raise  money  to  pay  over  to  itself,  and  that  no 
one  would  be  benefited  but  the  officers  employed  in  the  col- 
lection of  the  tax.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  county,  the 
city,  or  the  school  district  should  not  pay  for  the  benefits  re- 
ceived by  it  the  same  as  any  other  property  owner.  Of 
course,  their  property  may  not  be  sold,  but  there  is  no  rea- 
son why  the  amount  of  the  tax  should  not  be  paid  out  of  the 
treasuries  of  these  institutions;  and,  if  the  governing  bodies 
fail  to  make  payment,  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  them  to 
do  so." 

Appellant  contends  that  section  2,  article  7  of  our  state  con- 
stitution, exempting  school  districts  from  taxation,  prohibits 
the  respondent  city  from  making  such  assessment.  The  word 
"taxation,"  as  used  in  said  section,  does  not  include  special 
:is>essments  of  the  character  here  involved.  The  law  is  well 
settled  that  exemption  from  taxation  does  not  mean  exemp- 
tion from  special  assessments:  Board  of  Improvement  v.  School 
District,  56  Ark.  354,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  lOS.  19  S.  W.  969,  16 
L.  R.  A.  418;  Commissioners  of  Franklin  County  v.  Ottowa, 
49  Kan.  747,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  396,  31  Pac.  788;  Clinton  v. 
Henry  County,  115  Mo.  557,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  415,  22  S.  W. 
404:  Edwards  &  Walsh  Const.  Co.  v.  Jasper  County,  117 
Iowa,  365,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  90  N.  W.  1006. 
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In  Seanor  v.  Count}^  Commissioners,  13  Wash.  48,  42  Pac. 
552,  this  court  said:  "We  think  the  overwhelming  weight  of 
authority  is  that  the  assessment  for  benefits  in  such  cases 
does  not  fall  under  the  definition  of  the  word  'tax'  as  used 
in  the  constitution — that  the  word  'tax'  has  reference  to  gen- 
eral revenues  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  and  carrying  on 
the  government  where  the  benefits  are  alike  enjoyed  by  all, 
and  wliere  no  special  benefits,  as  in  the  case  of  the  assessment 
for  improvements,  are  enjoyed.  Of  course,  the  idea  of  com- 
pensation is  the  basis  of  all  theories  of  taxation,  but  an  ele- 
ment of  special  benefits  enters  into  the  one,  and  is  the  dis- 
tinguishing feature  between  taxes  and  assessments  for  bene- 
fits." 

In  Edwards  &  Walsh  Const.  Co.  v.  Jasper  County,  117 
Iowa,  365,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  90  N.  W.  1006,  at  page  381 
(117  Iowa),  the  Iowa  court,  in  summing  up  a  discussion  of 
this  distinction  between  taxes  and  special  assessments  and  in 
^"^  commenting  upon  the  power  of  a  city  to  levy  such  special 
assessments  against  the  property  of  a  county,  said:  "True, 
the  right  to  levy  these  assessments  is  referable  to  the  power 
of  taxation,  but  statutes  exempting  property  from  general  tax- 
ation are  almost  universally  held  inapplicable  to  special  assess- 
ments: See  cases  heretofore  cited.  Reduced  to  its  last  analy- 
sis, the  question  is  one  of  power  in  the  city  to  levy  the 
assessment  against  the  county  property.  The  statute  giving 
the  power  is  broad  enough  to  cover  lots  or  lauds  owned  by 
municipal  or  quasi  municipal  corporations,  and,  if  there  be 
any  exemption,  it  is  to  be  implied,  unless  we  liold  with  those 
courts  which  say  that  county  or  state  property  is  not  to  be 
included  unless  expressly  mentioned  or  by  necessary  implii/a- 
tion  inferred.  We  are  not  disposed  to  apply  this  last-men- 
tioned rule  in  construing  our  statutes.  Such  property  is  ex- 
pressly exempted  from  general  taxation,  but  no  such  exemp- 
tion is  made  from  special  assessments.  Even  without  a  stat- 
ute, projicrty  devoted  to  governmental  use  would  not.  in  tlie 
absence  of  express  authority,  be  taxed,  and  the  fact  tliat  it  is 
expressly  exempted  in  one  ca.se  and  not  in  the  other  is  strong 
evidence  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  c\emi)t  it  from 
special  assessments." 

Appellant  further  contends  that  subdivision  3  of  section  11 
of  article  8  of  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Seattle,  and  certain 
ordinances  cited  in  the  briefs,  expressly  exempt  school  dis- 
tricts from  special  asses^nicnts.     We  think  said  section  of  the 
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charter  and  said  ordinances  do  not  apply  to  this  case.  Here 
the  proceedings  instituted  by  the  city  and  culminating  in  the 
assessment  complained  of  are  only  authorized  by  the  eminent 
domain  act  of  1893  above  mentioned,  while  the  charter  and 
ordinance  provisions  relied  on  by  appellant  refer  only  to 
local  improvements  of  an  entirely  different  character.  The 
statute  under  which  these  proceedings  have  been  conducted 
must  control  in  this  case.  The  proceedings  under  considera- 
tion here  were  originally  instituted  before  chapter  55  of  the 
Laws  of  1905,  page  84,  was  enacted ;  hence  our  discussion  has 
been  based  entirely  upon  the  law  of  1893. 

®^  After  a  most  careful  consideration  of  all  the  assignments 
of  error,  and  legal  questions  presented  by  the  appellant,  and 
having  examined  all  the  authorities  cited  by  it,  including  its 
list  of  additional  authorities  supplemental  to  its  opening  and 
reply  briefs,  we  are  unable  to  conclude  that  any  error  has 
been  committed  by  the  honorable  trial  court.  The  judgment 
is  affirmed. 

Mount,  C.  J.,  Dunbar,  Hadley  and  Root,  JJ,,  concur. 

Fullerton,  J.,  dissents. 


The  Linhility  of  Public  School  Property  for  assessments  for  street 
improvements  is  discussed  in  Witter  v.  Mission  School  District,  121 
Cal.  350,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  33,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference 
note  thereto.  It  is  affirmed  by  some  authorities  that  the  exemption 
of  property  from  taxation  does  not  include  its  exemption  from  special 
assessments  for  street  improvements:  Edwards  etc.  Construction  Co. 
V.  Jasper  County,  117  Iowa,  365,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  301;  City  of  Clinton 
V.  Henry  County,  115  Mo.  557,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  415. 


ATKINSON  V.  WASHINGTON  IRRIGATION  COMPANY. 

[44  Wash.  75,  86  Pac.  1123.] 

PUBLIC  LANDS,  Eight  to  Construct  Water  Ditches  as  Against 
Persons  Initiating  Homestead  Eights. — After  the  initiation  of  a  home- 
stead claim,  though  before  the  issuing  of  a  patent  thereto,  no  one  has 
the  right  against  the  claimant  to  enter  upon  the  land  and  construct 
and  maintain  a  water  ditch  without  making  compensation  therefor, 
and  the  title  of  the  claimant,  on  his  receipt  of  a  patent,  relates 
to  such  initiation  and  enables  him  to  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin 
the  maintenance  of  such  ditch  until  compensation  is  made.     (p.  981.) 

ESTOPPEL  BY  DELAY  to  Object  to  the  Digging  of  a  Canal.— 
A  homestead  claimant,  by  .failing  to  object  to  the  digging  of  an  irri- 
gation ditch  on  the  lands  claimed,  is  not,  on  the  receipt  of  his  patent, 
estopped  from  maintaining  a  proceeding  to  enjoin  the  continuance 
of  such  ditch  until  compensation  is  made.     (p.  981.) 
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E.  F.  Blaine  and  Ira  P.  Englehart,  for  the  appellant. 
William  B.  Bridgman,  for  the  respondents. 

''*'  DUNBAR,  J.  Excluding  all  immaterial  statements,  the 
plaintiffs  brought  an  action  to  enjoin  the  defendant  from 
conducting  an  irrigation  ditch  over  their  land  in  Yakima 
county.  It  appears  from  the  record  and  the  findings  of 
fact  that  the  land  in  question  was  government  land  of  the 
United  States  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  June,  1898,  and  that  on 
that  date  the  plaintiff,  who  is  one  of  the  respondents  here, 
Belgrave  R.  Atkinson,  filed  his  homestead  entry  on  it,  and 
'^  afterward,  on  the  tenth  day  of  July,  1903,  made  final  proof, 
and  patent  was  issued  to  him  for  this  land  on  the  thirteenth 
day  of  July,  190-1.  During  the  year  1902,  before  the  plain- 
tiffs had  made  final  proof  on  the  land  and  two  years  before 
they  had  received  a  patent  for  it,  the  defendant  constructed  a 
lateral  ditch  across  the  plaintiff's  land.  We  do  not  find  it 
necessary  or  pertinent  to  mention  the  other  ditches  which  are 
discussed  in  defendant's  brief,  for  the  reason  that  they  are 
not  in  controversy  in  this  suit.  The  plaintiffs  permitted  the 
defendant  to  build  this  lateral  ditch  across  their  land  in  the 
year  1902;  that  is,  they  made  no  objection,  and  made  no  claim 
against  the  defendant  company  prior  to  the  commencement 
of  this  action  for  an  injunction.  No  claim  has  been  made 
for  damages  from  the  defendant,  and  no  damages  are  asked 
in  this  action.  The  relief  prayed  for  is  injunctive  relief,  the 
complaint  being  that  the  defendant  is  using  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty without  making  compensation  therefor  and  without  due 
process  of  law.  The  court  found  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  have  a  decree  entered,  enjoining  the  defendant 
from  using  and  occupying  said  strip  of  land  used  and  occu- 
pied by  it  in  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  canal  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint;  but  that  the  defendant  be  given 
thirty  daj's  from  and  after  the  date  of  the  judgment  in  which 
to  appear  in  the  action  and  file  an  amended  answer  therein 
or  commence  an  independent  proceeding  to  condemn  a  right 
of  way  for  said  canal,  and  that  the  injunctive  relief  be  sus- 
pended until  the  expiration  of  said  thirty  days;  and  judg- 
ment was  entered  accordingly.  From  this  judgment  the  ap- 
peal is  taken. 

The  appellant's  claim  is  based  upon  scrtitms  2339  and  2340 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  which  are  aa 
follows : 
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"Sec.  2339.  Whenever,  by  priority  of  possession,  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  for  mining,  agrieultiiral,  manufacturing, 
or  other  purposes,  have  vested  and  accrued,  and  the  same  are 
recognized  and  acknowledged  by  the  local  customs,  laws,  and 
the  decisions  of  courts,  the  posses.sors  and  owners  of  such 
'"'  vested  rights  shall  be  maintained  and  protected  in  the 
same ;  and  the  rights  of  way  for  the  construction  of  ditches  and 
canals  for  the  purposes  herein  specified  is  acknowledged  and 
confirmed ;  but  whenever  any  person,  in  the  construction  of 
any  ditch  or  canal,  injures  or  damages  the  possession  of  any 
settler  on  the  public  domain,  the  party  committing  such  injury 
or  damage  shall  be  liable  to  the  party  injured,  for  such  injury 
or  damage. 

"Sec.  2340.  All  patents  granted,  or  pre-emption  or  home- 
steads allowed,  shall  be  subject  to  any  vested  and  accrued 
water  rights,  or  rights  to  ditches  and  reservoirs  used  in  con- 
nection with  such  water  rights,  as  have  been  acquired  under 
or  recognized  by  the  preceding  section." 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  appellant  that  the  irrigation  com- 
pany, having  built  its  lateral  canal  before  patent  vvas  issued 
to  the  respondents,  their  patent  is  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 
appellant  which  had  vested  before  such  patent  was  issued. 
The  principal  case  relied  upon  is  Tynon  v.  Dospain.  22  Colo. 
240,  43  Pac.  1039,  and  that  case  does  hold  that,  under  the 
statutes  quoted,  the  patent  issues  in  subjection  to  the  riglits 
of  the  irrigation  company,  where  the  canal  had  been  con- 
structed before  the  issuance  of  the  patent  but  after  the  filing 
by  the  homestead  applicant.  But  this  case  we  think  stands 
alone  in  this  extreme  construction  of  the  statute.  Colorado, 
no  doubt,  by  reason  of  its  extreme  arid  condition,  has  gone 
further  in  the  protection  of  water  rights  to  irrigating  canals 
than  any  other  state.  But  this,  it  seems  to  us,  is  an  unnatural 
construction  of  sections  2339  and  2340,  and  the  question  of 
when  rights  have  vested  and  accrued  still  remains.  They  had 
not  vested  and  accrued  by  priority  of  possession  or  otherwise  at 
the  time  the  respondent  had  filed  his  homestead  claim  upon  this 
land,  and  when  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  makes  a  home- 
stead filing,  there  is  an  implied  contract  that  when  he  meets 
the  requirements  of  the  homestead  laws  \dth  reference  to  resi- 
dence, cultivation,  improvements,  etc.,  the  government  will  in- 
vest him  with  the  legal  title.  Certainly,  it  was  not  the  inten- 
tion of  Congress  in  the  passage  of  the  acts  above  quoted  to  allow 
'■^  others,  pending  the  consummation  of  the  initiated  rights, 
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to  invade  the  settler's  possession,  thus  rendering  nug^ator}^ 
the  implied  eonti-act  upon  which  the  homestead  applicant  had 
acted  and  expended  his  time  and  money  in  making  improve- 
ments, etc.,  and  make  uncertain  the  final  disposition  of  the 
soil.  And  there  seems  to  be  no  more  reason  for  allowing  this 
invasion  of  right  by  an  irrigation  company  than  by  anyone 
else.  The  irrigation  of  arid  lands  is  important,  but  the  project 
does  not  possess  exclusive  importance. 

In  the  state  of  California  the  decisions  rendci-od  have  been 
exactly  contrary  to  the  Colorado  case.  There  it  was  held  in 
lyrcCniro  v.  l^rown,  lOG  Cal.  GGO,  39  Pac.  1060,  30  L.  R.  A. 
384,  which  is  the  leading  case  in  the  state  and  a  case  most 
cxccllenlly  reasoned,  that  the  statutes  above  quoted  do  not 
confer  the  right  upon  an  appropriator  of  water  on  public 
land  to  go  upon  land  after  its  entry  by  another  as  a  home- 
stead but  before  the  claimant  had  made  final  proof,  and 
change  the  point  of  diversion  or  construct  new  ditches  or  in 
any  w^ay  to  interfere  with  the  initiatory  rights  of  the  liome- 
stead  applicant.  Sturr  v.  Beck.  133  U.  S.  541, 10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
350,  33  L.  ed.  761,  holds  that  the  filing  of  a  homestead  entry 
of  a  tract  across  which  a  stream  of  water  runs  in  its  natural 
cliaiuiel  with  no  right  or  claim  of  right  to  divert  it  there- 
from, confers  a  right  to  have  the  stream  continue  running  in 
that  channel  without  diversion,  which  right,  when  completed 
by  full  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statutes  on 
the  part  of  the  settler,  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  filing, 
and  cuts  off  intervening  adverse  claims  to  the  vratcr.  The 
reasoning  in  this  case  would  apply  equally  to  the  relation 
back  of  the  ]:ight  of  the  homestead  entryman  to  the  laud  con- 
veyed to  him  by  the  patent.  The  same  principle  was  laid 
down  by  this  court  in  Slaght  v.  Northern  I'ac.  R.  Co..  39 
AVash.  576,  81  Pac.  10G2,  in  construing  practically  the  same 
kind  of  a  statute.  So  far  as  the  question  of  estoppel  is  con- 
(■(^rned,  by  reason  of  the  respondents  having  made  no  objec- 
tion to  the  "^'"^  digLi'ing  of  a  canal,  that  qu<'stion  v^as  decided 
adversely  to  appelhiiit's  coiit(Milion  by  this  court  in  Hatha- 
way V.  Y;iki)na  Water  etc.  Co.,  14  Wash.  4G9,  53  Am.  St. 
Rei\  874,  44  Pac.  896. 

The  judgment  is  afiirmed. 

]Mount,  C.  J.,  Root,  Crow,  Iladley-  and  Fullerton,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 
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A  Sight  of  Way  for  an  Irrigating  Ditch  on  public  lands  vests  only 
upon  completion  of  the  work  of  construction  and  the  application 
of  the  water  to  a  beneficial  use,  although  it  attaches  as  fast  as  the 
ditch  is  constructed:  Jarvis  v.  State  Bank,  22  Colo.  399,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.    129. 

A  Parol  License  to  Construct  an  Irrigating  Ditch,  when  executed 
by  the  construction  of  the  ditch,  becomes  in  all  essentials  an  easement 
for  such  length  of  time  as  the  use  itself  may  continue:  Stoner  v. 
Zucker,  148  Cal.  510,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  301.  Compare,  however, 
Hathaway  v.  Yakima  Water  etc.  Co.,  14  Wash.  469,  53  Am,  St.  Kep. 
874. 


BE  CHER  V.  SHAW. 

[44  Wash.  166,  87  Pac.  71.] 

HOMESTEAD,  Exemption  of  Proceeds  of  Voluntary  Sale  of 
from  Garnishment. — If  the  statutes  of  the  state  provide  that,  in 
case  of  the  sale  of  a  homestead,  any  subsequent  homestead  acquired 
by  the  proceeds  shall  be  exempt  from  attachment  or  execution,  the 
proceeds  of  a  voluntary  sale  of  a  homestead  which  its  vendors  intend 
to  invest  in  another  homestead  are  exempt  from  garnishment,  (p. 
984.) 

Belt  &  Powell,  for  the  respondents. 

A.  E.  Gallagher  and  W.  J.  Thayer,  for  the  appellant. 

16''  RUDKIN,  J.  On  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  March, 
1903,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ants Henry  A.  Shaw  and  wife  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of 
$296.90,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent  per  annum 
from  January  24,  1903.  At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
such  action,  a  writ  of  garnishment  was  sued  out  and  served 
on  the  garnishee  defendant,  Benesh.  The  garnishee  answered 
that  he  was  conditionally  indebted  to  the  defendants  in  the 
principal  action  in  the  sum  of  $500,  with  interest  at  the  rate 
of  eight  per  cent  per  annum  from  June  2,  1902,  on  account 
of  the  balance  due  on  the  purchase  price  of  certain  real  prop- 
erty purchased  by  the  garnishee  from  the  principal  defend- 
ants, and  in  the  further  sum  of  $24  on  account  of  interest  paid 
by  the  principal  defendants  on  account  of  a  certain  mort- 
gage on  said  real  property,  subject,  however,  to  a  counter- 
claim in  the  sum  of  $137.50  in  favor  of  the  garnishee  against 
the  principal  defendants.  The  principal  defendants  contro- 
verted the  answer  of  the  garnishee,  alleging,  among  other 
things,  that  the  money  due  from  the  garnishee  to  the  priuci- 
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pal  defendants  was  a  part  of  tlio  purchase  price  of  their 
honiesteatl,  and  that  they  intended  to  invest  the  same  in  an- 
other homestead.  Judgment  was  given  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  principal  action  on  the  tenth  day  of  October,  1904, 
in  the  sum  of  $:U4.42,  and  $16.00  costs  of  suit.  At  the  hear- 
ing of  llie  garnishment  proceedings,  the  court  found  that 
the  defendants  in  the  principal  action  had  occupied  the  prem- 
ises theretofore  sold  to  the  garnishee  for  a  period  of  twenty 
years  prior  to  the  time  of  sale,  and  that  they  at  all  times 
claimed  the  same  as  their  homestead . 

"That  on  the  2d  day  of  June,  1902,  said  Henry  A.  Shaw 
and  wife  sold  to  the  garnishee  defendant  Frank  Bencsh  said 
premises  for  the  sum  of  $1,600;  said  premises  being  at  that 
time  mortgaged  for  the  sum  of  $600,  which  mortgage  the 
said  Benesh  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  as  a  part  of  the 
purchase  price;  and  that  the  money  due  from  the  said 
Benesh  to  said  Shaw  and  wife  is  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
said  *^^  homestead,  and  that  they  at  all  times  intended  to 
purchase  another  homestead  with  said  proceeds;  and  that 
the  interest  in  said  lands  in  said  Henry  A.  Shaw  and  wife  at 
the  time  of  said  sale  is  of  the  value  of  $1,000." 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found  that  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  homestead  were  exempt  from  garnishment, 
and  entered  judgment  accordingly.  From  this  judgment  the 
plaintiff  has  appealed.- 

The  case  comes  before  us  on  the  findings  of  the  court  be- 
low, and  the  sufficiency  of  these  findings  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment is  the  only  question  for  consideration.  The  appellant 
contends  that  a  voluntary  sale  of  the  homestead  is  a  waiver 
of  the  homestead  right,  and  that  the  exemption  does  not  at- 
tach to  or  follow  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  In  support  of 
this  view  he  cites  15  American  and  English  Encyclopedia  of 
Law,  second  edition,  page  594,  as  follows:  "In  the  absence 
of  some  provision  in  the  statute  to  tlie  contrary,  the  volun- 
tary sale  of  his  homestead  by  a  debtor  will  constitute  a 
Avaiver  or  abandonment  of  his  right  of  homestead  exemption, 
and  the  riglit  will  not  follow  and  attach  to  the  proceeds,  but 
creditors  may  reach  and  subject  tlicm  by  garnislnnent  or 
otherwise.  In  many  states,  however,  the  statute  expressly 
or  imi)liedly  allows  a  de])tor  to  sell  his  homestead  for  the 
purpose  of  investing  in  and  her  hoint^stead,  and  protects  the 
proceeds  ])rior  to  such  reinvest  iiieiit.  In  some  states  the 
proceeds  are  thus  protected  for  a  limited  time  only." 
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Exemptions  are,  no  doubt,  creatures  of  the  constitution  or 
the  statute,  and  we  accept  the  foregoing  as  a  correct  state- 
ment of  the  law.  It  only  remains  to  consider  whether  our 
statute  does,  expressly  or  by  implication,  exempt  the  pur- 
chase price  of  the  homestead  from  execution  or  garnishment, 
where  the  homestead  claimant  intended  in  good  faith  to  re- 
invest the  proceeds  in  another  homestead.  The  statutory 
provisions  bearing  upon  this  question  are  the  following: 
Ballinger's  Code,  section  5219  (P.  C,  sec.  5461),  provides 
how  the  homestead  may  be  conveyed  or  encumbered;  section 
5220  (P.  C,  sec.  5462)  provides  ^^^  how  the  homestead  may 
be  abandoned,  viz.,  by  declaration  of  abandonment  or  a  grant 
thereof,  executed  and  acknowledged;  sections  5222  to  5232 
(P.  C,  sees.  5464-5474)  provide  for  a  forced  sale  of  the 
homestead  where  the  value  exceeds  the  statutory  exemption; 
section  5233  (P.  C,  sec.  5475)  provides  that  the  amount  of 
the  homestead  exemption  must  be  paid  to  the  claimant ;  and 
section  5234  (P.  C,  sec.  5476),  that  the  money  paid  to  the 
claimant  is  entitled  to  the  same  protection  against  legal 
process  and  the  voluntary  disposition  of  the  husband  as  is 
the  homestead  itself.  Section  5274  (P.  C,  sec.  840)  pro- 
vides as  follows:  "In  case  of  the  sale  of  said  homestead,  any 
subsequent  homestead  acquired  by  the  proceeds  thenM)f  shall 
also  be  exempt  from  attachment  and  execution;  nor  sliall  any 
judgment  or  other  claim  against  the  owner  of  such  home- 
stead be  a  lien  against  the  same  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration." 

We  are  inclined  to  agree  with  the  appellant  that  section 
5233,  supra,  has  no  application  to  the  proceeds  of  a  voluntary 
sale,  but  we  are  nevertheless  of  opinion  that  sections  5219 
and  5247,  which  authorize  the  sale  of  the  homestead  free 
from  all  claims  or  liens  and  the  acquisition  of  a  new  home- 
stead exempt  from  attaelinient  or  execution,  by  implication 
exempt  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  homestead  from  gar- 
nishment for  a  reasonable  time  where  the  homestead  claimant 
intends  in  good  faith  to  reinvest  the  proceeds  in  another 
homestead.  We  think  tliat  a  liberal  construction  of  the 
statute  requires  us  to  so  hold,  and  that  any  other  construc- 
tion would  in  a  measure  defeat  the  beneficent  purpose  the 
legislature  had  in  view.  Of  what  avail  would  it  be  to  the 
homestead  claimant  to  sell  his  homestead  free  from  claims 
and  liens  if  the  proceeds  are  to  become  immediately  subject 
to    execution    or    garnishment.     If    the    claimant    may    ex- 
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change  one  homestead  for  another  without  forfeiting  hi.s 
exemption  rights,  why  should  he  not  be  periuittcd  to  accom- 
plish the  ^^^  same  result  through  the  medium  of  a  sale?  In 
AVatkins  v.  Blatschinski,  40  Wis.  347,  the  court  said:  "The 
statute  further  provides  that  no  judgment  or  decree  against 
the  owner  shall  be  a  lien  upon  the  homestead  for  any  pur- 
pose whatever,  except  in  certain  specified  cases,  which  need 
not  be  noticed.  The  policy  of  the  statute  cannot  be  misap- 
prehended. Its  obvious  design  and  plain  purpose  is,  to 
benefit  the  debtor  by  securing  to  him  his  homestead  beyond 
all  liability  to  forced  sale  on  execution  or  other  process.  In 
case  the  debtor  desires  to  remove  from  the  homestead  for 
some  temporary  cause,  or  to  absent  himself  for  a  time,  the 
statute  permits  him  to  do  so  ( Jarvais  v.  Moe,  38  Wis.  440)  ; 
and  the  statute  further  enables  him  to  sell  and  convey  the 
liomestead  to  a  purchaser,  free  from  all  liens  by  judgment. 
It  is  obvious  that  this  legislation  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
owner  of  the  homestead,  and  was  intended  to  confer  valua- 
ble rights.  It  is  not  legislation  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 
Now,  is  it  not  plain  that  the  right  to  sell  and  convey  the 
homestead  free  from  judgment  liens  is  a  barren  right,  so 
far  as  the  owner  is  concerned,  if  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
cannot  be  protected  until  they  reach  the  hands  of  the  vendor, 
or  while  in  transition  from  one  homestead  sold  to  another 
purchased?  It  certainly  seems  to  us  to  be  a  valueless  right, 
if  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  liable  to  be  attached,  or 
are  subject  to  garnishee  process,  as  soon  as  the  homestead 
is  sold.  And  we  hardly  think  that  the  legislature  would 
have  been  to  the  trouble  of  enacting  that  the  homestead  might 
be  sold  and  conveyed  free  from  all  judgment  liens,  if  tlie 
right  existed  in  the  judgment  creditor  at  once  to  attach  all 
securities  or  garnishee  all  moneys  arising  from  the  sale. 
Consequently,  we  must  hold  the  intent  of  tlie  laAv  to  be,  to 
exempt  the  proceeds  of  the  homestead,  which  the  debtor  bona 
fide   intends  to   use   and   apply   in   obtaining   audtlier   h<^me- 

slead This   undoubtedly   is   the   policy   and   spirit   of 

the  statute  to  allow  a  person  to  sell  one  homestead  and  buy 
anuther;  and  tlie  exemption  must  cover  the  change,  and  pro- 
tect the  ])roceeds  while  the  transfer  is  being  made.  Oth(>r- 
wise  the  beneficent  object  of  the  law  vuuld  often  be  defeated, 
and  the  owner  would  derive  no  possible  benefit  from  the  ]n'o- 
vision  which  enables  him  to  sell  and  ecuivey  his  liomestead 
tree  from  all  judgment  lit'iis  except  lhui,e  specilicd. " 
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*''*  This  decision  was  prior  to  the  Wisconsin  statute  ex- 
empting the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  homestead  for  the 
period  of  two  years:  See,  also,  CuUen  v.  Harris,  111  Mich. 
20,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  380,  69  N.  W.  78. 

The  statute  of  Iowa  authorizes  a  change  in  the  homestead, 
and  provides  that  the  new  homestead  shall  be  exempt  to  the 
extent  of  the  value  of  the  old,  but  does  not  in  terms  exempt 
the  purchase  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  homestead. 
Nevertheless  the  supreme  court  of  that  state  has  repeatedly 
held  that,  where  a  party  sells  his  homestead  with  the  inten- 
tion of  purchasing  another,  he  will  be  allowed  a  sufficient 
time  within  which  to  exercise  that  right,  and  during  such 
period  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  exempt.  In  State  v.  Ged-  ^' 
dis,  44  Iowa  537,  the  court  said:  "Section  2000  of  the  Cod* 
provides  that,  'The  owner  may  from  time  to  time  change  the 
limits  of  the  homestead  by  changing  the  metes  and  bounds, 
as  well  as  the  record  of  the  plat  and  description,  or  may 
change  it  entirely.'  Sec.  2001.  'The  new  homestead,  to  the 
extent  in  value  of  the  old,  is  exempt  from  execution  in  all 
cases  when  the  old  or  former  homestead  would  have  been 
exempt,  but  in  no  other,  nor  in  any  greater  degree.'  Here 
is  an  absolute  right  given  to  change  one  homestead  for  an- 
other, or  to  sell  the  homestead  and  acquire  a  new  one,  which 
shall  be  exempt  to  the  same  extent  as  the  former  one.  There 
is  no  prescribed  method  as  to  how  this  shall  be  done.  The 
statute  does  not  provide  that  the  sale  must  be  for  money  in 
hand,  which  must  be  immediately  invested  in  the  new  home- 
stead; that  is,  that  the  selling  of  the  old  and  purchasing  of 
the  new  must  be  simultaneous  acts.  We  must  give  the  stat- 
ute a  reasonable  construction  so  as  to  effectuate  its  object. 
If  a  homestead  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  some  other 
use  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  exemption  would  cease,  but 
where  the  sale  is  made  on  a  credit  and  with  the  intention 
of  using  the  proceeds  when  collected  in  purchasing  another 
hom&stead,  and  the  proceeds  are  not  put  to  any  intervening 
use,  they  are  exempt  while  thus  in  transitu,  so  to  speak,  from 
the  old  homestead  to  the  new.  Any  other  rule  would  prac- 
tically prohibit  the  changing  of  homesteads":  ^''-  See.  also, 
Schuttloffel  V.  Collins,  98  Iowa,  576,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  67 
N.  W.  397,  and  cases  cited.  We  are  not  unmindful  of  the 
fact  that  there  are  numerous  decisions  to  the  contrary  of  the 
views  here  expressed,  but  as  said  by  the  court  in  Watkins  v. 
Blatschinski,  40  Wis.  347,  they  were  mostly  from  states  where 
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the  courts  place  a  strict  construction  on  exemption  laws, 
whereas,  this  court  has  uniformly  declared  that  such  laws  must 
be  liberally  construed. 

Finding  no  error  in  the  record,  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mount,  C.  J.,  Fullerton,  Hadley,  Crow,  Root,  and  Dunbar, 
JJ.,  concur. 


The  Proceeds  of  the  Sale  of  a  Homestead  intended  for  use  in  the 
purchase  of  another  homestead  may,  in  some  stales,  be  reached  by 
garnishment:  Fred  v.  Bramen,  97  Minn.  484,  114  Am.  St.  Kep.  740, 
and  see  the  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 


SHERIDAN  V.  MODERN  WOODSMEN  OF  AMERICA. 

[44  Wash.  230,  87  Pac.  127.] 

BENEFIT  ASSOCIATION,  When  not  Bound  by  the  Act  or 
Neglect  of  a  Clerk. — The  promise  of  tlie  clerk  of  a  local  lodge  of  the 
Modern  Woodmen  of  America  that  he  will  notify  a  beneficiary  of 
any  assessment  that  may  be  levied  is  not  binding,  and  does  not 
prevent  a  forfeiture  from  occurring  by  his  failure  to  keep  such 
promise  and  the  consequent  default  in  the  payment  of  assessments, 
which  would  have  been  paid  had  notice  thereof  been  given  as  prom- 
ised,     (p.  991.) 

MUTUAL  BENEFIT  ASSOCIATIONS.— Insanity  of  the  per- 
son insured  does  not  excuse  the  nonjiayment  of  assessments  nor  pre- 
vent a  forfeiture   resulting   therefrom.      (p.  992.) 

MUTUAL  BENEFIT  ASSOCIATIONS— Laches  of  Beneficiary. 
Where  tlie  beneficiary  of  mutual  benefit  insurance  knows  that  the 
insured  is  insane,  and  that  the  dues  and  assessments  ou  his  policy 
.'ire  pa3-alile  every  three  months,  and,  having  made  a  tender  of  ]iay- 
ment,  which  is  refused,  fails  to  take  any  further  steps  during  the 
remaining  two  years  of  the  life  of  the  insured  for  his  ri'instate- 
ment.  such  beneficiary  is  estop[)ed  from  maintaining  an  action  on 
tlie  jiolicy.  on  the  ground  that  the  original  cause  of  forfeiture  occurn  <1 
through  the  insanity  of  the  insured  and  the  failure  of  the  chik 
of  a  local  lodge  to  keej)  his  jiromise  to  give  notice  of  the  assessments 
becoming  due.      (pp.  993,  994.) 

Kiiici'v,  Rourke  &  Denny  and  Ben.  D.  Smith,  for  the  ap- 
pelhint. 

Bostwick  &  ]\lulvihill,  for  the  respondent. 

-"^•»  Clv'OW,  J.  Aelion  by  the  iilaintiff,  Lulu  L.  Sheridan, 
by  Tillii,'  Hewitt,  her  guardian,  upon  a  benefit  cerlilieate  is- 
sued  liy   the  defendant   to  one   lliram   D.    Sheridan,   now   de- 
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ceased.  ^^*  The  cerlificate,  which  was  issued  April  19,  1900, 
named  as  beneficiary  the  plaintiff,  Lulu  L.  Sheridan,  minor 
daughter  of  Hiram  D.  Sheridan  and  Tillie  Hewitt.  At  the 
date  of  the  certificate  Lulu's  father  and  mother  had  been 
divorced,  and  her  mother  had  subsequently  married.  The 
plaintiff  contends  that,  during  the  month  of  December,  1901, 
while  Hiram  D.  Sheridan  was  in  good  standing,  he  became  in- 
sane; that  in  March,  1902,  he  was  committed  to  an  asylum 
where  he  remained  until  his  death  in  June,  1904 ;  that  in  De- 
cember, 1901,  on  discovering  such  insanity,  Tillie  Hewitt,  the 
plaintiff's  mother,  gave  notice  thereof  by  letter  to  the  clerk 
of  the  defendant's  local  camp,  at  Libby,  Montana,  advising 
him  that,  if  ]\Ir.  Sheridan  failed  to  pay  his  assessments,  she 
wished  to  be  notified  so  that  she  might  pay  for  the  benefit  of 
her  daughter;  that  in  response,  the  clerk  wrote  Mrs.  Hewitt 
that  Mr.  Sheridan's  assessments  w^re  then  paid  in  advance, 
that  when  further  assessments  became  due  he  would  notify  her, 
and  that  he  regretted  to  learn  of  the  insanity  of  Mr.  Sheri- 
dan; that  the  clerk  afterward  failed  to  notify  Mrs.  Hewitt 
of  assessment  No.  1,  for  January,  1902 ;  that  Sheridan  was 
suspended  for  its  nonpayment ;  that  by  reason  of  the  failure 
of  the  clerk  to  notify  Mrs.  Hewitt,  such  suspension  was  void; 
that  no  subsequent  notice  was  given  JMrs.  Hewitt,  and  that  the 
certificate  therefore  remained  in  full  force  at  the  date  of 
Sheridan's  death. 

The  defendant  claims  that  due  notice  of  assessment  No.  1, 
for  January,  1902,  was  given  to  the  assured  by  the  clerk  of 
the  head  camp,  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  contract ;  that 
he  failed  to  pay  the  same  and  became  ipso  facto  suspended 
on  February  2,  1902;  that  he  was  never  reinstated;  that  no 
notice  was  given  the  defendant  of  the  insanity  of  the  insured 
prior  to  his  suspension;  that  insanity  is  no  excuse  for  non- 
])ayment  of  assessments;  and  that  the  alleged  notice  of  in- 
sanity and  the  clerk's  alleged  promise  to  inform  Mrs.  Hewitt 
of  nonpayment  conferred  no  rights  upon  the  plaintiff,  nor 
-^^  did  they  impose  any  duty  upon  the  defendant.  Prior  to 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  the 
defendant  all  dues  and  assessments  which  had  matured  be- 
tween January  1,  1902,  and  June  1,  1901,  amounting  to 
twenty-seven  dollars  and  thirty  cents.  This  tender  was  re- 
fused, the  defendant  denying  liability  on  the  certificate.  On 
trial,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  one 
thousand  nine  hundred  and  seventy-two  dollars  and  seventy 
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cents,  and  from  the  judgment  entered  tliereon,  this  appeal  has 
been  taken. 

The  appellant,  with  other  assignments  of  error,  contends 
that  the  trial  court  erred  (1)  in  denying  its  motion  for  a 
nonsuit,  and  (2)  in  denying  its  motion  for  a  directed  verdict. 
The  pleadings  and  evidence  show  that  the  appellant  is  a 
fraternal  mutual  benefit  association,  organized  under  the  laws 
of  Illinois,  with  its  head  camp  at  Rock  Island,  and  with  num- 
erous local  camps  throughout  Illinois  and  other  states ;  that 
it  is  organized  on  the  lodge  plan,  having  a  ritualistic  form 
of  work  and  certain  fraternal,  social  and  indemnity  fea- 
tures. Hiram  D.  Sheridan  was  a  member  of  the  local  camp 
at  Libby,  IMontana,  By  the  terms  of  his  certificate,  the  ap- 
pellant agreed  in  case  of  his  death  to  pay  to  the  respondent 
as  I)enefieiary,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  subject  to 
certain  conditions  therein  stated,  one  of  which  w^as  that,  if 
assessments  against  the  assured  should  not  be  paid  to  the  clerk 
of  the  local  camp  on  or  before  the  first  of  the  month  following 
the  date  of  notice  of  the  same,  then  the  certificate  should  be 
null  and  void. 

The  by-laws  provided  that  every  beneficial  member  who, 
after  notice,  should  fail  to  pay  any  assessment  on  or  before 
the  first  day  of  the  following  month,  or  who  should  fail  to  pay 
dues  in  advance  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  April,  July, 
October,  or  January,  should  ipso  facto  become  suspended; 
that  during  such  suspension  his  benefit  certificate  should  be 
absolutely  null  and  void;  that  a  suspended  member  might  be 
reinstated  within  sixty  days  upon  payment  of  all  arrearages, 
together  with  all  fines,  dues  and  assessments  maturing  subse- 
quent '-^^^  to  default,  provided  that  he  was  then  in  good  health 
and  furnished  the  clerk  of  the  local  camp  a  written  warranty 
to  such  efi^ect  signed  by  himself;  that  a  beneficiary  member 
in  suspension  for  more  than  sixty  daj^s,  but  less  than  six 
months,  if  in  good  health,  might  be  reinstated  upon  furnisliing 
a  certificate  of  good  health  from  the  camp  physician  al'ter 
medical  examination  duly  approved  by  the  hrad  physician, 
and  upon  payment  of  all  arrearages;  that  no  offii-er  of  any 
local  camp  was  authorized  or  permitted  to  waive  any  of  the 
provisions  of  the  laws  of  the  society  relating  to  tlie  contract 
for  the  payment  of  benefits;  that  no  officei-  of  any  local  camp 
sht)idd  have  the  ri;.;ht  or  [)o\ver  to  waive  any  ot"  tlie  provisions 
of  the  by-l;iws  of  the  society;  that  the  cleric  of  the  local  eamp 
was  declared  to  be  the  agent  of  such  eamp  and  not  the  agent 
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of  the  head  camp ;  that  no  act  or  omission  on  his  part  should 
have  the  effect  of  creating  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  so- 
ciety or  of  waiving  any  right  or  immunity  belonging  to  it, 
and  that  he  should  not  collect  or  receive  assessments  or  dues 
from  a  beneficiary  member  who  has  been  suspended,  except 
upon  reinstatement  in  the  manner  above  mentioned.  All  by- 
laws of  the  society  were,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  certifi- 
cate, made  a  part  hereof. 

No  payment  of  any  assessments  or  dues  maturing  after 
December  1,  1901,  was  made  by  Sheridan,  or  any  other  per- 
son, at  any  time  prior  to  his  death  in  June,  1904,  nor  were 
any  tendered,  except  on  the  one  occasion  hereinafter  men- 
tioned. The  respondent's  witnesses  testified  that  in  Decem- 
ber, 1901,  Mrs.  Hewitt  wrote  a  letter  to  the  clerk  of  the  local 
camp  advising  him  of  the  insanity  of  Sheridan,  and  request- 
ing him  to  notify  her  so  that  she  might  pay  the  assessments 
in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  Sheridan  to  do  so;  that  the 
clerk,  answering  this  letter,  stated  the  assessments  were  then 
paid  in  advance,  and  that  he  would  keep  her  notified ;  that 
by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  clerk  to  give  her  any  further 
notice,  she  failed  to  pay  the  assessment  levied  in  January, 
^*^*  1902,  not  knowing  that  it  had  been  levied;  that  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1902,  the  clerk,  by  letter,  advised  her  of  the  suspension 
of  Sheridan,  for  nonpayment  of  the  January  assessment,  and 
sent  her  a  blank  certificate  of  health  to  be  signed  by  him  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  his  reinstatement;  that  in  response 
to  this  letter,  she,  on  March  8,  1902,  wrote  the  clerk  in  part  as 
follows:  "I  have  been  away  a  little  while  and  was  not  here 
when  Lulu,  my  daughter,  got  your  letter  or  would  have  seen  to 
it  at  once,  as  Sheridan  was  here  then  but  he  is  not  here  now 
and  the  last  time  I  saw  him,  about  three  weeks  ago,  he  was 
well  and  walking  down  the  street,  but  as  he  has  left  town  I 
cannot  get  him  to  sign  the  paper  but  will  enclose  $3.60  to 
pay  the  dues  to  May  1st,  and  if  it  is  not  all  right  you  can 
return  the  money  order  to  me,  ....  the  reason  I  wish  to 
keep  up  these  dues  is  he  is  a  very  reckless  man  now  in  some 
ways  and  as  I  wrote  you  a  year  ago  that  I  would  keep  up  these 

dues  if  you  would  inform  me  when  he  failed  to  pay 

I  hope  you  will  look  on  my  letter  with  some  favor  and  make 
this  all  right,  that  is,  if  his  insurance  still  runs  to  Lulu,  his 
daughter. ' ' 

The  original  of  the  last-mentioned  letter  was  produced  at 
the  trial,  but  none  of  the  others  mentioned  by  respondent's 
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witnesses  could  be  found.  No  furtlier  attempt  at  payment  of 
eitlier  assessments  or  dues  was  made  by  the  respondent  or  her 
mother,  nor  is  it  claimed  that  any  further  correspondenee 
took  place.  The  three  dollarsj  and  sixty  cents  remitted  by  ]\Irs. 
Hewitt  was  returned  by  the  clerk,  he  refusing  to  receive  the 
same  without  the  health  certificate.  The  clerk  denies  receiv- 
ing any  letter  from  Mrs.  Hewitt,  in  December,  1901,  and  also 
denies  that  he  wrote  her  the  letter  which  she  says  she  received 
from  him  during  the  same  month,  in  which  he  promised  to 
notify  her  of  the  assessment  then  levied.  As  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  respondent,  they  necessarily  believed 
the  statements  of  her  witnesses,  and  we  must  accept  the  same 
as  true. 

The  contention  of  the  respondent  is,  that  the  appellant  had 
no  right  to  suspend  Sheridan  for  nonpayment  of  dues  or 
^'^^  assessments,  he  being,  to  appellant's  knowledge,  insane  and 
unfit  for  business;  that  appellant's  agent,  the  clerk  of  the 
local  camp  failed  to  notify  the  respondent  of  the  levy  of 
assessments  as  agreed,  and  that,  by  reason  of  such  failure,  the 
attempted  suspension  was  void.  It  is  not  disputed  but  that 
notice  of  the  January,  1902,  assessment  was  given  to  Sheri- 
dan by  the  head  clerk,  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  by-laws, 
and  the  appellant  now  insists  that  nonpayment  after  such 
notice  ipso  facto  worked  a  forfeiture  of  the  certificate,  and 
that,  even  though  the  clerk  of  the  local  camp  did  agree  to 
notify  the  respondent's  mother  of  the  assessments  when  levied, 
such  agreement  was  not  binding  upon  the  appellant  by  rea- 
son of  the  restrictions  upon  his  authority  contained  in  its 
by-laws. 

We  think  these  contentions  should  be  sustained  upon  the 
authority  of  Modern  Woodmen  of  America  v.  Tevis,  117  Fed. 
369,  54  C.  C.  A.  293,  and  cases  therein  cited.  In  the  Tevis 
case,  the  United  States  circuit  court  of  appeals  construed  and 
pa.ssed  upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  identical  by-laws  now 
before  us,  and  we  fully  indorse  and  adopt  its  reasoning  as 
controlling  this  ease,  this  being  the  sole  instance  in  which 
it  is  shown  that  the  clerk  in  his  course  of  dealing  with  mem- 
bers or  beneficiaries  violated  any  by-law  of  the  society,  and 
it  not  appearing  that  his  action  was  the  result  of  any  custom- 
ary course  of  procedure  adoijted  by  him  toward  members  or 
benefici;).ries.  A  single  act  of  transgression  cannot  arise  to 
the  dignity  of  a  custom  so  as  to  be  impliedly  ratified  by  the 
appellant.     Had  it   been  pleaded  and  shown  that  the  clerk 
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habitually  violated  appellant's  by-laws  in  this  or  kindred  mat- 
ters, a  different  rule  mi<2:ht  possibly  be  applied  in  determin- 
ing the  relative  rights  of  the  parties ;  but  that  question  is  not 
now  l)efore  us,  as  no  showing  of  any  such  state  of  facts  has 
been  made. 

The  appellant  further  contends  that  the  insanity  of  the 
assured  is  no  excuse  for  nonpayment  under  the  contract,  and 
^•^^  in  support  of  such  contention  cites,  with  others,  the  fol- 
lowing authorities,  which  we  think  are  in  point :  Pitts  v.  Hart- 
ford Life  &  Annuity  Co.,  66  Conn.  376,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  96, 
34  Atl.  95 ;  Wheeler  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  82  N. 
Y.  543,  37  Am.  Rep.  594;  Carpenter  v.  Centennial  Mut.  Life 
Assn.,  68  Iowa,  453,  56  Am.  Rep.  855,  27  N.  W.  456.  In 
following  these  cases,  we  are  not  unmindful  of  the  case  of 
Buchannan  v.  Supreme  Conclave  etc.,  34  L.  R.  A.  436  (178 
Pa.  465,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  774,  35  Atl.  873),  cited  by  re- 
spondent, and  which  we  regard  as  being  against  the  weight  of 
authority. 

The  respondent  most  vigorously  contends  that,  as  she  was 
misled  by  the  act  of  the  clerk  of  the  local  camp,  the  appellant 
had  no  right  to  forfeit  the  certificate,  and  that  it  should  be 
estopped  from  pleading  such  forfeiture.  Were  we  to  con- 
cede that  the  clerk  had  power  to  bind  the  appellant  when  he 
agreed  to  notify  respondent's  mother  of  assessments  as  levied, 
and  should  we  also  hold  that  the  beneficiary  was  entitled  to 
notice  of  assessments  by  reason  of  the  insanity  of  the  insured, 
of  which  appellant  was  advised,  still  we  think  no  recovery 
can  be  permitted  herein,  as  the  respondent  and  her  mother, 
who  was  acting  in  her  behalf,  must  be  held  by  their  subse- 
quent conduct,  covering  a  period  of  more  than  two  years, 
to  have  acquiesced  in  such  alleged  irregular  forfeiture  of 
the  certificate.  At  all  times  after  March  8,  1902,  they  failed 
to  make  any  further  tender  of  dues  or  assessments,  nor  did 
they  take  any  further  steps  to  secure  relief  from  such  suspen- 
sion and  forfeiture. 

In  Lavin  v.  Grand  Lodge,  104  Mo.  App.  1,  78  S.  W.  325, 
cited  by  respondent,  it  was  contended  that  the  wife  of  the 
beneficiary  had  twice  tendered  payment  of  assessments  which 
were  due,  but  that  the  clerk  of  the  local  lodge  had  declined  to 
accept  the  same  for  the  reason  that,  as  he  alleged,  the  tender 
was  insufficient  in  amount.  No  further  payments  were  made 
or  tendered  during  the  life  of  the  assured,  who  died  some  six 
months  later.     On  trial,  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  the 
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^^'  beneficiary,  which  the  appellate  court  reversed,  ordorin<?  a 
new  trial.  Upon  investi<:?ation,  we  find  that  on  the  second  trial, 
the  beneficiary  again  recovered  judgment,  and  that  the  case 
again  came  to  the  court  of  appeals,  being  reported  in  112  ]\Io. 
App.  1,  86  S.  W.  600.  On  this  last  hearing,  the  appellate  court 
enters  into  a  very  elaborate  and  able  discussion  of  the  rights 
and  duties  of  au  assured  when  a  certificate  issued  by  a  frater- 
nal society  has  been  forfeited  without  just  cause,  and  an- 
nounces the  doctrine  that  it  is  essential  for  the  preservafion  of 
the  rights  of  the  beneficiary  under  the  certificate  that,  notwith- 
standing such  forfeiture,  the  assured  or  his  representative 
should  offer  to  fully  perform  the  cojiti'aet  upon  his  part. 
The  court,  reviewing  numerous  authorities.  i)oints  out  a  clear 
distinetion  between  the  principles  applicable  to  old  line  life 
insurance  companies  which  carry  on  business  for  profit,  and 
those  which  are  applicable  to  fraternal  societies.  Under  ap- 
pellant's by-laws  and  the  terms  of  the  certificate,  Sheridan 
was  required  to  pay  quarterly  dues  in  advance,  without  notice 
of  the  same.  There  is  no  showing  that  either  he  or  any  other 
person  ever  offered  to  make  such  payments  witliin  the  two  years 
and  a  half  that  the  assured  lived  after  January,  1902.  Yet 
the  respondent  and  her  mother,  who  had  the  certificate  in 
her  possession,  must  have  known  that  noni)ayment  of  these 
dues  would  ipso  facto  forfeit  the  rights  of  the  assured,  with- 
out regard  to  the  assessments.  There  is  no  showing  that, 
after  the  tender,  made  in  March,  1902,  was  returned  by  the 
clerk,  tlie  assured,  the  respondent,  or  her  mother  ever  at- 
tempted to  take  any  steps,  either  in  the  order  or  in  any  court 
of  justice,  to  compel  a  reinstatement  of  the  policy,  or  to 
have  the  alleged  forfeiture  declared  to  be  void.  The  ai)pel- 
lant  contends  that,  under  the  by-laws  of  the  society,  the  re- 
s])on(lent  should -have  appealed  from  the  action  of  the  ch'rk', 
and  that  having  failed  to  do  so,  she  is  now  e>»(opped  from 
claiming  under  the  certificate.  Kespondent,  however,  calls  at- 
tention \o  the  fact  that  the  by-laws  by  their  express  terms  giv(! 
^"'■"^  tlie  right  of  appeal  to  members  only.  This  is  true.  Yet 
were  we  to  hold  that  the  r(\si)on(lent.  by  reason  of  her  father's 
insanity,  was,  pi'ior  to  his  dealli,  entitled  to  any  vested  right  in 
the  certifical(?  as  against  the  appellant,  she  certainly  should 
have  taken  some  action  to  protect  herself  from  the  loss  which 
would  nci-essaril\'  result  from  the  forfeiture  alleged  to  l>e  void, 
and  should  have  done  so  without  unreasonable  delay.  Acce[)t- 
ing  i.er  theory  ol'  this  c;s'.  we  are  unaine  to  escape  the  couclu- 
Aiii.  St.  u.'p.,  \'i>i.  rji)  -t.j 
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sion  that  a  duty  was  imposed  upon  her  to  at  least  direct  the 
attention  of  the  local  camp  to  the  action  of  its  clerk,  so  that 
it  might  be  afforded  an  opportunity  for  correcting  his  mis- 
take in  refusing  the  tender,  either  by  taking  action  itself, 
or  by  causing  the  head  camp  to  act.  If  the  respondent  and 
her  representatives  could  be  permitted  to  remain  quiet  and 
allow  the  suspension  of  Sheridan  and  the  forfeiture  of  the 
certificate  to  continue  unquestioned  for  the  period  of  more 
than  two  years,  without  even  tendering  any  payment  of  dues 
which  necessarily  matured,  and  could  then  successfully  prose- 
cute this  claim  against  appellant,  there  is  no  reason  why  they 
could  not  have  continued  such  inactivity  for  a  period  of  ten 
years,  or  even  longer.  Such  a  construction  of  the  certificate 
would  be  absurd,  to  say  nothing  of  its  being  unjust.  We 
think  the  respondent  acquiesced  in  the  decision  and  action 
of  the  clerk,  that  she  is  now  bound  thereby,  and  is  not  entitled 
to  recover. 

The  motion  for  a  directed  verdict  in  favor  of  the  appellant 
should  have  been  granted,  and  the  trial  court  erred  in  deny- 
ing the  same.  It  is  ordered  that  the  judgment  of  the  su- 
perior court  be  reversed,  and  that  the  cause  be  remanded  with 
instructions  to  dismiss  the  action. 

Mount,  C.  J.,  FuUerton,  Hadley,  Dunbar  and  Rudkin,  JJ,^ 
concur. 


The  Insanity  or  Illness  of  an  Insured  is  held  by  some  authorities  to  be 
no  excuse  for  not  paying  the  premiums  on  his  policy  as  they  fall  due: 
Thompson  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  116  Tenn.  557,  115  Am.  St. 
Eep.  823;  Pitts  v.  "llartford  Life  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  66  Conn.  376,  50 
Am.  St.  Rep.  96.  But  see  Buchannan  v.  Supreme  Conclave  I.  O.  H., 
178  Pa.  465,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  774. 
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BIRD  V.  WINTER. 

[44  Wash.  264,  87  Pac.  259.] 

EES  JUDICATA. — A  judgment  in  a  suit  to  quiet  title  to  one 
part  of  a  tract  of  land  is  conclusive  in  a  subsequent  suit  involving 
the  balance  of  the  tract  depending  on  the  same  title  and  between 
the  same  parties  or  their  privies,     (pp.  996,  997.) 

Charles  Bedford,  for  the  appellants. 

George  T.  Reid  and  James  J.  Anderson,  for  the  respond- 
ent. 

^^"^  Per  CURIAM.  The  complaint  in  this  action  alleges 
lliat  the  plaintiff  was  formerly  a  member  of  the  Puyallup 
tribe  or  band  of  Indians,  residing  on  the  Puyallup  Indian 
reservation  in  this  state ;  that  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1886,  there  was  allotted  and  patented  to  him,  as  the 
liead  of  a  family  consisting  of  himself  and  wife,  certain  lands 
t)articularly  described  in  the  complaint ;  that  such  allotment 
was  made  and  patent  issued  pursuant  to  the  sixth  article  of 
the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Puyallup  and 
(ither  Indians,  concluded  on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  Decem- 
iicr,  1854 ;  that  said  land  is  timber  land,  wholly  unfit  for  culti- 
vation, and  is  unoccupied;  that  the  plaintiff  and  Mary  Bird, 
his  wife,  resided  on  other  lands  embraced  in  said  patent  until 
the  death  of  the  latter  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  August,  1887; 
that  said  IMary  Bird  left  surviving  her  two  sons  by  a  former 
marriage,  ^^•*  both  of  whom  were  adults  at  the  time  of  the 
issuance  of  the  aforesaid  patent,  and  lived  with  their  families 
on  allotments  of  their  own ;  that  the  defendants  herein  are 
the  heirs  at  law  of  the  said  Mary  Bird,  deceased,  and  as  such 
claim  an  interest  in  the  lands  and  premises  described  in  the 
coniphiiiit ;  that  such  claim  is  without  warrant  or  aulhoi-ity 
of  law,  and  that  the  restrictions  upon  the  alienation  oi"  the 
lands  described  in  said  patent  were  removed  on  the  third  day 
oi'  ^larch,  1903.  A  copy  of  the  patent  is  attached  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  prayer  is  for  judgment  removing  a  cloud  and 
(|uieting  title. 

Tlie  answer  denies  that  the  claim  of  the  defendants  is  with- 
out right,  and  alleges  affirnuitively  that  the  Interior  Di'[iart- 
ment  of  the  United  States,  in  dealing  with  the  Puyallup  In- 
dians under  the  above  treaty,  has  always  construed  said 
treaty,  and  the  patents  issued  thereunder,  as  conveying  the 
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legal  title  to  the  lands  described  in  each  patent  to  the  indi- 
viduals therein  mentioned  as  a  family,  in  equal  portions,  the 
husband  and  wife  taking  their  portion  as  community  prop- 
erty; that  pursuant  to  said  treaty  and  the  act  of  March  3, 
1S93,  the  President  of  the  United  States  appointed  a  com- 
mission of  three  persons,  whose  duties  and  instructions  under 
the  law  were  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  ownership  of 
the  above  lands  and  other  lands  on  said  reservation;  that  said 
commission  did  proceed  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  own- 
ership of  said  lands  and  found  and  determined  that  the  de- 
fendant Henry  "Winyer  was  the  owner  of  a  one-fourth  in- 
terest therein,  that  Frank  Winyer,  for  whose  estate  the  de- 
fendant ]\IcDonald  is  administrator,  was  the  owner  of  a  one- 
eighth  interest  therein,  that  one  Lilly  Winyer,  since  deceased, 
was  the  owner  of  a  one-eighth  interest  therein,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  herein  was  the  owner  of  a  one-half  interest  therein, 
that  such  finding  and  determination  was  reported  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  and  by  him  approved,  and  that  a  large 
portion  of  the  lands  on  said  reservation  have  '^^  been  sold, 
and  more  than  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  money  paid 
out  and  distributed  under  said  treaty  and  patents  construed 
as  aforesaid.  The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  affirm- 
ative defense  in  the  answer,  found  the  facts  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint  and  the  affirmative  defense,  and  entered  judgment 
according  to  the  prayer  of  the  complaint.  From  this  judg- 
ment the  defendants  appeal. 

The  case  of  Bird  v.  Winyer,  24  Wash.  269,  64  Pac.  178. 
is  decisive  of  this  case,  but  the  appellants  maintain  that  the 
case  cited  was  overruled  in  part  by  Guyatt  v.  Kautz,  41 
AVash.  115,  83  Pac.  9,  and  should  now  be  overruled  in  its 
entirety.  They  further  maintain  that  the  judgment  in  the 
former  action  is  not  res  ad  judicata  in  this.  The  only  differ- 
enee  in  the  two  cases  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  former  action  was 
brought  to  quiet  title  to  that  portion  of  the  land  described 
in  the  patent,  which  was  in  Pierce  county  at  the  time  that 
action  was  commenced;  whereas,  the  present  action  is  brouglit 
to  quiet  title  to  that  portion  of  the  land,  described  in  the  same 
patent,  which  was  in  King  county  at  the  time  the  former 
action  was  commenced,  but  is  now  in  Pierce  county  by  reason 
of  a  change  in  county  lines.  The  subject  matter  of  the  two 
actions  was,  therefore,  not  the  same,  and  the  former  judu'- 
ment  is  not  res  adjudicata  here.  Ilowevm-.  the  parties  were 
the  same,  the  issues  were  the  same,  and  the  evidence  that 
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would  sustain  or  defeat  the  former  action  would  also  su>(aiu 
or  defeat  the  present.  It  was  adjud.ucd  in  the  former  action 
that  i\Iary  Bird,  the  deceased  wife  of  the  respondent,  had  no 
interest  in  the  lauds  described  in  said  patent  at  the  time  of 
her  death,  and  that  the  defendants  in  said  action  as  her  heirs 
at  law  took  nothing  and  could  claim  no  interest  therein ;  and 
under  all  the  authorities  such  former  judgment  oix-rates  as 
an  estoppel  against  the  claim  of  title  asserted  by  the  defend- 
ants in  this  action,  they  being  the  same  or  in  privity  with  the 
defendants  in  the  former  action  :  Cromwell  v.  County  of  Sac, 
94  U.  S.  351,  24  L.  ed.  195 ;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  4th  ed., 
sec.  253  et  seq. 

^*'''  We  recognize  the  fact  that  the  judgment  in  the  former 
action  is  not  technically  before  us,  as  it  was  not  pleaded,  but 
the  appellants  have  directed  our  attention  to  it  and  ask  us  to 
overrule  it.  Should  we  overrule  that  case,  reverse  the  judg- 
ment in  this,  and  remand  the  cause  for  further  proceedings, 
it  would  only  be  necessary  for  the  respondent  to  bring  the 
former  judgment  properly  to  the  attention  of  the  trial  court 
in  order  to  defeat  any  conclusion  we  might  reach.  It  may  be 
claimed  that  we  should  direct  a  final  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  appellants  on  reversal,  but,  inasmuch  as  the  respondent 
was  justified  in  relying  upon  the  former  opinion  of  this  court 
in  preparing  and  submitting  his  case,  we  would  not  be  justi- 
iied  in  adopting  such  a  course.  If  the  case  should  Ijc  reversed 
at  all,  it  should  be  remanded  for  further  proceedings  in  the 
court  below.  The  only  effect  of  a  reversal  would  be  to  estab- 
lish a  rule  affecting  the  rights  of  parties  not  now  before  the 
court,  and  this  we  decline  to  do. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  is  therefore  affirmed,  on  the 
authority  of  Bird  v.  Winyer,  24  Wash.  2(J9,  64  Bac.  178, 
without  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  questions  presented 
and  discussed  in  the  appellants'  brief. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  tlio  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
Pcnlcs  V.  Gross,  126  Wis.  122,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  901;  Watson  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 110  Iowa,  698,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  331;  Scottish-American  Mtg. 
Co.  V.  Bunckley,  88  Misa.  641,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  7G3. 
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ANDERSON  v.  SNOWDEN. 

[44  Wash.  274,  87  Pac.  356.] 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON  in  the  Purchase  of  Real  Property- 
Forfeiture. — Where  two  persons  have  made  a  purchase  of  real  prop- 
erty as  tenants  in  common,  and  paid  part  only  of  the  purchase 
price,  one  cannot,  by  notifying  the  other  of  the  time  when  the  balance 
must  be  paid,  and  that  unless  he  furnishes  his  share  at  that  time,  his 
interest  in  the  property  will  be  forfeited,  acquire  the  right,  on  such 
share  not  being  furnished,  to  pay  the  whole,  and  then  claim  all  the 
property  on  receiving  a  conveyance  thereof  from  the  vendor.  The 
one  making  the  whole  payment  is,  however,  entitled  to  hold  the 
interest  of  the  other  as  security  for  the  repayment  of  the  sum  so 
advanced  from  him.     (pp.  1001,  1002.) 

TENANT  IN  COMMON  in  Purchase  of  Real  Property,  Rights 
of  Where  He  has  not  Paid  His  Share  of  the  Purchase  Price. — If  two 
persons  purchase,  as  tenants  in  common,  real  property,  and  one  not 
advancing  his  share  of  the  unpaid  purchase  price,  the  other  pays 
the  whole,  the  former  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  quieting  his  title 
to  the  undivided  one-half  of  the  property,  he  not  having  paid  his 
share  of  the  purchase  price,  but  the  court,  in  a  suit  between  them 
to  quiet  title,  may  ascertain  the  amount  due  from  the  one  cotenant 
to  the  other  and  declare  that  if  the  payment  is  made  within  a  time 
specified,  the  party  paying  shall  be  the  owner  of  the  undivided  one- 
half  of  the  property,  and  if  he  fails  to  make  such  payment,  then  a 
decree  may  be  entered  against  him  quieting  title  in  favor  of  the  on(» 
who  has  made  payment  of  more  than  his  share,     (pp.  1002,  1003.) 

Hudson  &  Holt  and  H.  P.  Burdick,  for  the  appellants. 

Fogg  &  Fogg,  for  the  respondents. 

*''«  RUDKIN,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  quiet  title.  The 
material  facts  occurring  prior  to  the  fifth  day  of  December, 
1904,  are  recited  and  embodied  in  a  written  memorandum  of 
that  date,  prepared  by  the  plaintiff  James  J.  Anderson,  and 
signed  by  him  and  the  defendant  C.  A.  Snowden.  The 
memorandum  is  as  follows: 

"This  memorandum  witnesseth,  that,  heretofore,  in  the 
month  of  September,  1904,  the  undersigned  entered  into  three 
contracts  of  purchase  of  thirty-two  acres  of  land,  being  all 
of  the  N.  E.  quarter  of  S.  E.  quarter,  Section  Two,  Township 
20  North,  Range  3  East  of  W.  M.,  excepting  a  strip  of  eight 
acres  off  the  east  side  of  said  forty-acre  tract  belonging  to 
James  Alexander,  from  James  Brewer,  David  ^'"^  Brewer  and 
Louisa  Jackson,  the  whole  purchase  price  of  said  thirty-two 
acres  to  be  $4,800. 

"That  towards  the  purchase  price  of  said  lands  the  under- 
signed C.  A.  Sliowden  furnished  the  sum  of  Two  Hundred 
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Dollars  in  cash,  and  has  further  paid  the  sum  of  Seven  Dol- 
lars as  interest  upon  one  of  the  notes  hereinafter  mentioned. 

"That  the  undersigned  James  J.  Anderson  has  paid  towards 
the  purchase  price  of  said  lands  the  sum  of  One  Hundred 
Dollars  in  cash  and  has  further  paid  on  account  of  said  lands 
the  following  sums:  For  abstract  of  title,  $12.50;  for  survey- 
ing, $6.00;  for  recording  contracts  and  deeds,  $6.50;  for  in- 
terest on  notes  hereinafter  mentioned,  $19.00. 

"That  the  undersigned  have  borrowed  from  the  Pacific 
National  Bank  $650,  evidenced  by  two  notes,  one  being  for 
$350.00  and  one  being  for  $300.00,  the  proceeds  of  which 
notes  were  paid  on  account  of  said  lands. 

"That  in  order  to  complete  the  purchase  of  said  lands  the 
undersigned  obtained  from  E.  E.  Cushman  the  sum  of  $1,450 
and  as  security  for  same,  had  a  portion  of  said  lands  deeded 
to  said  E.  E.  Cushman,  taking  back  from  said  Cushman  a 
contract  for  the  reconveyance  of  said  portion  of  said  lands 
upon  paj^ment  to  him  of  $1,812.50;  and  also  obtained  from 
Oeorge  P.  Wright  and  Mrs.  Mary  Johnson  the  sum  of  $2,400, 
and  had  a  portion  of  said  lands  deeded  to  said  Mrs.  Johnson 
and  said  George  P.  Wright  as  security  for  same,  taking  back 
from  said  Mrs.  Johnson  and  Geo.  P.  Wright  a  contract  for 
reconveyance  of  said  lands  on  payment  to  them  of  $3,000. 

"That  the  undersigned,  C.  A.  Snowden  and  James  J.  An- 
derson, have  each  an  equal  share  in  the  contracts  for  recon- 
veyance of  said  lands  by  said  Cushman,  Wright  and  Johnson, 
subject  to  the  contribution  and  payment  by  each  of  one-half 
of  all  moneys  heretofore  paid  or  to  be  paid  on  account  of  the 
purchase  of  said  lands,  the  intention  being  that  they  shall 
each  bear  an  equal  share  of  the  sums  above  mentioned  as  hav- 
ing been  paid  out,  and  an  equal  share  of  amounts  to  be  paid 
in  satisfaction  of  said  notes  when  same  are  to  be  paid,  the 
various  sums  so  paid  out  to  be  adjusted  between  them  that 
each  shall  bear  an  equal  part  of  the  same  in  the  aggreiiate. 

"That  the  said  contracts  of  reconveyance  have  been  made 
in  the  name  of  James  J.  Anderson  for  convenience,  this 
^'^  nictnurandum  being  made  to  evidence  the  fact  that  said 
C.  A.  Snowden  has  an  equal  share  in  same  on  the  conditions 
above  stated. 

"Dated,  December  5th,  1904. 

**Made  in  duplicate. 

"JAS.  J.  ANDET^S^ON. 
"C.  A.  SNOWDEN." 
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Some  time  thereafter,  and  prior  to  the  first  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1905,  Anderson  paid  to  the  Pacific  National  Bank 
the  two  promissory  notes  referred  to  in  the  memorandum,  and 
on  the  hitter  date  served  on  the  defendant  Snovvden  the  fol- 
lowing written  notice: 

"Tacoma,  Washinprton,  September  1st,  1905. 

"Mr.  C.  A.  Snowden,  Dear  Sir:  Referring  to  a  certain 
written  memorandum  or  agreement  signed  by  you  and  myself, 
of  date  December  5th,  1904,  with  regard  to  a  certain  option 
or  contract  with  George  P.  Wright  and  Mrs.  Mary  Johnson, 
and  also  with  regard  to  a  similar  contract  with  E.  E.  Cush- 
man,  I  write  this  to  notify  you  that  the  time  limit  under  the 
contract  with  George  P.  Wright  and  Mrs.  jNIary  Johnson  ex- 
pires today,  September  1st,  1905 ;  and  to  further  notify  you 
that  the  amount  necessary  to  be  paid  by  you  in  order  to  pro- 
tect any  right  or  interest  that  you  may  have  under  or  in  said 
contract,  is  the  sum  of  Sixteen  Hundred  and  Ninety  Dollars 
($1,690.00),  which  said  sum  you  are  hereby  notified  to  con- 
triliute  towards  the  payment  to  said  George  P.  W^right  and 
Mrs.  ;Mary  Johnson,  according  to  said  contract  with  them,  on 
this  day ;  and  in  case  of  your  failure  to  contribute  said  sum 
on  this  day  for  said  purpose,  any  and  all  right  or  interest 
that  you  may  have  in  or  to  said  contract  will  be  at  once  for- 
feited. 

"Further  referring  to  contract  with  E.  E.  Cushman  men- 
tioned in  said  agreement  between  you  and  myself,  I  notify  you 
that  the  time  limit  for  the  performance  of  said  contract  with 
Mr.  Cushman  has  l)een  extended  to  and  including  October 
1st,  1905;  and  further,  that  the  amount  necessary  to  be  paid 
by  you  on  or  before  that  date  in  order  to  protect  any  right 
or  interest  that  you  may  have  in  or  to  said  contract  with 
]Mr.  Cushman,  is  the  sum  of  Ten  Hundred  and  Thirty-six 
and  25-100  Dollars  ($1036.25)  ;  and  in  case  of  your  failure 
to  contribute  said  sum  towards  the  payment  to  said  Cushman 
on  or  before  October  1st,  1905,  according  to  the  terms  of 
-''•*  said  contract,  all  right  or  interest  that  you  may  have  in 
or  to  same  will  at  once  be  forfeited. 

"You  are  further  notified  that  in  case  of  your  failure  to 
meet  your  portion  of  the  amount  necessary  to  complete  the 
payments  under  the  said  option  contracts  or  either  of  them 
as  above  set  forth,  and  in  case  I  shall  elect  to  and  do,  at  my 
own  cost  and  expense,  make  said  payments  or  either  of  them,. 
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I  shall  theu  refuse  to  reeu<inize  any  claim  that  you  or  any 
one  claiming  through  you,  may  make  under  and  Ijy  virtue  of 
said  a.i,'reement  between  j'ou  and  m^-self  as  to  the  land  so  ])ur- 
eliased  by  me.  This  notice  is  given  in  order  to  give  yon  every 
opportunity  to  protect  any  rights  that  you  may  have  in  the 
matters  referred  to  should  you  see  fit  to  do  so. 
"Yours  very  truly, 

"JAS.  J.  ANDERSON." 

Snowden  failed  to  comply  with  the  re(iuirements  of  the 
notice,  and  thereuj^ou  Anderson  paid  the  several  amounts  due 
(Jushman  and  Wright  and  Johnson,  and  tooic  from  thon  con- 
veyances of  the  property  referred  to  in  the  memorandum. 
Since  the  service  of  this  notice  and  the  payments  to  Cushman, 
Wright  and  Johnson,  Anderson  has  refused  to  recognize  Snow- 
den as  having  any  interest  in  the  property,  and  on  November 
15,  1905,  brought  the  present  action  to  quiet  title. 

On  the  foregoing  facts,  the  plaintiffs  contend  that  the  de- 
fendants have  forfeited  any  and  all  interest  they  may  have 
had  in  the  property,  by  failure  to  pay  their  portion  of  the 
]nirc]iase  price.  The  defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  have  filed 
a  cross-complaint,  and  ask  that  they  be  declared  the  owners 
of  an  undivided  one-half  interest  in  the  pro])erty,  sui)ject  to 
1he  payment  of  their  portion  of  the  purchase  price.  The  court 
below  found  the  facts  sul)stantially  as  al)ove  set  forth,  and 
dismissed  the  action,  without  granting  any  relief  to  either 
party.  From  this  judgment,  both  parties  have  appealed,  and 
will  hereafter  be  referred  to  as  designated  in  the  court  l)elow. 

The  plaintiffs  contend,  if  we  understand  them  correctly, 
that  the  relationship  existing  between  themselves  and  the  de- 
fendants ~***  was  that  of  vendors  and  purchasers,  and  that 
by  failure  to  pay  the  purchase  price  on  demand,  the  d(>fend- 
ants  forfeited  all  rights  und(>r  their  contract.  If  their  jiremise 
is  correct,  the  conclusion  might  follow;  hut  we  think  this  is 
a  iiiistak'eii  idea  as  to  the  relationship  created  and  existing 
lietwecn  the  parties.  There  is  no  more  reason  for  liolding 
that  the  defendants  ac([uircd  their  rights  by  puivliasi?  from 
IIk;  ])laintit'rs,  than  for  holding  that  the  ])lain1ifrs  acfjuii'ed 
th(Mr  ri'_;hts  by  purchase  from  the  defendants.  I'nder  tlie 
testimony,  the  findings  of  the  court,  and  more  especially  the 
written  memorandum  prepai-inl  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
parties  to  this  action  w(M'e  joint  piu'chasei-s.  or  tenants  in 
couuuon,  and  their  rights  and  obligation.s  nmst  be  determined 
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by  the  law  governing  that  relation  rather  than  the  law  ap- 
plicable to  the  relation  of  vendor  and  purchaser.  Their  com- 
mon property  was  held  under  deeds  to  secure  a  common  in- 
debtedness. Each  tenant  in  common  was  a  surety  for  the 
other.  The  only  remedy  of  either  was  to  pay  the  common 
indebtedness,  and  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  creditors 
against  the  common  property.  The  remedy  of  the  plaintiffs 
was  by  contribution  and  not  by  forfeiture.  One  tenant  in 
common  cannot  forfeit  the  rights  of  his  cotenant  in  their 
common  property  by  notice  or  demand.  The  claim  of  the 
defendants  does  not  appeal  very  strongly  to  a  court  of  equity, 
and  it  may  well  be  that  they  are  endeavoring  to  speculate 
on  the  capital  of  others,  but  this  was  one  of  the  incidents  of 
the  bargain  the  plaintiffs  entered  into,  against  which  a  court 
can  grant  no  relief.  As  said  by  the  court  in  Calkins  v.  Stein- 
bach,  66  Cal.  117,  4  Pac.  1103,  "The  conduct  of  the  defendant, 
Steinbach,  as  evidenced  by  his  answer,  does  not  commend  it- 
self to  a  court  of  equity,  but  it  has  not  worked  a  forfeiture 
of  any  of  his  interests  in  the  lands  in  question.  He  is  bound 
to  the  plaintiff  for  such  proportion  of  the  redemption  money, 
with  interest,  as  his  interest  in  the  lands  bears  to  the  whole 
thereof;  and  as  security  for  payment  of  such  sum,  plaintiff 
holds  an  equitable  lien  ^**  upon  all  of  the  interest  of  Stein- 
bach in  the  property.  To  enforce  the  relative  rights  and 
obligations  of  the  respective  parties,  it  is  necessary  that  this 
amount  be  judicially  ascertained,  a  day  fixed  within  which  it 
be  paid,  and  a  decree  to  the  effect  that,  in  default  of  such  pay- 
ment, defendant  be  forever  foreclosed  of  all  right  or  interest 
in  the  lands." 

The  plaintiffs  were,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  the  relief  de^ 
manded  in  their  complaint;  nor  were  the  defendants  entitled 
to  the  relief  demanded  in  their  cross-complaint.  They  could 
not  appeal  to  a  court  of  equity  to  declare  them  the  owners 
of  an  undivided  one-half  interest  in  the  property  without  first 
paying  or  tendering  their  portion  of  the  purchase  price.  But 
while  neither  party  was  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded,  never- 
theless, the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  action,  and  should  have  granted  to  the 
parties  such  relief  as  they  were  entitled  to  under  the  facts. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
to  the  court  below,  with  directions  to  ascertain  the  amount  the 
defendants  should  pay  to  make  up  their  one-half  of  the  pur- 
chase price,  and  any  other  sums  the  plaintiffs  may  have  paid 
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on  account  of  the  common  property,  with  interest  from  date 
of  payment,  and  to  enter  a  decree  declaring  the  defendants 
the  ownei's  of  an  undivided  one-half  interest  in  the  premises 
in  controversy  upon  the  payment  of  the  sums  thus  ascertained 
within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the  decree,  and  if  they  fail 
to  make  payments  within  that  time,  to  enter  a  decree  quieting 
the  plaintiffs'  title  as  prayed  in  their  complaint.  Neither 
party  will  recover  costs  on  this  appeal. 

Mount,  C.  J.,  Fullerton,  Hadley   and  Dunbar,  JJ.,  concur. 

Root  and  Crow,  JJ.,  took  no  part. 


Each  Cotenant  is  Bound  to  Preserve  Common  Estate  in  good  faith 
for  the  equal  benefit  of  all.  If  he  pays  off  a  lien  on  the  property, 
or  pays  more  than  his  share  of  the  purchase  price,  he  is  entitled  to 
contribution  from  his  co-owners,  and  can  assert  the  title  to  compel 
contribution,  but  not  to  oust  the  other  cotenants:  Eippe  v.  Badger, 
125  Iowa,  725,  106  Am.  St.'  Rep.  336;  Stevens  v.  Reynolds,  143  Ind. 
467,  52  Am,  St.  Rep.  422;  note  to  Hoyt  v.  Lightbody,  116  Am.  St. 
Rep.  367. 


STATE  V.  PAHSONS. 

[44  Wash.  299,  87  Pac.  349.] 

ROBBERY,  Force  and  Fear  Essential  to. — Whenever  the  ele- 
ments of  force  and  being  put  in  fear  enter  into  the  taking  and  are  the 
cause  inducing  the  owner  of  personal  property  to  part  with  it,  the 
taking  is  robbery,  no  matter  how  slight  the  act  of  force,  or  the  cause 
creating  the  fear  may  be,  nor  by  what  other  circumstances  the  taking 
may  be  accomplished,      (p.  1005.) 

ROBBERY — Obtaining  Money  by  Impersonating  Policeman  and 
Threatening  an  Arrest. — If  two  persons,  finding  a  third  in  an  intoxi- 
cated condition,  announce  themselves  as  policemen,  tlireaten  him  with 
arrest  for  drunkenness,  tell  liim  he  miist  go  to  jail  and  that  they 
must  search  him,  and  thereupon  go  through  his  pockets  and  take  money 
from  liim,  he  not  resisting  because  he  believes  them  to  be  policemen 
and  that  they  will  inflict  personal  injury  on  him  unless  he  keeps  still, 
tliey  may  be  convicted  of  robbery,     (pp.  1005,  1006.) 

ROBBERY — Force,  Instruction  Concerning. — It  is  not  error  to 
charge  the  jury  in  a  prosecution  for  robbery  tliat  the  degree  of  force 
used  is  immaterial  as  long  as  it  was  sullicient  to  compel  the  prosecut- 
ing witness  to  part  with  his  property,      (p.  1007.) 

CRIMINAL  TRIALS — Juiy,  Failure  to  Instruct  Where  There 
is  No  Rcfiuest. —  If  a  recjuest  in  made  in  a  criiiiiiial  trial  for  an  in- 
struction respecting  the  lesser  olVense  involved  in  the  otfense  clinrged 
and  no  exception  taken  because  an  instruction  thereon  is  not  given, 
and  the  defendant  is  convicted,  he  is  n(>t  entitled  to  a  reversal  or  new 
trial  because  of  not  giving  the  instruction,      (pp.  1007,  IO08.) 
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W.  H.  Abel  aud  E.  A.  Philbrick,  fur  the  appellants. 
E.  E.  Boner,  for  the  respondent. 

290  FULLERTON,  J.  The  appellants  were  convicted  on 
an  information  charging  them  with  robbery,  and  appeal  from 
the  judgment  and  sentence  pronounced  upon  them.  The  acts 
constituting  the  offense  charged  took  place  at  Hoquiam  on  the 
morning  of  February  14,  1906,  between  the  hours  of  12  and 
2  o'clock.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  state  tended  to 
show  that  the  prosecuting  witness,  sometime  between  those 
hours,  entered  a  restaurant  at  that  place  and  ordered  a  meal. 
He  had  been  drinking  the  night  before,  ^^^  and  had  not  as 
yet  fully  recovered  from  its  effects.  While  his  meal  was  be- 
ing prepared,  he  leaned  over  the  counter  at  which  he  was 
sitting  and  went  to  sleep.  When  the  meal  was  ready  he  was 
awakened  by  the  waiter,  and  began  eating,  but  seemingly  did 
not  become  fully  awake  and  gradually  dosed  off  to  sleep  again. 
The  appellants  came  into  the  room  in  the  meantime,  ordered  a 
meal,  and  while  eating  it  jested  with  the  waiter  and  restaurant 
cook  over  the  prosecuting  witness'  condition.  After  they  had 
linished,  one  of  them  turned  to  the  cook  to  settle  for  their 
meal,  when  the  other  took  the  witness  by  the  shoulder  and 
aroused  him,  telling  him  that  he  must  pay  for  his  meal  and 
get  out  of  doors  as  that  place  was  not  a  lodging-house.  The 
W'itness  then  paid  for  his  meal,  when  the  appellant,  still  hold- 
ing him  by  the  shoulder,  led  him  out  of  the  door  of  the 
restaurant  and  there  told  him  that  he  and  his  companion  were 
policemen,  aud  were  going  to  take  him  to  jail  for  being  drunk. 

The  other  appellant,  who  had  remained  talking  with  the 
cook  until  this  time,  then  joined  them  aud  the  two  took  the 
witness  down  an  alleyway  into  a  saloon,  where  they  told  him 
to  sit  down.  No  one  was  in  the  saloon  at  the  time  except 
the  bartender.  After  seating  the  witness  in  a  chair,  the  ap- 
pellants approached  the  bartender  aud  held  Avith  him  a 
whispered  conversation,  whereupon  he  took  some  keys  from 
a  hook  and  went  out  into  a  room  a  short  distance  away. 
While  the  bartender  was  out  of  sight,  the  appellants  again 
took  hold  of  the  witness,  raised  him  up  and  told  him  he  must 
now  go  to  jail,  aud  that  it  was  necessary  to  search  him  be- 
fore going.  They  thereupon  went  through  his  pockets,  tak- 
ing from  him  such  money  as  he  had,  some  twenty-eight  dol- 
lai-s,  and  then  led  him  back  through  the  alleyway  to  the  main 
street  where  they  let  him  go,  telling  him  to  go  to  a  certain 
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saloon,  and  not  let  himself  be  seen  on  the  street  iintii  niurii- 
ing.  The  witness  went  to  his  boarding-house,  uhere  lie  an- 
nounced that  he  had  been  robbed  by  the  night  policeman 
of  the  town.  His  complaint  caused  an  inquiry  to  ])(^  made, 
which  resulted  ^^^  in  the  arrest  of  tlie  nppelhmts  within  a 
few  liours  afterward.  The  M'ilness  testified  that  he  mail  ■ 
no  r(\sistance  or  outcry  for  the  reason  that  he  believed  tin- 
appellants  to  be  policemen,  and  would  "lick  him"  if  he  re- 
sisted or  made  an  outcry;  tliat  they  told  him  while  sc^arcli- 
ing  him  that  he  must  keep  still.  The  prosecuting  witness  was 
a  Finlander  by  birth,  who  had  been  in  the  United  States  h  ss 
than  four  years,  and  spoke  the  English  language  brokenly. 

The  statute,  3  Ballinger's  Code,  section  7103  (P.  C,  sec 
1610),  defines  rob])ery  to  be  the  forcible  and  felonious  talking 
from  the  person  of  another,  or  from  his  immediate  presence, 
any  article  of  value  by  violence  or  putting  in  fear,  and  it  is 
conteiuled  by  the  appellants  that  the  evidence  here  fails  to 
show  such  use  of  force  and  violence,  or  such  putting  in  fear, 
in  taking  the  property  as  is  necessary  to  constitute  robbery 
under  the  statute. 

The  courts  generally  hold  that  it  is  not  robbery  to  merely 
snatch  from  the  hand  or  person  of  another,  or  to  surrei')ti- 
tiously  take  from  another's  pocket,  money  or  some  otlier 
thing  of  value,  as  such  taking  lacks  the  element  of  force, 
or  putting  in  fear,  one  or  the  other  of  Avhich  being  e-sential 
to  constitute  the  crime  of  robbery.  It  is  also  generrlly  held 
that,  where  the  proi)erty  is  obtained  by  some  artifice  or  tricic, 
intended  to  and  which  does  allay  resistance  and  not  arouse 
fear,  such  as  inducing  one  to  part  voluntarily  with  his  money 
or  property  under  the  belief  that  the  taker  has  a  la\vful  rig'it 
to  it,  does  not  constitute  robbery.  But,  on  the  otlu^r  hand, 
it  is  ,t:e!H>ra!ly  held  that  whenever  the  elements  of  force  or  put- 
ting in  fear  enters  itdo  the  tak-ing,  and  is  the  cause  that  in- 
duces llie  owner  of  the  propm-fy  to  part  with  it,  the  taking 
is  robbery,  no  matter  how  slight  the  act  of  foi'ce  or  the  cause 
creating  the  fear  may  l)e,  nor  by  wliat  other  cireuinstauee 
tlie  taking  may  be  accompanied.  It  is  enough  that  the  force, 
or  the  putting  in  fear  eui[)loyed,  is  suflicient  to  uvorcdine  ri^- 
si.^taiice  on  tlie  i)art  of  the  person  •""**-  J'rum  whom  the  [)rop- 
erty  is  tak'en  and  is  tlic  moving  cause  inducing  him  to  part 
uii\\  illinuiy  with  his  lu'opert.y. 

it  scciiis  to  us  that  tliere  was  in  the  ease  1)erore  us  ])oth  the 
element  t>f  f(U'ce  aiid  putting  in  fear.     There  was  a  forcible 
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seizure  of  the  prosecuting  witness,  his  forcible  taking  to  a 
place  where  he  had  no  desire  to  go,  a  command  to  keep  silent, 
and  a  forcible  taking  against  his  will  of  his  money  from  his 
person.  True,  these  acts  were  accompanied  by  the  false  rep- 
resentations to  the  effect  that  the  appellants  were  officers  of 
the  law  having  authority  to  compel  him  to  accompany  them, 
and  to  take  from  him  his  property,  but  these  representations 
did  not  induce  the  prosecuting  witness  to  part  with  his 
money — they  were  still  compelled  to  take  it  from  him.  Nor 
was  the  mere  false  impersonation  sufficient  to  enable  them  to 
thus  obtain  the  property  of  the  prosecuting  witness;  they 
were  compelled  to  exercise  their  assumed  authority  by  such 
threats  of  violence  as  to  put  him  in  fear.  It  may  be  that  a 
man  of  more  intelligence  and  resolution  than  the  witness  ex- 
hibited would  have  seen  through  the  very  flimsy  pretexts  the 
appellants  were  making,  and  would  have  successfully  resisted 
such  an  attempt  as  was  here  successful.  But  this  is  beside 
the  question.  The  law  must  protect  the  weak  and  irresolute 
as  well  as  those  of  stronger  wills,  and  it  is  enough  that  the 
person  assaulted  was  intimidated  and  yielded  up  his  prop- 
erty because  of  the  force  used  and  threatened,  be  the  same 
ever  so  slight. 

The  courts  usually  hold  it  robbery  to  obtain  the  property 
of  another  by  means  of  the  ruse  used  by  the  aptx-llaiits  in 
this  instance.  In  McCormick  v.  State,  26  Tex.  App.  678, 
9  S.  W.  277,  the  proof  showed  that  the  defendant  met  the 
prosecutor  at  night,  and  summoned  him  to  throw  up  his 
hands,  stating  at  the  same  time  that  he  was  an  officer  of  the 
law  and  would  arrest  the  prosecutor  for  being  drunk  and 
noisy.  On  the  prosecutor's  yielding  to  him  he  took  from  him 
a  roll  of  bills.  This  was  held  to  constitute  robbery.  In  Will- 
iams V.  State,  51  Neb.  711,  71  N.  W.  729,  defendants,  three 
in  number,  ^^^  conspired  to  unlawfully  extort  money  from 
the  prosecviting  witness,  pursuant  to  which  one  of  thera, 
falsely  pretending  to  be  an  officer,  took  the  prosecutor  into 
custody  for  an  alleged  misdemeanor,  and  demanded  money, 
at  the  same  time  taking  hold  of  the  prosecutor's  collar.  The 
prosecutor  thereupon  handed  him  twenty  dollars,  because,  as 
he  testified,  he  was  so  scared  he  did  not  know  what  he  was 
doing.  This  money  was  immediately  handed  by  the  person 
receiving  it  to  his  associates.  It  was  held  that  all  three  of 
the  persons  were  guilty  of  robbery  by  putting  in  fear.  In 
Bussey  v.  State,  71  Ga.  100,  51  Am.  Rep.  256,  the  facts  were 


Nov.  1906.]  State  v.  Parsons.  1007 

that  the  defendant,  who  pretended  to  be  marshal  of  the  town, 
having  on  a  star  designating  the  office,  seized  the  prosecutor, 
to  whom  another  was  showing  a  trick  at  cards,  and  upon  the 
exclamation  of  that  other,  "there's  the  marshal,"  puslied  him 
against  the  wall  and  threatened  to  put  him  in  jail  unless  he 
paid  money.  The  prosecutor,  to  keep  from  going  to  jail, 
and  because  he  "did  not  want  to  be  l)ot]iered,"  paid  him 
eight  dollars.  This  was  held  robbery:  See,  also,  Sweat  v. 
State,  90  Ga.  315,  17  S.  P].  273;  Thompson  v.  State,  Gl  Neb. 
210,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  453,  85  N.  W.  62;  Seymour  v.  State, 
15  Ind.  288. 

The  appellant  has  cited  cases  which  maintain  that  it  is  not 
robbery  to  obtain  the  property  of  another  by  artifice  or  trick, 
or  by  falsely  impersonating  a  police  officer,  where  no  element 
of  force  or  putting  in  fear  enters  into  the  taking,  and  it  may 
be  that  one  or  two  of  the  cases  so  cited  cannot  be  distinguished 
in  their  facts  from  the  facts  of  the  cases  above  cited  or  the 
facts  in  the  case  at  bar.  But  we  think  the  better  rule  is  with 
the  cases  we  have  cited. 

There  Avas  no  error  in  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  effect 
that  the  degree  of  force  used  was  immaterial,  as  long  as  it 
was  sufficient  to  compel  the  prosecuting  witness  to  part  with 
his  property;  nor  was  it  error  for  the  court  to  refuse  to 
give,  as  part  of  his  charge,  the  requested  instructions  sub- 
mitted by  the  appellants.  These,  in  so  far  as  they  were 
proper,  were  substantially  included  in  the  charge  given. 

S04  Finally,  it  is  urged  that  the  court  erred  in  failing  to 
charge  the  jury  on  its  own  motion  as  to  the  lesser  offenses 
included  in  the  offense  charged  in  the  information.  It  is 
conceded  that  no  recpiest  was  made  to  the  court  to  give  such 
an  instruction  as  part  of  his  charge,  and  that  no  exception 
was  taken  because  such  an  instruction  was  not  made  a  part 
of  the  charge.  Tliere  are  well-considered  cases  which  sus- 
tain the  ai^pellants'  contention,  but  Ave  think  the  Aveiglit  of 
authority  is  tlie  other  Avay :  See,  also,  11  Ency.  of  PI.  &  Pr. 
217;  12  Cyc.  639,  640. 

^\v.  Thompson  states  the  rule  in  the  following  langnnge: 
"It  is,  then,  a  general  rule  of  procedui-e,  subj(^-t,  in  this 
co\nitry,  to  a  few  statutory  innovations,  that  inere  nondi- 
rection,  partial  or  total,  is  not  ground  of  new  trial,  unless 
specific  instructions,  good  in  point  of  law  and  appropriate 
to  the  evid(Mice,  Avere  r(Mincst(^d  and  ri'I'uscd.  A  i)a!'ty  can- 
not, by  merely  excepting  to  a  charge,  niake  it  the  foundation. 
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for  an  assignment  of  error,  that  it  is  indefinite  or  incom- 
plete. The  rule  rests  upon  the  soundest  foundation.  The 
facts  of  the  case  come  to  the  mind  of  the  .judge  as  matters 
of  first  impression,  and  it  will  often  be  extremely  difficult  for 
him.  in  the  short  time  allowed  for  a  trial  before  a  jury,  and 
in  the  midst  of  such  a  trial,  to  prepare  a  series  of  instruc- 
tions applicable  to  all  the  hypotheses  presented  by  the  evi- 
dence. On  the  other  hand,  counsel  are  presumed  to  have 
studied  their  case  beforehand;  to  come  to  the  court  with  a 
fair  understanding  of  the  facts  which  will  probably  be 
proved,  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  law  applicable  to 
those  facts.  It  is,  therefore,  their  duty  to  give  attention  to 
the  charge  of  the  judge,  and  if,  in  their  opinion,  it  omits  to 
give  direction  as  to  the  law  applicable  to  any  essential  feature 
of  the  evidence,  to  call  his  attention  to  the  omission  and  to 
request  appropriate  suppletory  instructions;  and  where  they 
fail  thus  to  call  his  attention  to  something  which  he  may 
fairly  be  supposed  to  have  omitted  from  inadvertence,  they 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  complain  of  the  omission  in  an 
appellate  court.  A  rule  which  would  allow  them  to  do  so 
would  be  extremely  inconvenient.  It  would  multiply  new 
trials  and  reversals,  and  often  on  grounds  which  have  no 
"^^  connection  whatever  wath  the  merits";  Thomx^son  oji 
Trials,  sec.  2341. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mount,  C.  J.,  Rudkin,  Hadley,  Dunbar,  Root    and  Crow, 
JJ.,  concur. 


The  Crime  of  Boh'hery  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  State  v.  McCuti?, 
70  Am.  Dec.  178.  For  recent  decisions  bearing  upon  the  question  in- 
volved in  the  principal  case,  see  Colbev  v.  State,  46  Fla.  .112,  110  Am. 
St.  TJop.  87;  Thompson  v.  State,  61  Neb.  210,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  453; 
Verbcrg  v.  State,  137  Ala.  73,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  17. 


Nov.  190G.],  State  u.  Kmffen.  1009 


STATE  V.  KNIFPEN. 
[44  Wash.  485,  87  Pac.  837.] 

WITNESS,  Wife  Against  Husband  on  a  Prosecution  for  Bigamy. 
The  first  wife  is  not  conii)etent  as  a  witness  against  her  husband  on 
a  prosecution  for  bigamy,      (p.  1010.) 

EVIDENCE— Public  Records,  What  are  and  How  must  be  Cer- 
tified as. — A  license  and  marriage  certificate,  being  a  public  record  of 
a  county  of  a  sister  state,  do  not  appertain  to  the  court,  and  must, 
to  be  admissible  as  evidence,  be  certified  as  required  by  section  9(i(j 
of  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  the  Ignited  States.  Nor  is  a  copy  of  the 
record  of  such  license  and  certificate  admissible  becau.se  it  is  made 
by  a  clerk  of  the  circuit  court,  if  he  docs  not  certify  in  that 
capacity  nor  annex  the  seal  of  the  court,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
certifies  as  a  deputy  clerk  of  the  county  and  attaches  its  seal, 
(p.  1011.) 

BIGAMY — Burden  of  Proof  as  to  Matters  of  Confession  and 
Avoidance. — In  a  prosecution  for  bigamy,  if  it  is  proved  that  the 
accused  and  his  first  wife  were  married  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  state  wherein  the  marriage  took  place,  it  is  not  necessary  for 
the  prosecution  to  show  that  she  was  competent  to  enter  into  the  mar- 
riage relation,  nor  that  there  were  no  impediments  to  the  marriage, 
(pp.  1011,  1012.) 

W.  B.  Presby,  for  the  appellant. 

E.  C.  "Ward,  for  the  respondent. 

485  IMOUNT,  C.  J.  The  appellant  was  convipfod  of  the 
crime  of  biij^amy.  lie  alleges  on  this  appeal  that  the  court 
erred  in  permittnig  Nellie  Kniffen,  the  alleged  first  wife  of 
the  appellant,  to  testify  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  state 
over  his  objection.  The  question  is,  whether  the  first  wife, 
under  the  statute,  is  a  competent  wi1n(.'s.s  against  the  accus<Ml 
4**"  on  trial  for  the  crime  of  l)igamy.  The  statute  reads  as 
follows:  ''Tlie  following  jx^rsons  sliall  not  be  exaiiiine<l  as 
witncs-scs :  (1)  A  husband  shall  not  be  examined  for  or  a'-rainst 
liis  wife  witliout  tlie  consent  of  the  wife,  nor  a  wife  for  or 
against  her  husband  without  the  consent  of  tlie  linshmid; 
nor  shall  eilher,  during  mari'iage  or  aflerwai'd,  without  llie 
cons(Mit  t)f  the  other,  be  examined  as  to  any  communication 
made  by  one  to  the  other  during  marriage.  But  tlii.s  (Wcej)- 
tion  sliall  not  apply  to  a  civil  action  or  proceeding  hy  one 
a^•ain^t  tlio  other,  nor  to  a  ci'iminal  action  or  proi-eedinLT  for 
a  Clime  committed  by  one  against  the  other":  Bal.  ColIc,  sec. 
5'JS)1 ;  P.  C,  sec.  940. 

It  has  been  held,  under  similar  statutes,  in  Iowa  and  Ne- 
braska,   that    bigamy    is   a    crime    commitLed   by   one   spuu^o 
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against  the  other,  and  that  therefore  one  was  a  competent 
witness  against  the  other:  Lord  v.  State,  17  Neb.  526,  23 
N.  W.  507;  Hills  v.  State,  61  Neb.  589,  85  N.  W.  836,  57 
L.  R.  A.  155;  State  v.  Bennett,  31  Iowa,  24;  State  v.  Hazen, 
39  Iowa,  648 ;  State  v.  Sloan,  55  Iowa,  217,  7  N.  W.  516. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  in  Minnesota,  Texas^ 
Michigan,  California,  South  Dakota,  and  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  that  such  crimes  are  not  com- 
mitted by  one  spouse  against  the  other,  and  therefore  one 
spouse  is  incompetent  as  a  witness  against  the  other,  under 
such  statutes:  Bassett  v.  United  States,  137  U.  S.  496,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165,  34  L.  ed.  762 ;  State  v.  Burt,  17  S.  Dak.  7, 
106  Am.  St.  Rep.  759,  94  N.  W.  409,  63  L.  R.  A.  172 ;  People 
V.  Langtree,  64  Cal.  256,  30  Pac.  813;  People  v.  Quanstrom^ 
93  Mich.  254,  53  N.  W.  165,  17  L.  R.  A.  723 ;  Overton  v.  State, 
43  Tex.  616;  Compton  v.  State,  13  Tex.  App.  271,  44  Am. 
Rep.  703;  State  v.  Armstrong,  4  Minn.  335. 

In  Bassett  v.  United  States,  137  U.  S.  496,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
165,  34  L.  ed.  762,  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States 
considered  the  cases  cited  above  from  Minnesota,  Texas,  Iowa,, 
and  Nebraska,  and  concluded  that  a  statute  similar  to  our 
own  was  but  an  affirmation  of  the  common-law  '*^''  rule,  and 
that  polygamy  was  a  crime  against  the  marriage  relation, 
and  not  one  committed  by  one  spouse  against  the  other. 
While  much  may  be  said  in  favor  of  the  position  that  bigamy, 
adultery  and  kindred  crimes  are  committed  by  one  spouse 
against  the  other,  yet  the  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be 
opposed  to  that  rule:  30  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed., 
p.  956.  We  therefore  feel  bound  to  hold  that  in  this  case  the 
court  erred  in  permitting  the  first  wife  to  testify  against 
her  accused  husband. 

Upon  the  trial  the  court  received  in  evidence  a  marriage 
license  and  certificate  of  marriage  from  the  state  of  Michi- 
gan, purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  the  records  of  Bay  county, 
IMichigan,  showing  thft  marriage  of  Bert  Kniffen  and  Mrs. 
Nellie  Nickelson.  This  evidence  was  received  over  the  ob- 
jection of  appellant  that  it  was  not  competent  because  it  was 
not  certified  as  required  by  law.  The  certificate  is  as  fol- 
lows : 

* '  State  of  Michigan,  County  of  Bay, — ss. 

"I,  H.  Duffer,  deputy  clerk  of  said  county  of  Bay,  and 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  said  county,  do  hereby  certify 
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that  I  have  compared  the  foregoing  copy  of  the  original  rec- 
ord of  marriage  license  and  certificate  of  marriage  with  the 
original  record  thereof  now  remaining  in  my  office,  and  that 
it  is  a  true  and  correct  transcript  thereof  and  of  said  orig- 
inal record. 

"In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and 
affixed  the  seal  of  said  county  this  second  day  of  ^Fay,  1905. 

"(Seal)  II.  DUFFER,  Depty.  Clerk." 

The  license  and  marriage  certificate  do  not  appear  to  be 
the  record  or  proceeding  of  any  court  of  the  state  of  Michi- 
gan which,  under  Ballinger's  Code,  section  6040  (P.  C,  sec. 
1013),  may  be  authenticated  by  the  clerk  "or  other  officer 
having  charge  of  the  records  of  such  court,  with  the  seal  of 
such  court  annexed."  They  appear  to  be  a  public  record  of 
Bay  county,  Michigan,  not  appertaining  to  a  court,  and  must 
therefore  be  certified  as  required  by  section  906  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  the  United  States:  James  v.  James,  35  Wash. 
650,  77  Pac.  ^s**  1080.  It  is  true  the  officer  making  the  cer- 
tificate says  therein  that  he  is  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of 
Bay  county,  Michigan.  But  he  does  not  certify  in  that  capac- 
ity, nor  is  the  seal  of  such  court  annexed.  He  certifies  as 
deputy  clerk  of  Bay  county,  and  attaches  the  seal  of  that 
county.     The  court  therefore  erred  in  receiving  the  evidence. 

It  is  next  argued  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  certain 
questions  on  cross-examination  of  the  witness,  Nellie  Knitfen. 
We  have  held  above  that  this  witness  was  dis(|ualified  to  tes- 
tify against  her  husband.  It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider this  assignment,  because  she  cannot  be  permitted  to 
te.stify  on  another  trial. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  in  substance  that,  if  they 
found  that  the  accused  and  his  first  wife  were  married  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  Michigan,  it  w^as  not  necessary  for 
the  prosecution  to  go  further  and  show  that  the  wife  was 
competent  to  enter  into  the  marriage  relation,  and  that  there 
were  no  impediments  to  the  marriage ;  that  such  facts  would 
be  presumed  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  and 
that  the  burden  of  showing  the  illegality  of  the  marriage, 
or  that  the  same  w^as  void,  rested  upon  the  accused.  Appel- 
lant contends  that  these  instructions  were  erroneous.  In  this 
class  of  ca.ses  the  rule  seems  to  be  that  the  defendant  must 
show  all  matters  of  confession  and  avoidance:  4  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  p.  45.     The  rule  is  stated  in  5  Cyclo- 
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pcdia,  at  page  700,  as  follows:  "The  prosecution  must  prove 
a  valid  first  marriage  contracted  by  defendant  and  that  tho 
lawful  spouse  of  defendant  was  living  at  the  time  the  second 
marriage  was  contracted  by  him.  Where  the  defense  is  that 
the  first  spouse  was  at  the  time  of  his  or  her  marriage  to 
defendant  incapacitated  to  marry,  because  he  or  she  was  at 
that  time  a  party  to  a  valid  marriage  then  subsisting,  that 
marriage  must  be  proved  by  defendant.  The  burden  of  proof 
also  rests  on  him  in  all  cases  where  he  relies  upon  any  statu- 
tory exception,  or  to  rebut  any  presumption  of  the  existence 
of  the  former  spouse  ^^^  at  the  time  of  the  second  marriage, 
where  such  presumption  has  been  raised  by  the  evidence  of 
the  prosecution":  See  authorities  there  cited;  Hoch  v.  People, 
219  111.  265,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  327,  76  N.  E.  356.  We  think  the 
instructions  complained  of  were  not  erroneous. 

For  the  errors  above  stated,  the  judgment  is  reversed  and 
the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Crow,  Rudkin,  Fullerton    and  Hadley,  J  J.,  concur. 


The  Competency  of  a  Wife  to  Testify  against  her  hnsbnnrl  on  a 
charge  of  bigamy  is  discussed  in  Hoch  v.  People,  219  111.  265,  109  Am. 
St.  Eep.  327;  note  to  State  v.  Burt,  106  Am.  St.  Eop.  708. 

On  the  Proof  of  Former  Marriage  in  prosecutions  for  bigamy,  see 
the  notes  to  Killer  v.  People,  47  Am.  St,  Rep.  228;  Pittinger  v.  Pittin- 
ger,   89   Am,    St.    Rep.    200. 

On  Fresximptions  in  Favor  of  the  Validity  of  Marriages,  see  the  note 
to  Pittinger  v.  Pittinger,  89  Am,  St.  Rep.  198. 


GROVER  V.  ZOOK. 

[44  Wash.  489,  87  Pac.  638.] 

MARRIAGE,  Promise  of,  What  Implied  Therefrom. — TTnconrli- 
tional  promises  of  marriage  exchanged  between  a  man  and  a  woman 
imply  that  each  is  physically,  morally  and  legally  competent  to  enter 
the  status  of  matrimony  and  capable,  in  so  far  as  he  or  she  knows 
or  has  reason  to  believe,  of  effectuating  the  principal  purposes  of  the 
marriage  relation,      (p.   1013.) 

MARRIAGE  Between  Consumptives,  Right  to  Refuse  to  Keep 
Promise  of. — If  a  man  having  the  hereditary  taint  of  consumptiuii 
enters  into  an  engagement  of  marriage  with  a  woman  alrrady  af- 
llicted  with  that  disease,  their  contract  of  marriage  is  against  public 
policy,  and  he  should  withdraw  from  it,  and  if  he  does  so,  he  is  nut 
liable   to  an  action  for  damages,     (p,   1025.) 
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Jolm  E.  lluiiiphries,  Geurge  B.  Colo  and  AVilliam  E.  Hum- 
phrey, for  the  appelhuit. 

John  B.  Hart,  for  the  respondent. 

'^^^  KOOT,  J.  Tliis  is  an  action  by  respondent  to  recover 
damages  against  appellant  for  breach  of  contract  of  marriage. 
From  a  judgment  in  favor  of  respondent,  the  case  comes  here 
on  appeal. 

The  principal  defense  urged  by  appellant  is  th.-it  respond- 
ent, at  the  time  of  the  mutual  promise  of  marriage,  was 
•jyo  afflicted  with  pulmonary  tuberculosis  (commonly  called 
coiisian[)tion),  in  an  incurable  form,  and  has  ever  since  been 
physically  incapable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  relation. 
It  was  the  contention  of  the  respondent,  in  the  trial  court 
and  here,  that  this  condition  of  respondent  constitutes  no 
defense  to  her  action,  for  the  reasou  that  appellant  kncAv 
thereof  at  the  time  he  prumi.sed  to  marry  her.  It  is  admitted 
by  resi)ondeut  that  she  was  afllicted  with  this  disease  at  the 
time  the  engagement  of  marriage  was  entered  into,  although 
she  claims  that  she  did  not  know  at  that  time*that  the  malady 
at'l'ecting  her  was  consumption.  There  is  a  conflict  in  the 
evidence  as  to  whether  or  not  appellant  knew  of  the  char- 
acter of  her  illness  at  the  time  of  the  engagejuetit.  He  swears 
that  he  did  not.  The  question  of  whether  or  not  he  did 
turns  upon  the  question  as  to  -when  the  engagement  took 
[)lace.  He  claims  that  they  became  engaged  on  the  evening 
of  the  6th  of  January,  1904.  She  and  her  mother  and  step- 
father claim  that  the  engagement  did  not  take  place  until 
ihe  10th  of  January,  1901.  It  appears  that  they  had  some 
t:dk  about  the  matter  on  the  evening  of  flannary  (jfh,  and  it  is 
admitted  that  sue  at  that  time  took  from  her  finger  a  ring 
and  gave  it  to  him  to  take  to  the  jeweler's  to  l)e  nsfnl  as  a 
measui'ement  for  an  engagement  ring.  He  took  tlie  rini;-, 
i;si'd  it  for  tlnit  purpose,  and  presented  her  with  the  engage- 
Mii'iit  ring  on  tlie  next  Sunday,  January  101  li.  Her  mother 
:ni(\  stcpfidher  testii'y  that,  on  the  latter  tlalc  \\\ry  informed 
ap[)ellaiil  thai  the  ailment  from  whicli  respondent  was  sufl'er- 
ing  was  eonsumption ;  that  this  inft)rm;d!on  was  given  him 
while  she  ^vas  not  present;  that  he  said  he  would  ni;in-y  her 
not\vithsl;;iuling  this;  that  it  was  then  phutned  by  them  that 
she  should  be  sent  to  Arizona,  where  it  was  iu'dcvod  that  the 
clhnate  would  cure  or  ameliorate  her  diseased  eoudilion. 
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Appellant  denies  that  he  knew  of  the  character  of  her  ail- 
ment until  after  she  had  gone  to  Arizona.  Her  mother  testi- 
fied that  she  informed  respondent  of  the  nature  of  the  malady 
after  she  reached  Arizona.  A  correspondence  was  main- 
tained "^^^  during  the  time  she  was  there,  between  herself  and 
appellant,  he  making  her  many  suggestions  as  to  taking  care 
of  herself  and  as  to  the  character  of  treatment  she  should 
follow,  and  sending  her  books  and  pamphlets  giving  such 
information  and  directions.  She  returned  in  the  following 
April  much  improved,  as  she  believed.  However,  she  had  an 
attack  of  appendicitis,  necessitating  an  operation,  which  seri- 
ously weakened  her.  She  was  in  the  hospital  sixteen  days  on 
account  of  this  operation,  leaving  there  on  the  sixteenth  day  of 
May.  It  was  understood  between  them  that  their  marriage 
was  to  take  place  in  June,  On  account  of  her  physical  condi- 
tion in  June,  it  was  mutually  agreed  that  the  marriage  should 
be  postponed  until  autumn.  When  the  latter  season  arrived, 
she  and  her  parents  requested  appellant  to  carry  out  his 
promise  of  marriage.  It  seems  that  there  had  been  an  under- 
standing betweeh  them  that  they  would  get  married  and  at- 
tend the  World's  Fair  in  St.  Louis,  in  September  or  October. 
She  and  her  parents  requested  appellant  to  carry  out  this 
plan.  Pie  insisted  that  she  was  physically  unable  to  be  mar- 
ried, but  that  he  would  marry  her  when  she  recovered.  The 
controversy  growing  out  of  the  matter  occasioned  strained 
relations  between  the  parents  and  appellant,  and  he  visited 
their  home  seldom  thereafter.  Finally,  in  December,  1904,  he 
wrote  respondent  a  letter  in  effect  expressing  a  desire  to  term- 
inate the  engagement. 

Upon  the  trial  there  was  some  indefiniteness  in  the  evidence 
as  to  the  seriousness  of  her  condition.  She  admitted  upon 
the  witness-stand  that,  for  about  a  year  prior  to  the  time  of 
the  trial,  she  had  been  sleeping  out  of  doors  on  the  porch  at 
the  side  of  the  house,  in  order  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  open 
air;  that  while  in  Arizona  she  had  lived  most  of  the  time  in  a 
tent,  being  much  of  the  time  confined  to  her  bed  and  having 
night  sweats  and  a  cough,  and  having  had  several  "fainting 
spells";  that  since  her  return  she  had  been  free  from  the 
night  sweats,  but  still  had  the  cough;  that  she  had  continu- 
ously "**^^  followed,  and  was  then  following,  the  directions  and 
treatment  recommended  by  appellant  aiul  the  books  he  had 
furnished  her;  that  she  was  taking  cod-liver  oil  and  practic- 
ing the  "breathing  exercises."     The  doctors  who  attended 
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lier  at  the  hospital  made  an  examination  and  fouiu]  lliat  .sh<; 
was  at  tiiat  time  afflicted  with  pulmonary  tuljcrcidosis.  One 
physician  who  examined  her  a  few  days  before  the  trial,  at 
the  Te(iuest  of  her  attorney,  testified  that  she  at  that  time 
had  tlie  disease.  In  fact,  it  was  not  disputed  that  she  had 
never  recovered  since  the  engagement;  ut  she  believed  her- 
self to  be  much  improved  over  her  condition  as  it  was  when 
she  started  for  Arizona.  Her  stei^father  testified  that  their 
family  physician  had  said  that  he  did  not  deem  it  advisable 
for  her  to  get  married.  Appellant  testified  that  his  father 
and  mother  had  died  from  this  disease,  and  that  he  had  for 
many  years  practiced  "breathing  exercises"  for  self-protection 
therefrom.  He  urged  that,  by  reason  of  the  diseased  condi- 
tion of  respondent  and  of  the  taint  in  himself,  the  proper 
functions  of  marriage  could  not  be  consummated,  and  that 
their  marriage  would  be  detrimental  to  the  health  of  her, 
himself,  and  any  issue  they  might  have,  and  in  contravention 
of  public  policy. 

As  to  the  question  of  the  date  of  the  engagement,  and  as 
to  whether  or  not  he  knew  of  her  having  consumption  at  the 
time  he  became  engaged  to  her,  while  the  evidence  w^ould  seem 
to  make  his  version  reasonable,  yet  as  the  jury  evidently 
reached  the  other  conclusion,  we  wall  accept  their  findings  as 
correct.  The  trial  court  ruled  upon  the  evidence,  and  in- 
structed the  jury,  upon  the  theory  that  the  appellant  was 
liable  for  a  breach  of  the  agreement  if,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  thereof,  he  knew  the  character  of  appellant's  ailment. 
Proper  exceptions,  in  different  form,  questioned  the  correct- 
ness of  this  view. 

The  (juestion  presented  to  this  court  is  this :  Did  appel- 
lant, under  the  circumstances,  have  a  legal  right  to  disre- 
gard '^^^^  the  promise  of  marriage  he  had  given  respondent? 
In  the  domain  of  morals  it  is  a  maxim  that  a  bad  promise  is 
better  broken  than  kept.  ]\Ioral  considerations  must  have  a 
predominating  influence  upon  such  a  (iuestion  as  now  con- 
fronts us.  In  fact,  they  constitute  the  reason,  the  basis  and 
the  life  of  the  law  applicable  in  a  case  of  this  character.  The 
most  profound  j)hih)sophers  join  with  the  ^\'isest  stat(>smen 
in  maintaining  the  j)roposition  that  the  home  is  the  unit  of 
the  state,  and  that  the  character  of  a  people  and  the  stability 
and  welfare  of  the  nation  must  largely  depend  upon  the 
healthful  and  whoh^ome  inlhuMu-e  of  the  home  life.  i'>y  rea 
sou  of  this,  we  find  the  home  and  the  members  thereof,  espe- 
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cially  the  young  and  dependent,  sheltered  by  the  protecting 
care  of  various  statutes,  all  being  evidences  and  expressions 
of  that  public  policy  which  deems  the  home  and  its  inmates  ap- 
propriate objects  of  the  solicitude  and  care  of  the  state. 

The  paramount  consideration  involved  in  the  determination 
of  this  case  is  not  that  appertaining  solely  to  the  parties 
to  this  action — although  as  to  each  of  them  it  is  of  great 
importance — but  it  is  as  to  the  community,  the  state,  and  to 
humanity  in  general.  Here  we  have  a  man  and  a  woman  en- 
gaged to  be  married.  The  man  is  of  a  family  several  mem- 
bers of  which  have  died  with  pulmonary  consumption.  The 
woman  is  afflicted  with  the  same  disease  to  such  an  extent 
that  it  becomes  necessary  for  her  to  go  to  a  distant  portion 
of  the  country  to  recuperate,  which  she  does,  returning  with 
the  affliction  still  upon  her  and  with  small,  if  any,  assurances 
of  recovery.  Under  these  circumstances,  if  the  marriage 
were  to  be  consummated,  what  would  be  the  natural  conse- 
quences to  be  anticipated?  Unconditional  promises  of  mar- 
riage, exchanged  by  a  man  and  woman,  imply  respectively  that 
each  is  physically,  morally,  and  legally  competent  to  enter 
the  status  of  matrimony,  and  capable,  in  so  far  as  he  or  she 
knows  or  has  reason  to  believe,  of  effectuating  the  principal 
purposes  of  the  marriage  relation.  One  of  the  most  impor- 
tant functions  of  wedlock  is  the  procreation  of  children.  Offi- 
spring  ^^^  are  the  natural  result  and  ofttimes  the  chief  pur- 
pose of  marriage.  That  the  thought  of  bringing  a  child  into 
the  world  should  be  one  of  the  most  serious  that  can  engage 
the  mind  of  a  human  being  needs  but  to  be  suggested.  Born 
amidst  the  most  favorable  environment,  there  lies  before 
every  babe  a  life  of  uncertainty  so  great  that  no  worthy 
parent  may  contemplate  it  without  a  tremor  of  apprehension. 
Thus  launched  upon  the  sea  of  time  and  eternity,  what  parent 
can  dwell  upon  the  birth  of  his  child  without  the  keenest 
sense  of  anxiety  and  responsibility?  If  the  child  born  in 
health  and  wntli  a  body  of  vigor  be  a  matter  of  dci-p  concern 
to  a  parent,  what  must  be  said  of  the  advent  of  a  babe  bur- 
dened with  the  hereditary  plague  of  consumption  1  That  pul- 
monary tuberculosis  is  both  contagious  and  hereditary,  as 
these  terms  are  understood  (although  possibly  not  in  a  strictly 
technical  and  professional  sense),  as  well  as  infectious,  ad- 
mits of  little,  if  any,  doubt.  That  a  mother  seriously  ill  with 
that  disease  and  a  father  with  a  hereditarj^  taint  thereof  in 
his  blood  would  bring  forth  a  child  exempt  therefrom  is  un- 
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believable.  For  parents  thus  afflicted  to  brinj^  into  llic  wurld 
a  child  would  be  not  only  detrimental  to  the  welfare  of  the 
state  and  an  offense  to  the  instincts  of  humanity,  but  it  would 
be,  as  against  the  innocent  babe,  a  moral  wrong  most  aljhor- 
rent.  Such  a  child  must  of  necessity  be  a  burden  to  itself 
and  others  and  devoid  of  the  joys  and  blessings  that  niak<3 
life  endurable.  In  declining  to  carry  out  his  promise  of  mar- 
riage, it  may  be  presumed  that  appellant  apprehended  the 
natural  and  legitimate  consequences  of  such  a  union.  In  ad- 
dition to  the  thought  of  progeny,  there  would  be  also  that  of 
the  aggravation  of  the  disease  as  to  both  himself  and  pros- 
pective wife,  the  medical  expert  evidence  showing  that  the  in- 
timate association  of  married  life  would  tend  to  augment  the 
ravages  of  the  malady  upon  each. 

The  apprehension  felt  by  the  people  of  this  state  from  the 
disease  under  consideration  is  evidenced  by  a  statute  enacted 
4-95  |jy  jj^Q  legislature  in  1899,  entitled  "An  act  to  prevent  the 
spread  of  tuberculosis,"  etc.:  Laws  1899,  p.  117.  Section  5 
of  that  statute  reads  as  follows:  "It  is  hereby  made  the  duty 
of  every  person  having  tuberculosis  and  of  everyone  attending 
such  person,  and  of  the  authorities  of  public  and  private  in- 
stitutions, hospitals  or  dispensaries,  to  observe  and  enforce 
the  sanitary  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  from  time  to 
time  by  the  boards  of  health  of  such  cities  and  of  the  state 
for  the  prevention  of  the  spread  of  pulmonary  tuberculosis." 

Other  statutes  exist  having  for  their  purpose  the  prevention 
of  the  spread  of  this  and  other  contagious  and  infectious  dis- 
eases. The  enforceiuent  of  certain  rules  and  the  distribution 
of  literature  giving  information  as  to  the  prevention  and  treat- 
ment of  such  cases  is  enjoined  upon  boards  of  health  and 
others.  Such  a  document  is  the  "Circular  of  Infornialion  to 
Prevent  the  Spread  of  Consumption,"  which  is  now  before  us. 
Ijesicles  much  other  information  and  many  directions,  it  con- 
tains the  following  items:  "Consumption  is  the  niest  connnou 
and  the  most  fatal  of  all  diseases.  It  is  a  disi-ase  of  tiie  lungs 
caused  by  a  germ  which  is  breathed  into  the  lungs  or  gets  into 
the  body  with  food.     This  germ  of  consumption  comes  only 

from  some  other  person  or  animal  tliat  has  the  disease 

A  consuni))tive  should  never  sleep  in  the  same  beil  \\ith  an- 

oilier     person A    consu!ii[)tive     mother    sliouUl     never 

nurse  her  baby;  it  is  l)ad  for  the  mother  and  danuerous  for  the 
baby.  A  consuni[)1ivc  should  not  cook  or  preii.ii'c  I'dods  for 
otliers When   a   con>umj)tivc   moves   to   anollier   iiouse. 
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notify  the  health  authorities  by  phone  or  card,  so  that  they 
can  see  that  the  old  home  is  properly  disinfected  according  to 
law.  Do  not  share  a  consumptive's  bed,  or  use  the  personal 
property,  including  dishes,  belonging  to  one." 

In  the  face  of  legal  restrictions  and  requirements  of  this 
character,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  a  man  or  woman 
afflicted  with  this  plague  may  legally  insist  upon  the  fulfill- 
ment of  a  promise  of  marriage  which,  if  consummated,  would 
endanger  the  health  and  life  of  both  and  blight  the  life  of 
^*^**  any  offspring  that  might  be  bom.  Any  person  entering 
marriage,  knowing  himself  to  be  seriously  afflicted  with  pul- 
monary tuberculosis,  violates  the  spirit,  if  not  the  exact  letter, 
of  the  statutes  enacted  to  prevent  the  spread  of  that  disease. 
The  same  is  true  of  one  who  marries  another  knowing  him  or 
her  to  be  thus  afflicted.  An  agreement  which,  if  executed, 
would  thwart  the  beneficent  purpose  of  such  statutes,  ought 
not  to  be  held  binding.  The  principles  we  believe  controlling 
here  have  been  recognized  and  enunciated  by  the  courts  in 
several  of  our  sister  states.  The  supreme  court  of  appeals 
of  Virginia,  in  the  case  of  Sanders  v.  Coleman,  97  Va.  690, 
34  S.  E.  621,  47  L.  R.  A.  581,  made  use  of  the  following  ex- 
pressions: "Under  the  expression  'the  act  of  God'  is  compre- 
hended all  misfortunes  and  accidents  arising  from  inevitable 
necessity  which  human  prudence  could  not  foresee  or  prevent. 
Hence  it  is  held  that  'illness,'  being  beyond  the  power  of  man 
to  control  or  prevent,  is  the  act  of  God:  Story  on  Bailments, 
sees.  25,  511 ;  Fish  v.  Chapman,  2  Ga.  349,  46  Am.  Dec.  393 ; 
Gleason  v.  Virginia  M.  R.  R.  Co.,  140  U.  S.  435,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  859,  35  L.  ed.  458.  It  can  no  longer  be  doubted  that, 
if  the  performance  of  a  contract  is  rendered  impossible  by 
the  act  of  God  alone,  such  fact  will  furnish  a  valid  excuse 
for  its  nonperformance,  and  such  a  stipulation  will  be  under- 
stood to  be  an  inherent  part  of  every  contract.  This  prin- 
ciple, it  would  seem,  should  apply  with  peculiar  force  to  a 
marriage  contract,  the  performance  of  which,  owing  to  causes 
subsequently  intervening,  and  altogether  independent  of  any 
default  of  the  party,  might  result  in  conseciuences  disastrous 
to  tlie  life  or  health  of  the  parties,  or  either  of  them.  We 
hold,  therefore,  that  a  contract  to  marry  is  coupled  with  the 
implied  condition  that  both  of  the  parties  shall  remain  in  the 
enjoyment  of  life  and  health,  and  if  the  condition  of  the 
parties  has  so  changed  that  the  marriage  state  would  endanger 
the  life  or  health  of  either,  a  breach  of  the  contract  is  ex- 
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disable:  Allen  v.  Baker,  86  N.  C.  91,  40  Am.  Kcp.  414; 
Shackieford  v.  Hamilton,  93  Ky.  80,  40  Am.  St.  Kep.  KJG.  19 
S.  W.  5,  15  L.  R.  A.  531;  I^ishop  on  IMarriage  ai)d  Divurco. 
sec.  219.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  evidence,  as  to  which,  in  our 
ojMnion,  there  is  no  real  conflict,  shows  that  there  was  a  pre- 
<lisposition,  in  the  defendant's  family,  to  physical  trouble  of 
the  kind  that  had  developed  ^•*''  with  him;  that  his  father 
had  died  with  a  similar  disease,  and  a  brother  with  urinary 
trouble;  that  after  his  enpjagement  with  the  plaintiff,  and 
before  the  time  fixed  for  the  marriage,  the  defendant  had, 
without  fault  on  his  part,  developed  and  was  suffering  with 
a  grave  malady,  involving  the  urinary  organs,  ....  and 
that  an  indulgence  in  sexual  intercourse  would  aggravate  his 
disease,  and  likely  shorten  his  life;  and  that  it  would  be  not 
only  a  wrong  and  injustice  to  the  defendant,  but  also  to  the 
plaintiff  for  him  to  marry  in  his  condition  of  health.  ]Mar- 
riage  is  assumed  by  law  to  be  made  for  mutual  comfort. 
The  condition  of  the  defendant  precludes  any  hope  of  mutual 
comfort  from  cohabitation,  ....  Our  conclusions  upon  the 
law  and  upon  the  evidence  is  that  the  defendant  acted 
tliroughout  with  good  faith,  and  that  the  unhappy  circum- 
stances in  which  he  found  himself  justified  the  alleged  breach 
of  contract  to  marry  the  plaintiff." 

What  was  there  said  becomes  particularly  poilinent  to  the 
case  at  bar,  tlie  evidence  of  the  medical  experts  here  being 
to  the  effect  that  copulation  would  be  exceedingly  detrimental 
to  one  atllicted  as  was  respondent.  Applicable  in  principle, 
also,  is  the  case  of  Shackieford  v.  Hamilton,  93  Ky.  80,  40 
Am.  St.  Rep.  166,  19  S.  W.  5,  15  L.  R.  A.  531,  which  was 
based  upon  facts  a))out  as  follows:  Applicant,  prior  to  his 
engaL:''nient  to  respondent,  had  contracted  syphiiis.  hut  be- 
lieved at  the  time  of  his  engagenient  that  he  was  tlioroughly 
and  pcnnaniMitly  cured  thereof.  Some  time  after  his  euLiage- 
ment  to  respondent  the  effects  of  this  disease  again  mani- 
fested themselves  in  so  serious  a  form  that  physicians  said 
it  was  doubtless  incurable.  Thei'eupon  ai^pellant  informed 
resi)on(l(Mit  that  he  could  not  marry  lier.  She  declined  to 
release'  him  from  his  promise  and  instituted  an  action  for 
damages.  The  supreme  court  of  Kentucky,  in  passing  upon 
the  case,  said:  "AVhen  the  marriage  contract  is  consununated. 
the  parties  taking  each  other  for  better,  for  worse,  for  richer, 
for  poorei'.  and  aur(N'  to  cherish  each  oth<'r  in  sickness  and  in 
'^'*'^  heallli.  the  Tact  that  the  social  standing  of  the  one  parly 
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or  other  or  their  pecuniary  condition  was  not  as  represented, 
will  afford  no  ground  for  relief;  still,  when  there  is  a  mere 
agreement  to  marry,  there  may  be  such  a  condition  of  the 
one  party  or  the  other  as  to  health  or  other  bodily  infirmity 
arising  subsequent  to  the  agreement  as  would  authorize 
either  party  to  decline  to  enter  into  the  marriage  relation, 
and  to  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  place  such  a  contract  upon 

the  same  footing  with  cases  of  mere  personal  chattels 

The  text-books  establish  the  doctrine  that  'without  sexual 
intercourse  the  ends  of  marriage,  the  procreation  of  children 
and  the  pleasures  and  enjoyments  of  matrimony,  cannot  be 
attained.'  The  first  cause  and  reason  of  matrimony,  says 
Ayliffe,  'ought  to  be  the  design  of  having  offspring;  so  the 
second  ought  to  be  the  avoiding  of  fornication.  And  the  law 
recognizes  these  two  as  its  principal  ends,  namely:  a  lawful 
indulgence  of  the  passions  to  prevent  licentiousness,  and  the 
procreation  of  children,  according  to  the  evident  design  of 
Divine  Providence':  1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  6th 

ed.,  322 It  is  impossible  for  the  defendant  to  fulfill 

his  contract.  Ilis  disease  renders  him  incapable  of  marriage 
without  actual  damage  to  the  life  of  the  woman  he  marries 
by  communicating  to  her  and  through  her  to  their  offspring 
a  loathsome  disease  that  is  now,  from  the  testimony  in  the 

case,  gradually  destroying  this  unfortunate  man No 

greater  crime  in  law  or  morals  could  have  been  committed 
by  the  appellant  than  a  performance  of  his  agreement.  Tho 
purity  of  our  social  system,  the  interests  of  the  public  in 
preserving  sacred  the  marital  relation,  the  protection  of  those 
whose  existence  may  spring  from  such  an  unholy  alliance,  as 
well  as  the  future  welfare  and  happiness  of  the  parties  them- 
selves, require  that  such  a  construction  should  be  given  this 
class  of  contracts;  and  if  there  was  no  precedent  for  the 
recognition  of  the  doctrine  announced,  we  would  not  hesitate 
to  make  one." 

The  same  court,  in  a  subsequent  case,  Gardner  v.  Arnett, 
21  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1,  50  S.  W.  840,  approved  the  decision  and 
reasoning  of  the  case  just  cited,  and,  as  to  the  case  before  it, 
observed:  "lie  [defendant]  owed  it  to  the  plaintiff  and  to 
soeiety  to  refuse  to  enter  into  marriage  relations  with  her, 
and  he  had  "^'*"  the  right  to  abandon  the  contract  and  refuse 
to  marry  her  at  any  time  before  their  marriage  was  solemn- 
ized." 
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In  Ryder  v.  Ryder,  6G  Vt.  158,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  833,  28 
Atl.  1029,  the  supreme  court  of  Vennout  annulled  a  marriage 
because  the  wife  had  a  venereal  disease  endangering  the 
health  of  her  husband  and  any  children  she  might  bear.  'I'o 
the  same  effect,  in  principle,  were  tlie  decisions  in  Smith  v. 
Smith,  171  :\[ass.  404,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  440,  50  N.  E.  933,  41 
L.  R.  A.  800,  Me:\Iahen  v.  I\rc:\rahen,  186  Pa.  485,  40  Atl. 
795,  41  L.  R.  A.  802,  Sven.son  v.  Svenson,  178  N.  Y.  54,  70 
N.  E.  120,  and  Martin  v.  Martin,  54  W.  Va.  301,  46  S.  E. 
120.  In  the  case  of  Goddard  v.  Westcott,  82  :\Iich.  180,  46 
N.  W.  242,  the  supreme  court  of  ^Michigan  said:  "While  it 
is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  encourage  marriage,  it  is  not  the 
policy  of  the  law  to  encourage  unhappy  marriages,"  and  the 
court  then,  with  express  approval,  quotes  from  Mr.  Schouler, 
in  7  South.  Law  Rev.  65,  the  following:  "The  marriage  state 
ought  not  to  be  lightly  entered  into.  It  involves  the  pro- 
foundest  interests  of  human  life,  transmitting  its  complex 
influences  direct  to  posterity,  and  invading  the  happiness  of 

parents   and   near  kindred From   such   a  standpoint, 

we  view  the  marriage  engagement  as  a  period  of  probation, 
so  to  speak,  for  both  parties — their  opportunity  for  finding 
one  another  out;  and  if  that  probation  results  in  developing 
incompatibility  of  tastes  and  temperainent,  coldness,  sus- 
picion, and  incurable  repugnance  of  one  to  the  other,  though 
all  this  ma}^  impute  no  vice  to  either,  nor  afford  matter  for 
judicial  demonstration,  duty  requires  that  the  match  be 
broken  off." 

In  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Baker,  86  N.  C.  91,  41  Am.  Rep. 
444,  the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina  spoke  as  follows: 
"We  cannot  understand  how  one  can  be  liable  for  not  ful- 
filling a  contract,  when  the  very  performance  thereof  would 
in  itself  amount  to  a  great  crime,  not  only  against  the  indi- 
vidual, but  against  society  itself It  is  likewise  true, 

that  whenever  the  main  part  of  an  executory  eoiiti-act 
r.o«>  })e(;.(,]ncs  impossi])le  of  performance  from  any  causc  l)e- 
yoiul  the  power  of  the  party  to  control,  it  will  be  tr^'afcd  as 
having  ])eeome  impossible  in  toto.  Wliy  should  not  the  same 
principle  apply  to  a  contract  the  fuliillniciit  of  whii-li.  owing 
to  causes  snl)sci[uontly  inicrvcning  and  altou'd  Ikm-  inde- 
pendent of  any  default  of  the  party,  can  only  be  i)ro(luctive 
of  consC([uences  disastrous  to  \hr  parties  the;pse]v(>s.  and  such 
as    may    entail    misery    ui)on    others    to    cume    after    them? 
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....  The  usual,  and  we  may  say  legitimate,  objects  sought 
to  be  attained  by  such  agreements  to  marry  are,  the  comfort 
of  association,  the  consortium  vitae,  as  it  is  called  in  the 
books;  the  gratification  of  the  njitural  passions  rendered  law- 
ful by  the  union  of  the  parties;  and  the  procreation  of  chil- 
dren. And  if  either  party  should  thereafter  become,  by  the 
act  of  God  and  without  fault  on  his  own  part,  unfit  for  such 
a  relation  and  incapable  of  performing  the  duties  incident 
thereto,  then  the  law  will  excuse  a  noncompliance  with  the 
promise — the  main  part  of  the  contract  having  become  im- 
possible of  performance  the  whole  will  be  considered  to  be 
so." 

In  Trammell  v.  Vaughan,  158  Mo.  214,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
302,  59  S.  W.  79,  51  L.  R.  A.  854,  the  supreme  court  of  Mis- 
souri emplo3'ed  this  language:  "Marriage  is  a  contract,  but 
it  is  not  merely  a  civil  contract,  for  it  can  only  be  entered 
into  in  a  manner  recognized  by  law,  and  can  only  be  dis- 
solved in  a  like  manner.  The  state  is  the  third  party  to  every 
such  contract,  and  has  a  direct  interest  therein :  Blank  v. 
Nohl,  112  Mo.  159,  20  S.  W.  477,  18  L.  R.  A.  350 ;  State  v. 
Bittick,  103  Mo.  183,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  869,  15  S.  W.  325,  11 
L.  R.  A.  587.  Certain  marriages  are  prohibited  by  law  be- 
cause of  their  detrimental  effects  upon  society'  and  the  human 
species.  Every  contract  of  marriage  implies  that  the  con- 
tracting parties  know  of  no  legal  or  physical  impediment  to 

the  contractual  relation  and  its  consequences If  the 

disease  is  of  a  temporary  character,  such  as  was  the  case 
here,  and  could  be  easily  cured,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
postpone  the  marriage  until  he  is  cured;  and  if  the  disease 
is  of  a  permanent  character,  such  as  was  the  fact  in  the  North 
Carolina,  Kentucky,  and  Virginia  cases  cited,  the  defendant 
is  not  only  entitled  to  refuse  to  carry  out  the  contract,  but 
it  is  his  duty  to  do  so." 

•"'^^i  In  the  case  of  Gring  v.  Lerch,  112  Pa.  244,  56  Am. 
Rep.  314,  3  Atl.  841,  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania 
spoke  as  follows :  "  It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose,  as  was  assumed 
in  the  point,  and  affirmed  by  the  court,  that  the  impediment 
must  be  of  such  a  nature  as  would  be  a  ground  of  divorce 
after  marriage.  We  are  not  now  dealing  with  a  question  of 
divorce.  That  is  a  subject  that  is  regulated  by  statute,  and 
has  no  necessary  relation  to  the  case  in  hand.  We  are  con- 
sidering a  contract  to  marry;  a  contract  which  calls  for  the 
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richest  ^ood  faith  on  both  sides,  and  which  neither  party  has 
the  right  to  enforce  against  the  other,  if  incapable  of  per- 
forming the  full  marital  duties.  A  man  does  not  contract  to 
marry  a  woman  for  the  mere  pleasure  of  paying  for  her  hoard 
and  washing.  He  expects  and  is  entitled  to  something  in 
return,  and  if  the  woman  with  whom  he  contracts  be  in- 
capable, by  reason  of  a  natural  impediment,  of  giving  him 
the  comfort  and  satisfaction  to  which,  as  a  married  man,  he 
would  be  entitled,  there  is  a  failure  of  the  moving  considera- 
tion of  such  contract,  and  no  court  ought  to  enforce  it  by 
giving  damages  for  its  breach." 

In  the  early  case  of  Atchinson  v.  Baker,  2  Peake  N.  P. 
103,  Lord  Kenyon  said:  "It  would  be  most  mischievous  to 
compel  parties  to  marry  who  could  never  live  happily  to- 
gether"; and  he  cites  Lord  Mansfield  as  having  held,  in  the 
case  of  Foulkes  v.  Sellway,  3  Esp.  236,  that  a  defendant  was 
not  liable  in  damages  for  breach  of  promise  w^here  the  char- 
acter of  the  w^oman  turned  out  to  be  different  from  what  he 
had  reason  to  believe  it,  and  that  an  infirmity,  either  bodily 
or  mental,  would  excuse  fulfillment  of  the  marriage  agree- 
ment. 

It  is  a  fundamental  proposition  that  a  contract  contraven- 
ing the  provisions  or  policy  of  a  public  law  is  void  or  void- 
able :  Macintosh  v.  Kenton,  2  Wash.  121,  3  Pac.  830 ;  Cannon 
V.  Cannon,  2G  N.  J.  Eq.  316;  Bowman  v.  Gonegal,  I'J  La. 
Ann.  328,  92  Am.  Dec.  537.  Bishop  on  Contracts,  enlarged 
edition,  section  470,  reads:  "No  agreement  between  parties 
to  do  a  thing  prohibited  ^^^  by  law,  or  subversive  of  any 
public  interest  which  the  law  cherishes,  will  be  judicially 
enforced."  And  at  section  473,  the  following  app(i;irs:  "A 
contract  invading  any  one  of  the  other  interests  which  the 
law  cherishes,  though  to  do  what  is  neither  indictable  nor 
prohibited  by  a  statute,  termed  a  contract  against  public 
policy   (or  sound  policy),  is  likewise  void." 

9  Cyclopedia,  481,  says  this:  "If  an  agreement  binds  the 
parties  or  either  of  them,  or  if  the  consideration  is  to  do 
something  opi)osed  to  the  public  policy  of  tlie  state  or  nation, 
it  is  illegal  and  absolutely  void,  however  solenujly  made.  If 
the  court  should  enforce  such  agreement  it  would  employ  its 
functions  in  undoing  what  it  was  created  to  do.  It  is  not 
easy  to  give  a  precise  definition  of  public  policy.  It  is  per- 
haps correct  to  say  that  public  policy  is  that  principle  of  law 
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which  holds  that  no  person  can  lawfully  do  that  which  has 
a  tendency  to  be  injurious  to  the  public  or  against  the  public 
good,  which  may  be  designated,  as  it  has  sometimes  been, 
the  policy  of  the  law  or  public  policy  in  relation  to  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  law.  "Where  a  contract  belongs  to  this 
class,  it  will  be  declared  void,  although  in  the  particular  in- 
stance no  injury  to  the  public  may  have  resulted.  In  other 
words  its  validity  is  determined  by  its  general  tendency  at 
the  time  it  is  made,  and  if  this  is  opposed  to  the  interests  of 
the  public  it  will  be  invalid,  even  though  the  intent  of  the 
parties  was  good  and  no  injury  to  the  public  would  result 
in  the  particular  case.  The  test  is  the  evil  tendency  of  the 
contract  and  not  its  actual  injury  to  the  public  in  a  par- 
ticular instance."  To  the  same  effect,  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  2d  ed.,  p.  933. 

Counsel  for  respondent  cite  us  to  cases  where  a  man, 
promising  to  marry  a  woman  whom  he  knew  to  have  been 
formerly  unchaste,  was  held  to  be  bound  by  such  promise. 
Such  a  case  and  this  are  not  analogous.  There  the  man  by 
his  promise  overlool<s  the  former  shortcomings  of  the  woman, 
and  it  is  a  matter  concerning  him  only.  She  would  have  the 
ability  to,  and  presumably  would,  reform  and  become  a  good 
wife  and  worthy  mother.  This  is  to  the  advantage  of 
^**^  society,  and  not  inconsistent  with  sound  public  policy, 
and  the  law  should  interpose  no  hindrance  thereto.  But  a 
consumptive  woman  is  physically  incapable  of  becoming  a 
healthful  companion  or  the  mother  of  healthy  issue.  It  is 
not  a  condition  that  she  voluntarily  created  or  can  change 
at  will.  The  evils  to  follow  her  marriage  could  not  be  con- 
fined to  herself  and  husband,  but  must  of  necessity  concern 
and  injuriously  affect  others.  The  nature  and  natural  se- 
quences of  a  contract  of  marriage  are  such  that  the  state  is 
of  necessity  a  third  party  to,  and  interested  in,  every  such 
agreement.  Its  interests  forbid  the  enforcement  of  such  a 
contract  between  parties  physically  incapable  of  making  the 
married  state  beneficial  to  themselves  or  society. 

AVe  are  not  disposed  to  take  into  consideration  any  matters 
personal  only  to  the  appellant.  If  he  knew  of  the  nature 
of  respondent's  ailment  when  he  agreed  to  marry  her,  and 
agreed  to  make  her  his  wife  notwithstanding  the  same,  he 
ought  not  to  escape  responsibility  by  reason  of  any  incon- 
venience  affecting  only   himself.     But  the  interests  of  the 
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coniiminity  and  state  step  in  and,  with  dictates  of  lumianitx-. 
(Iciiiaiid  that  no  human  compact  shall  he  upheld  that  has  I'or 
one  of  its  principal  objects  the  bringing  into  the  world  of 
helpUss,  hoi)eless,  plague-cursed,  innocent  babes.  "We  can 
sanction  the  breaking  of  a  i)r()mise  and  relieve  fi'om  the 
terms  of  a  deliberate  agreement  only  when  the  altei'native 
involves  results  more  deplorable.  ITad  these  parties  married, 
it  is  inconceivable  that  any  of  the  important  ends  of  mar- 
riage could  have  been  attained.  It  is  morally  certain  that 
sickness,  grief  and  sorrow  nuist  have  been  the  sequence  of 
such  a  union.  These  considerations,  with  the  possi!)ility  and 
])robability  of  issue  afflicted  ivith  this  terrible  malady,  con- 
strain us  to  hold  that  the  marriage  agreement  was  not  bind- 
ing— that  it  was  the  privilege  of  either  party  to  withdraw 
therefrom.  Rule  12G  of  Grcenhood  on  Public  Policy  rends 
as  follows:  "No  one  can  estop  himself  from  proving  facts 
which  will  '^^^  show  a  contract  to  be  opposed  to  public 
polic3^"  It  having  been  the  privilege  and,  as  we  believe,  the 
moral  and  legal  duty  of  appellant  to  decline  to  carry  out  the 
agreement,  he  cannot  be  held  responsible  in  damages  for  so 
<loing. 

The  following  authorities  bear  on  some  of  the  questions 
here  involved :  Turnbull  v.  Farnsworth,  1  Wash.  444 ; 
Standard  Furniture  Co.  v.  Van  AlsLine,  22  Wash.  670,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  960,  62  Pac.  145,  51  L.  R.  A.  889;  Graves  v. 
Johnson,  156  Mass.  211,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  446,  30  N.  E.  818, 
15  L.  R.  A.  834;  Armstrong  v.  Toler,  11  AVhe;it.  258,  6  L.  ed. 
468;  Ah  Doon  v.  Smith,  25  Or.  89,  34  Pac.  1093;  Tatum  v. 
Kolley,  25  Ark.  209,  94  Am.  Dec.  717;  AVoodworth  v.  Bennett, 
43  N.  Y.  273,  3  Am.  Rep.  706;  Gaylord  v.  Soragen,  32  Vt. 

110.  76  Am.  Dec.  154;  Ralston  v.  Boady,  20  Ga.  449;  .Alabiu 
V.  Webster,  129  Ind.  430,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  199,  2S  N.  F.  863; 
Ryder  v.  Ryder,  {)G  Yt.  158,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  833.  28  All. 
li)2;);  (iulick  V.  Gulick,  41  N.  J.  L.  13;  Kantzler  v.  Grant,  2 

111.  App.  236;  Walker  v.  Johnson.  6  hid.  Apji.  fiOO,  33  X.  F. 
2ii7.  34  N.  F.  100;  Aliiler  v.  Rosier,  31  Alich.  475;  Spr.igue 
v.  Ci-.-ii-  51  111.  288;  4  Am.  &  Fng.  Fney.  of  Law,  2d  ed.. 
p[).  b'^'j,  894,  and  note;  Wharton  on  Contracts,  324;  Pollork' 
on  Contracts,  337;  2  Addison  on  Contracts,  7138;  Gould  & 
Pyle's  Cyclopedia  ^Medicine  and  Surgery;  Story  on  Contracts, 
sec.  675;  Anders'  Practice  of  ]\ledicine.  '-'(^S,  270-272;  Beach 
on  SIod*n"n  Coidract  Law,  sees.  1498,  1499. 

Am.    St.   Kep.,    Vol.    120 — 65 
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The  judgment  of  the  honorable  superior  court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded,  with  instructions  to  dismiss  the  ac- 
tion. 

Mount,  C.  J.,  Dunbar,  Crow,  Hadley,  Fullerton  and  Rud- 
kin,  JJ.,  concur. 


The  Existence  of  Disease  as  a  Defense  to  a  Breach  of  Promise  to 
marry  is  discussed  in  Shackleford  v.  Hamilton,  93  Ky.  80,  40  Am. 
St,  Kep.  166j  Trammell  v.  Vaughn,  158  Mo.  214,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  302. 


CASES 

IN  THE 

SUPKEME  COURT 

OF 

WISCONSIN. 


IDP^MA  V.  COiMSTOCK. 

[131  Wis.  16,  110  N.  W.  786.] 

APPEAL. — Decision  of  Refsree  Confirmed  by  the  circuit  court 
on  a  pure  matter  of  fact  must  be  given  the  same  dignity  on  appeal 
as  is  required  by  the  established  practice  as  to  any  conclusion  of  fact 
made  by  a  trial  court,     (p.  1028.) 

PARTITION.— Sale  Should  not  be  Made  for  the  purposes  of 
partition  unless  necessary  in  order  to  protect  the  parties  from  serious 
losa.      (p.  1028.) 

PARTITION  OR  SALE— Test.— The  established  test  of  whether 
a  partition  in  kind  would  result  in  great  prejudice  to  the  owners  is 
whether  the  value  of  the  share  of  each  in  case  of  a  partition  would 
be  materially  less  than  his  share  of  the  money  equivalent  that  could 
probably  be  obtained  for  the  whole,      (p.  1028.) 

PARTITION  OR  SALE.— Bvxrden  of  Proof  to  establish  the 
necessary  requisites  to  a  s;ile  of  land  rather  tlian  a  partition  in  kind 
is  on  the  party  alleging  the  necessity  and  advisability  of  such  sale, 
(p.  1029.) 

Suit  for  partition  in  which  the  only  question  was  whether 
the  property  could  be  partitioned  between  the  parties  without 
a  sale,  plaintiff  claiming  that  it  could  and  the  defendant 
that  it  could  not.  The  referee  reported  to  the  court  that  the 
premises  were  so  situated  that  a  partition  thereof  could  not 
be  made  without  great  prejudice  to  the  owners  otherwise 
than  by  a  sale.  Upon  this  point  the  report  was  excepted  to 
by  the  defendant,  but  sustained  and  confirmed  by  the  court, 
and  the  defendant  api)ealed. 

E.  G.  Comstock   and  J.  II.  Roemer,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  AV.  Sanltorn,  for  the  responcU'iit. 

i^''  :\rAHSIIALL,  J.  The  sole  question  here  is  this:  Is  the 
finding  of  the  referee  that  neither  tlie  premises  nor  an\'  dis- 
tinct i)urti()ti  thereof  is  so  situated  tliat  a  partition  thcr(M>f 
can  be  made  without  great  ])rejutlice  to  tlie  owners,  against 
the  clear  preponderance  of  the  cvick'uce? 

(1U27) 
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The  subject  with  which  the  referee  had  to  deal  was  a  pure 
matter  of  fact,  therefore  his  decision,  confinned  by  the  circuit 
court,  must  be  given  the  same  dignity  on  appeal  as  is  required 
by  the  established  practice  as  to  any  conclusion  of  fact  made 
by  a  trial  court. 

True,  as  argued  by  counsel  for  appellant,  the  judicial  rule 
of  long  standing  is  that  a  sale  should  not  be  made  for  the 
purposes  of  partition  unless  that  is  necessary  in  order  to 
protect  the  parties  from  serious  loss.  That  rule  was  devel- 
oped and  established  in  equity:  4  Pomeroy's  Equity  Juris- 
])rudence,  3d  ed.,  sees.  1387,  1390.  We  need  not  investigate 
the  decisions  in  that  field,  because  the  cciuitable  rule  has  been 
made  a  matter  of  written  law  providing  for  a  sale  for  the 
])iirj)oses  of  partition  only  when  a  partition  in  kind  would 
result  in  "great  prejudice  to  the  owners":  Stats.  1898,  sec. 
3119.  The  term  "great  prejudice  to  the  owuers"  refers  to 
pecuniary  loss.  That  was  the  view  taken  in  Vesper  v.  Fariis- 
worth,  40  Wis.  357,  where  a  guide  is  found  for  administering 
the  statute,  phrased  thus:  The  court  should  "ascertain 
whetlier,  if  the  premises  be  partitioned,  the  value  of  the  share 
of  each  owner  will  be  materially  less  than  his  or  her  probable 
share  of  the  purchase  money  in  case  the  premises  are  sold. 
If  so,  a  sale  will  be  proper,  for  the  injury  which  will  warrant 
a  sale  we  understand  to  be  a  pecuniary  injury."  So  the 
established  test  of  whether  a  partition  in  kind  would  result 
in  "great  prejudice  to  the  owners"  is  whether  the  value  of 
the  share  of  each  in  case  of  a  partition  would  be  materially 
less  than  his  share  of  the  money  equivalent  that  could  proba- 
bly be  obtained  for  the  whole. 

An  examination  of  the  evidence  satisfies  us  that  the  referee, 
^^  and  the  trial  court  in  confirming  the  former's  report,  ap- 
plied the  law  as  above  indicated.  The  evidence  was  direc-ied 
to  the  situation  of  the  property  and  its  physical  character- 
istics, nece&sarily  controlling  the  question  of  whether  it  \vas 
])racticable  to  divide  the  same  between  the  parties  according 
to  their  respective  interests,  giving  to  each  his  share,  quantity 
and  quality  relatively  considered,  without  materially  lessen- 
ing the  money  value  of  the  several  interests.  Our  examina- 
tion of  the  evidence  also  satisfies  us  that  the  referee  and  the 
court  appreciated  the  rule  that  the  burden  of  proof  to  estab- 
lish the  statutory  requisite  to  a  sale  Avas  on  the  party  alleging 
the  same.  So,  as  indicated  at  the  outset,  the  ease  comes  down 
to  the  biijq)le  proposition  of  whether  the  decision  complained 
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of  lias  sufficient  support  in  the  evidence  tliat  it  cannot  be 
rightly  said  to  be  contrary  to  the  clear  preponderance  thereof. 
It  does  not  seem  that  we  should  recite  the  evidence  in  de- 
tail in  this  opinion  for  the  purpose  of  denionstraling  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  conclusion  to  which  we  have  arrived.  Such 
demonstration,  it  is  thought,  should  be  avoided  where  there 
are  no  special  circumstances  calling  therefor.  There  are  none 
in  this  case.  Several  witnesses  were  examined  and  cross-ex- 
amined. All  of  them  were  called  by  the  respondent.  The 
general  effect  of  their  evidence  is  that  the  two  forties  of  land 
are  located  at  a  considerable  distance  from  any  settlen;  ;it; 
are  chiefly  valuable  for  the  timber  thereon ;  that  a  partition 
between  the  parties  would  result  in  one  becoming  the  owner 
of  one  and  a  fraction  of  a  forty-acre  tract,  the  other  the 
possessor  of  a  small  fraction  of  such  a  tract;  that  such  frac- 
tion would  not  be,  under  the  circumstances  characterizing 
the  land  in  question,  ordinarily  salable  at  the  full  value  which 
it  would  represent  as  a  part  of  a  considerable  body  of  land; 
that  large  bodies  of  land  are  more  salable  than  small  ones; 
and  that  a  mere  small  fraction  of  a  governinent  subdivision, 
except  in  special  circumstances,  is  not  salable  at  all.  The 
evidence  in  the  whole  has  been  carefully  examined,  and 
though,  it  is  true,  -^  the  necessity  for  a  sale  is  not  as 
definitely  established  as  one  would  like  to  see  in  such  a  case, 
it  is  not  without  merit  to  an  extent  warrant  ing  us  in  holding 
that  the  finding  complained  of  is  against  the  clear  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence. 

By  the  COURT.     The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Timlin,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Farlilion  by  Sale  may  be  decreed,  ratlicr  than  a  division  in  kind,  when 
obviously  to  tlie  advantage  of  the  parties:  Rutherford  v.  Ivuthen'ord, 
lUJ  Tcnn.  3^3,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  799;  Oilman  v.  Boden,  136  Mich. 
125,  112  Am.  tSt.  Eep.  i55G;  Croston  v.  Male,  5G  W.  Va.  205,  107  Am. 
St.  Kcp.  918,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 
In  fact,  partition  by  sale  is  a  matter  of  right  when  the  conditions 
prescribed  by  statute  to  authorize  a  sale  exist:  Wilson  v.  Bogle,  95 
TeiiU.  290,  49  Am.  St.  Eep.  929. 
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BAUTZ  V.  ADAMS. 

[131  Wis.  152,  111  N.  W.  69.] 

MORTOAOE,  Discharge  of  by  a  Mortgagee  Who  has  Ceased 
to  be  the  Owner  of  the  Indebtedness. — Though  the  indebtedness  to 
secure  which  a  mortgage  was  given  has  been  transferred,  the  release 
of  the  mortgage  of  record  by  the  original  mortgagee  protects  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  or  encumbrancer  having  no  notice  of  the  assignment, 
it  not  having  been  filed  for  record,     (p.  1032.) 

MORTGAGE — Payment  to  the  Original  Mortgagee  Who  has 
Ceased  to  be  the  Owner  of  the  Mortgage  Indebtedness. — The  maker 
of  a  negotiable  note  secured  by  mortgage  is  not  protected  by  the 
recording  act  in  paying  the  mortgage  indebtedness  to  the  original 
mortgagee  and  taking  a  release  from  him,  where  he  has  not  posses- 
sion of  the  note  secured  nor  authority  from  the  real  owner  thereof  to 
receive  payment,     (p.  1034.) 

APPEAL — Presumption  Against  Error. — On  appeal,  the  pre- 
sumption is  against  error,  and  in  testing  the  sufficiency  of  the 
record  to  support  the  judgment,  it  must  be  affirmed  unless  error 
appears  with  reasonable  clearness,     (p.  1035.) 

APPEAIi — ^Ambiguous  Findings,  Construction  of. — If  the  find- 
ings of  a  trial  court  are  ambiguous,  that  one  of  two  reasonably 
probable  meanings  will  be  adopted  that  will  support  the  judgment, 
rather  than  the  one  which  will  defeat  it.     (p.  1035.) 

PAYMENT  of  a  Note  Secured  by  a  Mortgage  Made  to  the 
Agent  of  the  Original  Mortgagee  after  he  had  assigned  the  indebt- 
edness is  nevertheless  good,  if  the  assignee  permitted  such  agent 
to  represent  himself  as  having  authority  to  do  what  he  did,  and  he 
had  for  many  years  acted  as  the  agent  of  such  assignee  in  receiving 
payment  of  principal  and  interest  on  loans  made  by  him.     (p.  1035.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT — Authority  to  Receive  Payment  of 
Mortgage  Note. — If  a  person  is  not  the  owner  or  possessor  of  a  note 
and  mortgage,  authority  to  him  to  receive  payment  of  the  indebted- 
ness is  essential  to  extinguishing  the  security.  This  authority  may 
be  established  by  circumstances  showing  its  existence  with  reasonable 
certainty,  and  need  not  be  expressed  in  writing  or  otherwise  directly 
established,     (p.  1036.) 

APPEAL — Absence  of  Finding,  When  not  Fatal. — If  a  fact 
■essential  to  support  a  judgment  in  a  case  in  equity  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  found  by  the  trial  court,  but  does  appear  from  the 
record  with  reasonable  certainty  to  exist,  it  may  be  found  on  appeal, 
and  judgment   directed  accordingly,     (p.   1037.) 

Suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  made  by  Mary  N.  Adams  to 
Wilhelm  Woldt,  December  5,  1891,  due  in  four  years.  When 
the  mortgage  was  executed,  C.  W.  Milbrath  was  authorized 
by  power  of  attorney,  duly  recorded,  to  act  as  attorney  in 
fact  of  the  mortgagee,  and  under  such  power,  on  January, 
1892,  he  assigned  and  delivered  the  note  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
thereafter  continued  in  possession  thereof,  but  the  assignment 
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was  not  recorded  until  August  30,  1905.  The  mortgagor  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  Milbrath  April  2,  1892,  and  the  latter 
conveyed  to  Gustav  C.  Mueller  June  3,  1904,  who,  in  turn, 
on  March  4,  1905,  conveyed  to  George  M.  Ilinkley.  The 
latter  purchased  the  premises  subject  to  the  mortgage  and 
the  indebtedness  therein  described,  and  was  furnished  an  ab- 
stract showing  the  mortgage  to  be  still  outstanding.  He  was 
informed  that  Milbrath,  acting  under  his  power  of  attorney, 
could  receive  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  and  dis- 
charge the  mortgage,  and  on  April  6,  1905,  Hinkley,  by  his 
personal  check,  paid  to  said  Milbrath  as  attorney  for  the  orig- 
inal mortgagee  the  whole  amount  of  the  mortgage  indebted- 
ness, and  received  from  Milbrath  a  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  the  mortgage,  and  the  latter  was  duly  recorded  April  7, 
1905.  The  payment  so  made  by  Hinkley  was  without  any 
knowledge  of  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  or  that  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit  had  any  interest  therein,  while,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  though  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  holder 
of  the  note,  he  permitted  Milbrath  to  represent  himself  as 
authorized  to  receive  payment  and  to  satisfy  the  mortgage. 
The  amount  received  was  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintiff 
on  the  books  of  C.  E.  Milbrath  Company,  of  which  said  Mil- 
brath was  president,  but  the  plaintiff  in  fact  received  no 
money. 

The  court  held  that  the  mortgage  had  been  extinguished, 
and  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  The 
plaintiff  appealed. 

J.  T.  Drought  and  L.  A.  Olwell,  for  the  appellant. 

E.  L.  Wood,  for  the  respondent. 

^'^  ]\IARSI1ALL,  J.  So  far  as  the  findings  are  concerned, 
to  the  elTect  tliat  Hinkley  paid  the  mortgage  indebtedness 
to  C.  W.  Milbrath  on  the  faith  of  the  mortgage  appearing 
of  record  in  the  name  of  Wilhelm  Woldt,  and  a  power  of 
attorney  thus  appearing  authorizing  Milbrath  to  loan  money 
upon  mortgages  and  to  release,  satisfy  or  assign  all  notes 
and  mortgai:;es  owned  by  Woldt,  and  to  collect  all  rents  and 
lease,  sell  and  convey  all  real  estate  and  personal  property, 
and  to  perform  other  acts  for  and  in  the  name  of  said  Woldt, 
whether  they  are  open  to  successful  attack  as  contrary  to  the 
clear  preponderance  ^'^^  of  the  evidence  is  not  deemed  ma- 
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terial.  Therefore,  we  will  not  follow  in  detail  the  argument 
of  counsel  for  appellant  on  that  branch  of  the  case. 

The  evidence  is  undisputed  that  the  official  records,  at  the 
time  Ilinkley  paid  the  money  to  Milbrath,  showed  that  the 
mortgage  was  outstanding  in  the  name  of  Woldt  and  that 
C.  W.  jMilbrath  was  his  attorney  to  do  the  things  heretofore 
mentioned.  It  is  also  undisputed  that  interest  on  the  note,  as 
the  same  became  due,  was  for  many  years  paid  to  Milbrath 
and  by  him  paid  to  the  one  entitled  thereto  on  production  of 
the  paper,  and  that  Ilinkley  and  his  agent,  supposing  from 
the  state  of  the  record  that  Milbrath  possessed  authority  to 
receive  payment  of  the  principal  of  the  note  and  to  discharge 
the  mortgage,  made  such  payment  and  received  a  release  of 
the  mortgage,  as  stated  in  the  findings.  Whether  Hinkley 
was  warranted  in  relying  on  the  record  as  he  did  is  the  first 
question  to  be  determined. 

Counsel  for  respondents,  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of 
the  proposition  stated,  cite  Marling  v.  Nommensen,  127  Wis. 
363,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  1017,  106  N.  W.  844,  5  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S., 
412;  Friend  v.  Yahr,  126  Wis.  291,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  924, 
104  N.  W.  997,  1  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  891 ;  and  Mason  v.  Beach,  55 
Wis.  607,  13  N.  W.  884.  A  brief  analysis  thereof  will  suffice 
to  show  that  they  do  not  apply  to  the  situation  before  us. 

In  Mason  v.  Beach,  55  Wis.  607,  13  N.  W.  884,  the  dis- 
charge of  the  mortgage  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  pending 
foreclosure  thereof  after  he  had  transferred  his  interest  to 
another  who  concealed  the  transaction.  The  court  held  that, 
under  the  statute  permitting  an  action  after  the  transfer  of 
the  plaintiff's  interest  to  be  continued  in  his  name  or  in  the 
name  of  the  assignee,  in  case  no  substitution  is  made,  as  to 
persons  having  no  notice  of  the  transfer,  the  plaintiff  is  to  be 
regarded  as  possessing  authority  to  deal  with  the  subject  of 
the  litigation  as  owner  thereof.  No  comment  is  necessary  to 
show  that  such  doctrine  does  not  rule  this  case. 

In  Friend  v.  Yahr,  126  W^is.  291,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  924, 
]04  N.  W.  997,  1  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  891,  the  plaintiff  dealt  with 
the  real  estate  ^^^  by  taking  an  assignment  of  a  mortgage 
thereon  and  a  note  secured  thereby,  relying  on  a  rele;ise  of 
a  prior  mortgage  by  the  person  having  title  thereto  of  record. 
On  that  branch  of  the  case  the  question  of  whether  one  is 
warranted  in  paying  a  mortgage  indebtedness  to  the  record 
owner  relying  wholly  on  the  record,  the  securities  not  being 
in  possession  of  such  owner,  was  not  involved.     The  precise 
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point  decided  is  indicated  by  the  following  laniiiin'^fo  used  in 
the  opinion:  "A  person  taking  a  mortgage  i'lMin  the  payee 
will  not  be  held  chargeable  with  notice  that  the  notes  secured 
in  the  lirst  mortgage  have  been  assigned,  but  he  may  rely 
upon  the  record,  as  showing  title  in  his  mortgagor." 

On  the  question  of  whether  the  mortgage  discharged  was 
extinguished  as  between  the  owner  thereof  and  the  payor  the 
case  turned  on  whether  the  record,  but  not  the  real,  owner 
who  made  the  release  had  possession  of  the  securities  with 
authority  to  collect  the  indebtedness  at  the  time  payment  was 
made. 

In  Marling  v.  Nommenscn,  127  Wis.  363,  115  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1017,  106  N.  W.  814,  5  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  412,  the  person  claim- 
ing that  effect  should  be  given  to  a  release  of  a  mortgage  by 
the  record  owner  dealt  with  the  real  estate  by  purchasing  the 
same  on  the  faith  of  such  release.  That  involved  the  question 
decided  in  the  first  branch  of  Friend  v.  Yahr,  126  Wis.  291, 
110  Am.  St.  Rep.  924,  104  N.  W.  997,  1  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.,  891. 
The  mortgage  indebtedness  had  been  paid  to  such  record 
owner  after  he  had  assigned  the  note  and  mortgage  and 
parted  with  possession  thereof  to  another,  who  failed  to 
record  his  assignment,  as  in  this  case.  These  contentions 
were  made:  1.  The  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage  is  paid  and 
the  mortgage  therefore  extinguished;  2.  The  defendant  is 
entitled  to  protection  by  the  recording  act  in  dealing  with 
the  realty,  as  he  did,  in  the  belief  that  the  release  of  the 
mortgage  was  duly  authorized.  The  court  said  as  to  the  first 
proposition,  it  "is  fully  negatived  by  our  former  decisions. 
The  maker  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  can  satisfy  it  only 
by  payinent  to  the  owner  at  the  tin.ie  or  to  such  owner's 
authorized  agent.  If  the  reci})ient  of  the  moiu'v  ^^''  is  not 
actually  authorized,  the  payment  is  ineirectual  unless  in- 
duced 1)3'  unambiguous  direction  from  the  owner  or  juslilied 
by  actual  ])ossession  of  the  note":  Citing  P>afiel  v.  Brown, 
lot  Wis.  493,  80  N.  W.  801;  Kohl  v.  Bcich.  107  Wis.  409,  81 
Am.  St.  Rep.  849,  83  N.  W.  G57,  50  L.  U.  A.  GOO;  Loizcaux  v. 
l-'rcmder,  123  AVis.  193,  101  N.  W.  423.  On  the  second  i)oint 
the  court  held  that  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage',  by  allowing 
the  assignor  to  a[)pear  of  record  as  owner,  was  esto{)ped  from 
claiming  want  of  authority  oL*  the  latter  to  discharge  the 
mortgage  as  to  the  person  who  purchased  the  land  on  the 
faith  of  such  discharge.  Thus  a  clear  distinction  was  drawn 
bcL"\\eeu  the  stalujs  of  one  as  regards  the  owner,   under  an 
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unrecorded  assignment,  of  a  mortgage  on  his  land,  who  has 
paid  the  mortgage  indebtedness  to  the  record  owner  of  such 
mortgage  and  obtained  a  release  from  him,  and  his  status  as 
regards  a  person  who,  relying  upon  the  record  of  such  a  re- 
lease, has  dealt  with  the  land  by  taking  a  mortgage  thereon 
or  deed  thereof. 

From  the  foregoing  it  seems  plain  that  Hinkley  was  in- 
excusably negligent  in  paying  the  mortgage  indebtedness  to 
Milbrath,  relying  for  the  latter 's  authority  solely  on  the  con- 
dition of  the  record  as  regards  the  ownership  of  the  securities 
and  the  authority  of  Milbrath.  If  the  payment  had  been 
made  to  the  record  owner  himself  after  he  parted  with  the  title 
and  possession  of  the  securities,  it  would  not,  as  we  have  seen, 
have  worked  any  prejudice  to  the  appellant  as  regards  the 
maker  of  the  note  or  person  liable  for  the  indebtedness. 
Payment  of  the  indebtedness,  to  be  sufficient  to  extinguish 
the  mortgage,  could  only  be  made  to  the  owner  of  the  secur- 
ities or  his  authorized  agent,  and  authority  of  the  agent  could 
not  be  implied  except  from  possession  by  him  of  the  secur- 
ities. In  Bartel  v.  Brown,  104  Wis.  493,  80  N.  W.  801,  the 
court  thus  declared  the  law  to  be:  "The  importance  of  pro- 
tecting the  holders  of  commercial  paper  is  so  great  that  to 
warrant  finding  that  a  person  who  assumes  to  have  authority 
to  receive  payment  of  the  principal  ^^^  sum  on  any  such 
paper  has  such  authority,  possession  of  the  paper  itself  by 
such  person,  or  proof  aliunde  of  express  authority,  is  in- 
dispensable  If  money  be  due  on  a  written  security, 

it  is  the  duty  of  the  debtor  to  see  that  the  person  to  whom  he 

pays  it  is  in  possession  of  the  security The  payor  is 

negligent  if  he  relies  on  anything  less,  and  must  abide  the 
event  of  being  able  to  establish,  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evi- 
dence, an  express  agreement  between  the  holder  of  the  secur- 
ity and  the  supposed  agent,  authorizing  the  latter  to  repre- 
sent the  former  in  the  transaction." 

So  it  will  be  seen  that  implied  authority  of  Milbrath  to  re- 
ceive the  money  from  Hinkley  for  the  owner  of  the  note  and 
mortgage  could  be  based  only  on  possession  by  him  of  the  se- 
curities and  capacity  to  deliver  the  same  upon  payment  being 
made.  It  being  conceded  that  he  did  not  have  possession, 
payment  to  him  did  not  affect  the  right  of  appellant,  as  to  the 
payor,  unless  the  appellant  expressly  authorized  Milbrath  to 
receive  the  money  for  him. 
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Whether  the  learned  trial  court  grounded  the  judgment 
wholly  on  the  theory  that  Ilinkley  was,  by  the  recording  act, 
warranted  in  treating  Woldt  as  owner  of  the  securities  and 
Milbrath  as  entitled  to  represent  him  does  not  appear  with 
absolute  clearness.  After  finding  in  detail  all  the  facts  bear- 
ing on  tliat  phase  of  the  case,  the  court  found  tliat  plaintiff 
permitted  IMilbrath  to  represent  himself  as  having  authority 
to  do  what  he  did,  and  that  he  and  his  company  had  for  many 
years  acted  as  plaintiff's  agent  in  loaning  money  upon  notes 
and  mortgages  and  receiving  payment  of  principal  and  inter- 
est thereon,  a  regular  account  being  kept  between  them  of  the 
transactions,  and  that  payment  was  received  from  Ilinkley 
by  Milbrath  and  credited  by  him  to  appellant  on  his  com- 
pany's books,  but  without  appellant's  knowledge.  If  that 
means  no  more  than  that  appellant  permitted  Milbrath  to  rep- 
resent himself  as  authorized  to  do  what  was  done  because  of 
neglect  to  put  the  assignment  on  record,  it  is  immaterial,  as 
we  have  seen.  The  finding  is  somewhat  ambiguous,  as  we 
read  it.  ^^^  If,  as  a  whole,  it  means  that  Milbrath  was  ex- 
pressly permitted  by  appellant  to  receive  money,  principal  or 
interest,  as  the  same  became  due  on  notes  and  mortgages  ob- 
tained by  the  latter  through  the  former's  agency,  including 
the  one  in  suit,  and  to  pay  the  money  over  to  appellant  upon 
production  of  the  securities,  then  the  judgment  complained  of 
is  right,  if  there  is  evidence  warranting  the  finding. 

Tlie  presumptions  are  rather  against  the  existence  of  error 
than  in  favor  thereof :  Edwards  v.  Smith,  48  Wis.  254,  3  N. 
W.  758;  Heer  v.  Warren-Scharf  A.  P.  Co.,  118  Wis.  57,  64, 
94  N.  W.  789.  Error  must  clearly  appear  to  be  effieieut  to 
disturb  the  decision  of  a  trial  court.  So  we  should  approach 
the  consideration  of  such  a  question  as  that  in  hand  from  the 
viewpoint  tliat  the  leaning  should  be  toward  supporting 
rather  than  defeating  the  judgment,  while  not  hesitating  to  do 
the  latter  for  prejudicial  error  efficiently  appearing. 

In  construing  an  ambiguous  finding  the  same  rule  should 
prevail  as  in  the  construction  of  a  contract  or  a  law.  That 
one  of  two  or  more  reasonable  probable  meanings  of  the  lan- 
guage used  should  be  adopted  which  will  make  the  same  mate- 
rial and  will  support  the  judgment  rather  than  one  which  will 
defeat  it,  and  in  solving  the  matter  re-sort  should  be  had  to 
the  evidence  dealt  with  by  the  iinding. 

Here,  as  before  indicated,  all  facts  relating  to  the  record 
and  the  qucbtiou  of  whether  the  situatiou  in  that  regard  gave 
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Hinkley  good  ground  to  make  the  payment  to  iMilbrath  as 
agent  of  Woldt,  were  covered  before  reaching  the  finding 
in  question.  There  was  left  to  be  considered  the  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  Milbrath  was  authorized  by  appellant 
to  act  for  him  in  receiving  payment  of  the  mortgage  indebted- 
ness. Now,  the  indications  are  pretty  strong  that  the  court 
did  not  intend  to  go  any  further  by  the  finding  under  discus- 
sion than  to  decide  that  appellant  held  Milbrath  out  as  hav- 
ing authority  to  do  what  he  did.  Whether  the  language  used 
would  admit,  reasonably,  of  a  different  construction  under 
*****  the  rules  before  stated  we  have  concluded  to  resolve  in  the 
negative,  since  counsel  for  respondent  freely  concedes  that 
"no  finding  was  made  by  the  court  below  as  to  the  authority 
to  collect  the  principal  upon  this  mortgage  so  as  to  constitute 
a  payment  of  the  debt."  Whether  such  authority  existed  or 
not  was  really  the  turning  question  in  the  case,  and  should 
have  been  passed  upon.  Possibly  the  learned  court  intend sd 
to  do  so  by  the  language  of  the  ninth  finding. 

It  is  contended  that  authority  in  fact  for  IMilbrath  to  re- 
ceive the  money  from  Hinkley  for  appellant  was  shown  by  the 
evidence.  So  we  should  examine  the  record  and  determine, 
under  the  established  practice  whether  the  case  can  be  finally 
disposed  of  upon  the  appeal,  even  if  the  vital  question  was 
not  ijassed  upon  below.  In  such  situation,  if  the  record  dis- 
closes with  reasonable  and  satisfactory  certainty  a  prepon- 
derance of  evidence  in  favor  of  the  existence  of  the  fact  essen- 
tial to  support  the  judgment,  it  may  be  found  here  accord- 
ingly, and  the  litigation  terminated  the  same  as  if  there  were 
a  finding  on  the  point  by  the  trial  court :  Brown  v.  Griswold, 
109  Wis.  275,  85  N.  W.  363. 

While  express  authority  from  appellant  to  Milbrath  to  re- 
ceive the  money  from  Hinkley  is  essential  to  defeat  the  for- 
mer's claim,  it  is  not  necessary  that  such  authority  should  ap- 
pear in  writing  or  be  established  by  direct  evidence.  There  is 
evidence  undisputed  to  the  effect  that  appellant  obtained  sev- 
eral notes  and  mortgages  from  Milbrath  or  his  company  be- 
sides the  one  in  question,  and  that  in  all  such  cases  both  the 
principal  and  interest  had  customarily  been  paid  to  Milbrath 
or  said  company  as  collector  for  appellant,  and  the  money 
then  paid  over  to  him  when  he  called  therefor  and  produced 
his  papers.  The  evidence  is  also  all  one  way  that  interest  on 
the  note  in  suit  was,  during  a  period  of  over  ten  years,  col- 
lected and  paid  over  in  that  way,  and  that  business  between 
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JTilbrath  and  his  company  and  tlic  appellant  was  carried  on 
in  such  way  for  some  twelve  or  fifteen  years.  Milbratli  testi- 
fied substantially  *"^  as  follows:  I  do  not  remom})er  tli;i1  1 
ever  had  authority  from  l^autz  to  collect  principal.  There 
was  never  anything:  said  about  it.  I  do  not  think  we  had  any 
under.standint^-  about  the  collection  of  the  pi-iuciivil  upon  hi-^ 
mortgaues.  No  talk  of  any  specific  authorily  that  T  rcMiicm- 
ber.  The  company  had  an  account  with  Bant/  on  its  book^. 
It  will  be  seen  that  INIilbrath  failed  to  deny,  directly,  tliat  he 
and  his  company  did  have  authority,  generally,  fi-om  IJautz  to 
collect  the  principal  on  his  mortg'ages  as  had  been  done  from 
time  to  time.  Bautz  testilied  that  he  thought  ^Nlilbrath  or  his 
company  collected  several  mortgages  for  him;  that  he  did  not 
tell  them  to  do  so,  but  closed  the  subject  by  saying,  when  a 
mortgage  was  due  and  the  parties  wanted  to  pay,  I  expected 
Mr.  ]\lilbrath  would  receive  the  money  for  me.  All  those  that 
were  paid  that  I  know  of  he  did  receive  the  money  and 
luuuled  it  over  to  me.  I  alwa.ys  had  the  notes  and  mortg.v-i'S 
in  my  possession.  In  addition  there  is  the  significant  cireum- 
stance  that  ^lilbrath,  in  the  particular  transaction  and,  ap- 
parently, in  all  the  others,  was  designedl.y  left  to  appear  as 
the  proper  person  to  discharge  the  mortgages  upon  the  in- 
debtedness being  paid,  and  it  fairly  appears  that,  in  general, 
when  the  principal  of  a  mortgage  was  paid,  all  appellant  did 
in  the  matter  was  to  deliver  his  papers  to  ^Filbrath,  leaving 
the  latter  to  clear  the  record  and  to  transmit  such  p-arxM-s  to 
the  persons  entitled  thereto.  Such  evidence,  circumstantial 
and  direct,  points  so  strongly  to  the  existence  of  actual  au- 
thority in  ]Miib)'alh  to  receive  the  money  from  Ilinkley  as 
appelli!iit"s  agent  that  a  finding  to  that  effect  certainly  could 
not  he  disturbed  as  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  the 
evidence.  \Ve  are  constrained  to  hold,  without  further  dis- 
eussin,'  tlie  e\idenee  in  detail,  that  it  clearly  and  satisfactorily 
])repunder;iies  in  favor  of  the  theory  that  Bautz  expected, 
when  anyone  desired  to  pay  off  any  mortgage  he  had  obtained 
from  .Aliilii-at  ;i  or  hi.s  comiiany,  that  the  money  would  be  re- 
ceived a-,  it  was  in  the  instance  in  ([uestion,  and  that  such 
e.\l)eclalion  was  based  on  '*'^  general  authoi'ity,  authority  in 
fact.  I'rom  him  to  so  transact  the  husiness. 

The  result  of  the  foregoing  is  that  the  mortgage  in  suit  was 
e\1  i  ,:uiil 'ii-'il  by  the  payment  Juade  b\-  llinkley's  agent  to 
M  ilbr.-M  ti.  and  that  the  jndunient.  should  be  aflirmed. 

B\    ill'-  *  ('!   III'.      So  ordered. 
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On  the  Effect  of  the  Payment  of  a  Mortgage  to  the  record  owner 
and  a  discharge  by  him,  when  there  is  an  outstanding  unrecorded 
assignment  of  the  mortgage,  see  Marling  v.  Nommensen,  127  Wis.  363, 
115  Am.  St.  £ep.  1017,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note 
tbereta 


FREEMAN  v.  MORRIS. 

[131  Wis.  216,  109  N.  W.  983.] 

WILLS — Agreement  to  Make — Consideration. — The  privilege  of 
naming  a  child  given  to  a  testator  by  its  parents  is  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  support  a  contract  to  bequeath  property  to  such  child, 
(p.  1038.) 

CONTRACTS — Privilege  of  Naming  Child. — The  privilege  of 
naming  a  child  may  be  waived  by  its  parents  and  bestowed  upon  an- 
other, and  when  so  bestowed  in  a  contract  with  a  third  person,  it 
rests  on  such  privity  between  the  parent  and  child  as  to  enable  the 
child  to  ratify  the  transaction  and  enforce  the  contract,  (pp.  1038, 
1039.) 

WILLS — Agreement  to  Make — Indefiniteness. — A  contract  to 
bequeath  something  to  a  person  named  without  specifying  any  certain 
property  or  sum  of  money  is  void  for  indefiniteness  and  uncertainty, 
and  it  is  not  rendered  valid  by  statements  made  to  third  persons 
by  the  testator  that  he  was  going  to  bequeath  to  the  person  named  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  nor  by  wills  executed  by  him  bequeathing  such 
sum,  if  such  wills  are  revoked  by  a  later  will  wholly  omitting  such. 
bequest,     (pp.   1039,   1040.) 

Morris  &  Hartwell,  for  the  appellant. 

W.  S.  Borroughs,  for  the  respondent. 

^218  SIEBECKER,  J.  It  is  not  seriously  contested  but  that 
the  privilege  of  naming  plaintiff,  given  the  testator  by  her 
parents,  was  a  valuable  one  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  and  that  it 
has  been  treated  as  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  con- 
tract in  respect  to  it.  This  subject  was  considered,  and  such 
privilege  held  a  valid  consideration  for  a  contract  based  on  it, 
in  the  following  decisions:  Babcock  v.  Chase,  36  N.  Y.  Supp. 
879;  Paries  v.  Francis'  Admr.,  50  Vt.  626,  28  Am.  Rep.  517; 
Wolford  V.  Powers.  85  Ind.  294,  44  Am.  Rep.  16;  Eaton  v. 
Libbey,  165  Mass.  218,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  511,  42  N.  E.  1127 ; 
Daily  v.  Minnick,  117  Iowa,  563,  91  N.  W.  913,  60  L.  R.  A.  840. 
These  and  other  authorities  cited  therein  also  support  the 
proposition  that,  though  the  privilege  of  naming  a  child  may 
be  one  which  is  regarded  as  belonging  to  the  parents  as  the 
natural  guardians  of  the  child,  they  may  waive  it  and  bestow 
the  benelit  derived  from  it  on  the  child,  and  when  so  bestowed 


Ai)ril,  1907.]  Freeman  v.  Mokris.  103'J 

in  a  contract  with  a  third  person,  it  rests  on  such  privity  be- 
tween the  parent  and  chikl  as  to  enable  the  cliihl  to  ratify  the 
transaction  and  enforce  the  contract  in  its  favor:  !Sce  cases 
cited  above. 

It  is  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  finding  the  conti-act 
between  plaintiff's  parents  and  the  testator  was  a  sufficient 
and  enforceable  one.  In  support  of  the  claim  it  is  averred 
that  the  terms  of  the  agreement  shown  by  the  evidence  were 
so  indefinite  and  uncertain  that  they  cannot  be  ascertained 
and  enforced.  The  agreement  proven  and  found  by  tlie  court 
is  that  testator  promised  and  agreed  with  the  plaintiff's 
parents  that,  if  he  were  accorded  the  privilege  of  naming  the 
child,  he  would  in  consideration  thereof  leave  her  sometliing 
at  his  "*^  death,  and  that  this  was  understood  by  the  parties 
that  he  would  give,  devise,  or  bequeath  to  her  some  of  liis 
property.  It  is  undisputed  that  testator  named  plaintiff  pur- 
suant to  this  arrangement  and  at  various  times  stated  to  third 
persons  that  he  was  going  to  leave  her  some  of  his  property 
for  having  had  the  privilege  of  bestowing  on  her  the  name 
^lartha.  lie  provided  for  a  bequest  of  five  hundred  dollars 
to  her  in  three  wills  made  by  him;  but  these  were  revoked 
before  he  made  and  executed  his  last  will,  wherein  she  is 
wholly  omitted  as  a  beneficiary.  From  an  examination  of  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  upon  which  plaintiff  predicates  her 
claim,  it  is  apparent  that  they  wholly  omit  to  specify  any 
amount  or  particular  property  as  agreed  upon  to  be  left  to 
plaintiff  by  testator.  This  leaves  absolutely  indefinite  and 
uncertain  what  plaintiff  was  to  receive.  It  is  true  the  agree- 
ment specified  that  he  would  leave  plaintiff  something,  but 
what  that  something  was  to  be  it  is  simply  impossible  to  ascer- 
tain, and,  if  it  be  claimed  to  apply  to  money,  then  we  approach 
no  nearer  to  definiteness,  and  are  still  as  to  the  particular 
amount  within  the  field  of  uncertainty.  The  terms  give  \is  no 
standard,  either  expressly  or  by  necessary  implir;ition.  by 
whicli  the  perfornuuice  of  the  agreement  can  be  measured. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  testator  removed  tliis  diffi- 
culty by  fixing  five  hundred  dollars  as  the  auK^int  he  would 
leave  plaintiff  under  his  agreement,  and  tliat  this  made  it  a 
definite  and  certain  consideration.  Tliis  claim  is  based  upon 
the  facts  that  lie  made  such  declarations  to  thiivi  jicrsons  and 
in  wills  which  he  revok-cd  Ix'fore  his  death.  Tlie  terms  i»f  the 
agreement,  however,  ai'e  not  tliat  plaintiff  was  to  i'ecei\f  such 
property  or  sum  of  money  as  testator  might  suggest  to  third 
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persons  or  specify  in  a  will  made  by  him.  The  agreement  con- 
tains nothing  to  show  that  any  such  designation  was  to  bind 
testator  and  make  such  specification  the  amount  agreed  upon 
by  the  parties.  Its  terms  wholly  fail  to  determine  the  amount 
or  to  provide  a  means  by  which  it  can  be  ascertained  or  meas- 
ured. We  ^^^  receive  no  such  aid  from  testator's  conduct 
or  declarations  as  removes  the  infirmities  inherent  in  the  con- 
tract, and  must  hold  it  invalid  for  indefiniteness  and  uncer- 
tainty: Adams  v.  Adams,  26  Ala.  272;  Wall's  Appeal,  111  Pa, 
460,  56  Am.  Rep.  288,  5  Atl.  220 ;  Daily  v.  Minnick,  117  Iowa, 
563,  91  N.  W.  913,  60  L.  R.  A.  840. 

By  the  COURT.  Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded with  directions  that  the  circuit  court  award  judgment 
dismissing  the  complaint. 

Timlin,  J.,  took  no  part. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  April  9,  1907. 


An  Agreement  to  Make  or  not  to  Make  a  Will  is  valid:  Teske  v. 
Dittberncr,  70  Neb.  544,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  802;  Russell  v.  Sharp,  192 
Mo.  270,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  496;  Jones  v.  Abbott,  228  111.  34,  119  Am. 
St.  Rep.  412.  But  the  evidence  to  sustain  such  a  contract  must  be 
clear,  positive  and  convincing:  Laird  v.  Vila,  93  Minn.  45,  106  Am. 
St.  Rep.  420;  Dicken  v.  McKinley,  163  111.  318,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  471. 

The  Privilege  of  Naming  a  Child  is  a  Sufficient  Considrratinn  to  sup- 
port a  promise  to  pay  him  a  designated  sum:  Eaton  v.  Libbey,  165 
Mass.  218,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  511. 


GIBLIN  V.  NORTH  WISCONSIN  LUMBER  COMPANY. 

[131  Wis.  261,  111  N.  W.  499.] 

JUDGMENTS — County    Orders — Failure    of    Consideration. — If 

county  orders  are  adjudged  void,  there  is  a  total  failure  of  considera- 
tion for  a  prior  sale  of  them.     (p.  1044.) 

COUNTY  ORDERS — Sale  of— Implied  Warranty.— In  a  sale  of 
county  orders  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the  seller  has  title 
and  that  such  orders  are  not  spurious,  false  or  counterfeit,      (p.  1044.) 

JUDGMENTS— Tender  of  Defense.— If  suit  is  brought  to  de- 
clare Cfrtain  county  orders  void  and  to  enjoin  their  payment,  the 
fact  that  the  assignee  of  such  orders  did  not  notify  and  tender  the 
op]tortunity  to  the  assignor,  as  indorser  of  the  orders,  to  defend  the 
actiiin  dofs  it.;  prevent  the  iudgment  in  tliat  action  from  being 
conclusive,  if  the  assignor  actually  defended  such  suit.     (p.  1(J44.) 
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JUDGMENTS-  Privity  Between  Defendants.— The  aHsij,MH  c  of 
<'0UTity  ordcr.s  who  with  the  assiffnor  tlieroof  is  a  dcfoncl;int  to  an  ai'- 
tion,  in  wliieh  such  orders  arc  doclarod  void,  is  in  privity  with  suoh 
assignor,  and  the  judgment  in  sueli  suit  is  binding  as  between  them, 
(p.   1044.) 

JUDGMENTS — Res  Judicata.— If  plaintiff  makes  a  claim  hos- 
tile to  each  and  every  defendant  in  a  suit  asserting  that  an  instru- 
ment for  the  payment  of  money  in  which  each  of  the  defendants 
claims  an  interest,  either  as  present  holder  or  as  privj^  to  the  jirescnt 
holder,  by  reason  of  being  a  transferrer  of  the  present  holder,  is 
fraudulent  and  void,  and  obtains  a  decree  aflirniing  his  claim  against 
such  instrument,  it  must  be  held  fraudulent  and  void  in  any  subse- 
quent litigation  between  the  same  parties  however  they  are  arrayed 
against  each  other  in  such  subsequent   litigation,      (p.   104.5.) 

JUDGMENTS— CanceUation  of  Void  County  Orders.— A  judg- 
ment in  an  action  canceling  and  declaring  void  certain  county 
orders  is  a  decree  quasi  in  rem,  and  establishes  prima  facie  as  against 
all  persons  the  status  of  such  orders,      (pp.  1047,  1048.) 

CONTRACTS  Against  Public  Policy — A  contract  to  transfer 
county  orders  and  take  chances  on  the  result  of  an  action  expected  or 
threatened  to  be  brought  to  have  them  declared  void  and  their  pay- 
ment enjoined,  made  on  behalf  of  a  corporation  through  its  general 
manager,  who  is  also  chairman  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors, 
is  opposed  to  public  policy  and  void.     (p.  1048.) 

F.  B.  Lamoreux  and  H.  B.  Walmsley,  for  the  appellant. 

Wickham  &  Farr  and  F.  L.  ]\IcNamara,  for  the  respondent. 

262  TIMLIN,  J.  The  appellant  bronght  this  action  at  law 
npnn  contract  for  the  sale  of  county  orders  of  Sawyer  county 
aorore^ating  $2,500,  and  at  the  close  of  the  testimony,  the  trial 
judge  directed  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  from 
the  judgment  thereon  dismissing  the  com|)huiit  the  plaintiff 
appeals. 

The  county  orders  and  the  contract  sued  on  came  into  exist- 
ence as  follows:  The  plaintiff  was  sheriff  of  Sawyer  county 
in  the  years  1901  and  1902,  and  in  August  of  the  latter  year 
made  and  presented  to  the  county  boai'd  of  supervisors  of 
that  county  a  claim  for  "compensation  and  expenses  incurred 
in  pursuit  of  Alhert  Thompson,  $975;  A.  G.  Lewis,  .'i^snO; 
J.  H.  Wagner,  $875;  Peter  AVirleck,  $725;  Peter  Olson.  .1<:55i): 
traveled  to  arrest  Charles  S.  Johnson,  4,000  miles,  $400;  sub- 
poenaing witnc^sses  in  Johns<~)n  case,  $150;  traveled  to  subpoena 
six  witnesses  in  Johnson  case,  1000  mih\s,  $100;  con\-eying 
Jobn  Helms,  charged  with  selling  liquor  without  licmse, 
$500";  some  smaller  items  more  definitely  descrilied  the 
whole  a'jf'jri'eiratini^  $5.0:^6.00.  No  dates  of  perfonninir  the 
alleged  services  were  given,  and  the  claim  wa.s  not  it(Miiized 
furtlKU"  than  shown.     In  his  testimony  in  this  action  plaintiff 
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admitted  facts  showing  that  the  claim  for  the  most  part  was 
false  and  fraudulent.  This  claim  was  certified  by  the  then 
district  attornc}'-  and  verified  by  the  plaintiff.  The  county 
board  of  supervisors  of  Sawyer  county  consisted  of  three 
members,  among  them  a  Mr.  Peck,  chairman  of  the  board, 
who  was  strongly  opposed  to  the  allowance  of  the  claim.  On 
November  6,  1902,  Mr.  Peck  resigned  and  Mr.  Robert  L.  !Mc- 
Cormiek  was  elected  in  his  place  and  held  until  the  next  spring 
election,  when  he  was  defeated  for  election.  McCormick,  at 
the  time  he  held  the  ofRce  of  supervisor,  and  prior  to  that  time, 
w^as  an  officer  and  general  manager  of  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion. The  other  two  members  of  the  county  board  were  James 
Erickson,  a  farmer,  and  Oscar  Holstrom,  a  saloon-keeper. 

After  McCormick  became  a  member  of  the  county  board, 
^^^  and  on  or  about  December  20,  1902,  the  plaintiff  and  his 
attorney  had  a  conversation  with  Mr,  McCormick  concerning 
the  allowance  of  this  claim  at  $2,500,  and  it  was  substantially 
agreed  outside  of  the  session  of  the  board  and  between  Mc- 
Cormick and  the  plaintiff  that  the  board  would  allow  the  bill 
at  $2,500,  and  that  McCormick  w^ould  take  the  county  orders 
to  be  issued  thereon  and  use  them  in  the  payment  of  taxes. 
The  plaintiff  suggested  that  if  the  claim  were  allowed  at 
$2,500  he  would  not  get  that  much  money  because  the  county 
orders  were  at  a  discount,  and  that  if  the  bill  were  allowed 
somebody  might  stop  it,  and  McCormick  thereupon  informed 
the  plaintiff  that  he  would  take  the  orders  at  their  face  be- 
cause he  had  taxes  to  pay,  and  that  he  did  not  think  anybody 
would  stop  the  issue  of  the  orders,  because  $2,500  was  a  rea- 
sonable sum,  and  if  the}^  did  he  (McCormick)  would  take 
care  of  it  and  take  his  chances.  The  claim  was  again  pre- 
sented to  the  county  board  and  allowed  at  $2,500  on  or  about 
January  5,  1903,  McCormick  not  voting.  The  county  orders 
in  question  were  issued  in  payment  of  said  claim  and  delivered 
to  an  employe  of  the  defendant  corporation,  and  some  days 
thereafter  the  plaintiff  called  at  the  office  of  the  defendant 
and  indorsed  the  county  orders  by  signing  his  name  on  the 
back,  leaving  them  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  corporation  delivered  the  county  orders  to  the  town 
treasurer,  one  Skogstad,  in  payment  of  part  of  its  taxes  then 
payable  to  the  town  treasurer.  The  plaintiff  and  IMcCormick 
were  expecting  that  some  of  "their  enemies"  might  bring  in 
injunctions  against  the  payment  of  these  county  orders  or  the 
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allowance  of  this  claim  and  recognized  that  haste  was  neces- 
sary or  at  least  desirable. 

While  matters  were  in  this  condition  A.  M.  Carpenter  and 
the  Chippewa  Farm  Land  Company  on  or  about  Fel)ruaiy 
25,  1903,  began  a  taxpayers'  suit  against  Sawyer  county,  its 
treasurer,  the  said  three  members  of  its  county  board,  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant,  and  others  for  the  purpose  of  enjoin- 
ing '^^  the  payment  of  said  county  orders  or  the  receipt  of 
the  same  for  taxes,  or  the  recognition  of  the  same  in  any  man- 
ner as  evidence  of  indebtedness  of  Sawyer  county.  This  suit 
w-as  also  directed  against  other  county  orders  besides  those  in- 
volved in  this  action.  Skogstad,  who  was  a  defendant  and 
who  had  received  the  county  orders  in  question  in  payment 
of  defendant's  taxes,  served  an  answer  and  cross-bill  asking 
for  affirmative  relief  against  the  defendant  corporation,  to  the 
effect  that  such  corporation  be  required  to  pay  him  in  money 
the  taxes  which  they  had  attempted  to  discharge  by  delivery 
of  said  county  orders.  The  plaintiff  appeared  and  answered 
in  the  taxpayers'  suit  and  the  defendant  corporation  and  the 
three  supervisors  defaulted  therein.  That  suit  was  prose- 
cuted to  judgment,  whereby  "it  was  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  that  the  following  orders  issued  by  the  county  clerk 
of  Sawyer  county  on  the  county  treasurer  of  said  county  are, 
and  each  of  them  is,  wholly  illegal  and  void  ....  to  wit: 
....  county  orders  issued  ....  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
William  Giblin,  and  numbered  12,085  to  12,091,  inclmive." 
There  was  also  a  perpetual  injunction  decreed  against  pay- 
ing said  orders  or  any  of  them,  or  receiving  the  same  for 
taxes,  or  in  any  manner  recognizing  the  same  as  evidencing 
valid  indebtedness  of  said  Sawyer  county.  On  the  cross-bill 
of  Skogstad  the  defendant  corporation  was  required  to  repay 
to  the  county  the  amount  of  taxes  attempted  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendant  by  means  of  the  illegal  county  orders  in  question, 
with  interest  from  January  5,  1903,  and  it  did  so, 

^*'''*  If  we  assume  as  most  favorable  to  the  appellant  that 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant, 
through  ]\Ir.  IMcCormiek,  purchased  these  county  orders 
from  the  plaintiff  and  agreed  to  pay  $2,500  therefor,  there 
still  remain  many  insuperable  legal  obstacles  to  the  plain- 
tiff's recovery.  One  is  that,  the  county  orders  so  sold  hav- 
ing been  adjudged  in  the  taxpayers'  suit  fraudulent  and  void, 
there  was  a  total  failure  of  consideration:  1  Parsons  on  Con- 
tracts,   9th    ed.,    4G2,    463,    and    cases;    Rowe    v.    Blanehard, 
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18  Wis.  441,  86  Am.  Dec.  783.  Another  is  that  in  the  sale 
of  such  non-negotiable  choses  in  action  there  is  an  implied 
warranty  that  the  seller  has  title  and  that  the  chose  is  not 
.spurious,  false,  or  counterfeit:  Giffert  v.  West,  33  Wis.  617; 
Scott  V.  Ilix,  2  Sneed,  192,  62  Am.  Dec.  458,  and  cases  in  note ; 
Roelil  V.  Volckmann,  103  Wis.  484,  79  N.  W.  755.  The  decree 
in  the  taxpayers'  suit  having  been  offered  in  evidence,  it  was 
competent  evidence  not  only  against  the  parties  actually  named 
in  said  suit,  but  also  against  all  the  taxpayers  and  citizens  in 
said  county :  State  v.  Rainey,  74  Mo.  229 ;  Clark  v.  Wolf,  29 
Iowa,  197;  Sauls  v.  Freeman,  24  Fla.  209,  12  Am.  St.  Rep. 
190,  4  South.  525 ;  ^co  Bear  v.  Board  of  Co.  Conmirs.,  122  N. 
C.  434,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  711,  29  S.  E.  719 ;  Scotland  Co.  v.  Hill, 
112  U.  S.  183,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  93,  28  L.  ed.  692.  Both  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this  cause  were  parties  to  that  tax- 
payers' suit  brou;;ht  by  Carpenter  and  another  to  enjoin  pay- 
ment of  the  county  orders  in  question. 

The  appellant  seeks  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  foregoing  by 
two  propositions:  First,  he  contends  that  in  an  action  brought 
by  a  plaintiff  against  several  defendants  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree therein  is  not  conclusive  upon  two  or  more  of  said  de- 
fendants in  a  subsequent  controversy'  between  themselves  over 
the  same  subject  matter;  second,  that  where  a  judgment  or  de- 
cree is  not  conclusive  it  is  not  evidence  at  all — citing  to  the 
first  proposition  24  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed..  731,  733, 
and  cases  there  referred  to ;  and  citing  to  the  second  proposi- 
tion Pioneer  S.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Bartsch,  51  IMinn.  474,  38  Am.  St. 
Rep.  511,  53  N.  W.  764,  which  declares  that  the  rule  is  fa- 
miliar that,  "as  against  anj^one  except  the  parties  and  their 
privies,  a  judgment  is  evidence  only  of  the  fact  of  its  recov- 
ery." We  are  reminded  that  the  lumber  company,  defendant, 
did  not  tender  the  defense  of  the  taxpayers'  action  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  it  is  asserted  that  there  was  no  privity  between 
the  defendants  in  that  action,  the  North  Wisconsin  Lum])or 
Company  and  William  Giblin.  Upon  these  last  two  proposi- 
tions we  are  convinced  that  no  tender  of  the  defense  of  the 
taxpayei"s'  .suit  to  Giblin  was  necessary;  he  was  himself  a  de- 
fendant therein  and  controlled  his  own  defense,  and  had  every 
opportunity  to  prove  the  county  orders  in  question  valid  if 
he  wa.s  able  to  do  so,  and  that  in  such  case  the  requirement  of 
tendering  the  defense  of  an  action  to  one  liable  over  to  a 
defendant  has  no  application.  Giblin  was  also  in  privity  with 
the  North  Wisconsin  Lumber  Company.     lie  was  its  vendor. 
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The  very  action  that  he  has  now  before  the  court  assumes  and 
is  based  upon  privity  by  contract.  But  the  rule  1h;it  an  adju- 
dication in  favor  of  a  plaintiff  aii:ainst  two  or  uioi-c  ilefendauta 
is  not  bindino:  upon  such  defendants  is  rather  ;iii  exiM.'ptioii 
to  the  rule  that  all  j^arties  to  a  decree  are  concluded  therein-, 
than  a  rule  itself.  ^^'^  This  exception  relates  to  matters  between 
codefendnr.ts  which  are  not  in  themselves  necessai'ily  involved 
in  the  plainliff's  contention  a<i:ainst  each  and  all  of  the  defend- 
ants, or  malters  which  are  not  the  main  object  and  i)ur[)ose 
of  the  plaintilf 's  suit.  But  where  the  plaintilf  makes  a  claim 
hostile  to  each  and  every  defendant  in  the  suit,  asserting'  that 
an  instniiiient  for  the  payment  of  money  in  which  each  of  the 
defendants  claims  an  interest  or  has  an  interest,  either  as 
present  holder  or  as  privy  to  the  present  holder  by  reason  of 
bein<^  a  transferrer  of  the  present  holder,  is  fraudulent  and 
void,  and  obtains  a  decree  affirming  his  claim  against  such  in- 
strument, that  instrument  must  be  held  fraudulent  and  void 
in  any  subsequent  litigation  between  the  same  purlies  however 
tlu\v  are  arrayed  against  one  another  in  such  suhsciuent  liti- 
gation. In  Louis  v.  Brown  Tp.,  109  U.  S.  1G2,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
92,  27  L.  ed.  892,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  at  law  against 
Bi'own  tiiwn.ship  on  bonds  and  interest  coupons  of  the  defend- 
ant tow  nship  and  the  defendant  filed  two  pleas  of  former  adju- 
dication. By  the  first  of  these  pleas  it  was  averred  that  in 
an  action  brought  by  one  Hiram  Hippie,  the  owikt  of  real 
cslate  en(;umbered  by  mortg;tge  given  to  secure  the  payment 
of  these  bonds,  wliicli  action  \vas  against  the  trustees  of  i>rown 
lownsliip.  Rif-hard  B.  Hopple  and  others,  and  in  whieh  ITichard 
I).  ITopple  filed  a  cross-bill  alleging  the  bonds  and  moi'l '.ra^e  lo 
be  valid  and  |)rayi!ig  tliat  said  bonds  and  morl<_;;;uv  mi'^hl  l'^ 
tledared  to  ])e  valid  and  for  a  decree  of  foredd -ure,  it  was  ad- 
jiidu'cd  Ihat  ihe<e  l)niids  were  void  for  want  of  aii!lii>i'ily  in 
the  (ni-1'  's  of  P.ruwn  townsliip  to  issue  llie  bonds.  If  \v;is  nlso 
a\.  i-fed  Ili;it  tlie  ]dain!ilf  (daimed  under  Kidiard  B.  lIo[)i)le. 
V»"ilh  refiMviice  lo  the  first  plea  the  court  said: 

'"iJiif  if  thei'e  liad  been  no  cro,>^d)il],  t!ie  fact  1liat  l)o1h 
Hoi'pK'  and  tlu.'  trustees  were  placed  as  defemlaiits  in  the  suit 
of  li'ipple  does  not  im[)air  Die  conclusi\-e  chai'acter  of  tiie  de- 
cree in  Ihat,  case  as  Iietweeu  those  parlies.  'Idie  pi'csent  case 
is  pl•eci^ely  aiiahigoiis  to  that  of  Corcoj'an  v.  Cdiesapeake  ».^i: 
Ohio  (".  Co.,  91  r.  iS.  7-11,  24  L.  ed.  190." 

-''^  It  would  be  a,  railier  exf  raoi'dinai'v  conditio!!  if  county 
oi'ders,  iiii;niri[):d  bonds  o^fidue,  or  other  noii-iiegoli;dde  cho.-,es 
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in  action  which  have  been  by  proper  decree  of  a  court  of 
equity  declared  fraudulent  and  void  could  be  dealt  in  and 
bought  and  sold  thereafter,  and  in  every  case  the  purchaser 
would  have  to  prove  over  again  the  fraudulent  character  or 
invalidity  of  such  choses  in  action,  and  could  not  use  the  de- 
cree declaring  the  paper  invalid  and  fraudulent  to  establish 
prima  facie  such  claim.  This  would  make  judicial  investiga- 
tion of  that  proposition  interminable,  facilitate  fraud,  and 
result  in  many  cases  that  the  things  in  action  would  be  held 
void  in  one  lawsuit  and  valid  in  another,  according  as  evidence 
was  available  or  unavailable  or  the  fortunes  of  litigation 
fluctuated.  It  may  be  answered,  all  this  could  be  obviated  by 
i-equiring  the  instruments  to  be  surrendered  up"  and  canceled 
by  the  original  decree.  But  the  complainant  in  that  case  is 
usually  satisfied  if  he  obtains  an  adjudication  which  protects 
him  or  the  corporation  for  which  he  sues  and  is  not  apt  to 
be  concerned  in  the  protection  of  the  general  public.  Whore 
the  instruments  are  negotiable  the  complainant  will  usually 
have  this  inserted  in  his  decree.  Where  they  are  non-negotia- 
ble he  is  apt  to  be  indifferent.  In  Simonton  on  Municipal 
Bonds,  section  119a,  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine  of  lis  pendens 
has  no  application  to  negotiable  paper,  and  the  holder  of 
negotiable  bonds  is  not  therefore  affected  by  any  litigation  to 
which  he  is  not  a  party,  and  a  decree  or  judgment  in  such  suit 
will  not  bind  him ;  but  if  he  purchase  such  paper  after  matur- 
ity and  after  it  has  been  adjudged  void,  he  is  bound  by  the 
judgment.  He  also  refers  to  Stewart  v.  Lansing,  104  U.  S. 
505,  26  L.  ed.  866,  which  is  worth  considering  in  this  respect. 
Coupon  bonds  of  the  town  of  Lansing  in  New  York  were  by 
comiiiissiouers  executed  to  a  railroad  company  pursuant  to 
an  order  of  the  county  judge  acting  under  authority  of  a  stat- 
ute. Certain  taxpayers  of  the  town  procured  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  be  issued  from  the  supreme  court  to  the  county  judge 
for  a  review  ^**^  of  this  determination,  and  the  supreme  couit 
reversed,  and  in  all  things  held  for  naught,  the  judgment  of 
the  county  judge  appointing  commissioners  and  authorizing 
the  issue  of  the  bonds.  Pending  this  proceeding,  however,  the 
commissioners  issued  the  bonds  to  the  railroad  company,  and 
it  disposed  of  them  to  various  persons,  among  others  to  Stew- 
art, the  plaintiff.  The  supreme  court  saiii*:  "As  between  the 
railroad  company  and  the  town,  the  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  reversing  and  annulling  the  order  of  the  county  judge 
invalidated  the  bonds.     The  judgment  of  reversal  was  equiva- 
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lent  between  these  parties  to  a  refusal  by  the  county  judj^e  to 
make  the  original  order.  The  next  inquiry  is  whether,  on  the 
evidence,  Stewart  occupied  in  this  suit  a  better  position  than 
the  town.  That  depends  on  whether  the  testimony  was  such 
as  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  submit  to  the  jury,  under 
proper  instructions,  the  determination  of  tlie  question  whctlier 
he  was  in  a  commercial  sense  the  bona    fide    holder    of    tlie 

coupons  sued  for Here  the  actual    illegality    of    the 

paper  w<is  established.  It  was  incumbent,  therefore,  on  the 
])laintiff  to  show  that  he  occupied  the  position  of  a  bona  fide 
holder  before  he  coidd  recover." 

After  holding  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  Stewart  was  not  a  bona  fide  holder,  it  was  ruled 
that  it  was  not  error  to  direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  town. 
In  this  case  the  invalidity  of  the  bonds  as  against  Stewart 
was  proven  by  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  to  which 
Stewart  was  not  a  party,  it  having  been  ascertained  that  he 
was  not  in  a  commercial  sense  the  bona  fide  holder  of  the 
coupons  sued  on.  There  is  some  conflict  and  uncertainty  with 
reference  to  the  admissibility  of  judgments  in  evidence  against 
persons  not  parties  to  the  judgment  or  privy  to  such  parties. 
And  the  rule  is  by  no  means  settled,  and  by  no  means  without 
exception,  that  a  judgment  is  not  evidence  in  any  case  in 
which  it  is  not  conclusive  evidence.  It  is  said  that  "a  record 
may  be  used  to  establish  the  fact  of  such  judgment  and  the 
legal  effect  thereof,  and  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked,  even 
by  strangers.  The  rule  is  stated  by  Sir  James  ^"^^  Stephen  as 
follows:  'All  judgments  whatever  are  conclusive  proof  as 
against  all  persons  of  the  existence  of  that  state  of  things 
wliich  they  actually  affect  when  the  existence  of  the  state  of 
things  so  affected  is  a  fact  in  issue  or  is  or  is  deemed  to  be 
relevant  to  the  issue.'  So,  verdicts  and  jud^'iiK^nts  on  ques- 
tions of  a  public  nature,  where  evidence  of  a  general  ri^puta- 
tion  would  be  received,  have  been  admitted,  although  the  par- 
ti(>s  were  not  the  same  nor  in  privity,  but  not  as  eonclu^uve 
evidence  ;  and,  as  will  hereafter  Ix^  shown,  juduinents  in  actions 
in  rem.  in  so  far  at  lea.st  as  they  fix  the  status  of  the  particu- 
lar subject  matter,  may  not  only  be  admissible,  but  may  also 
be  conclusive  in  a  proi>er  case,  even  airainst  strangers  to  the 
record":  2  Illliott  on  I'lvidence.  sec.  1525.  and  cases:  State  v. 
M(d)onal.l.  108  Wis.  8,  81  .\m.  St.  Rep.  878.  84  N.  W.  171. 

Ciu'tain  (h^crees  in  e(|uity  ni'c  classified  as  qna.si  in  rem.  and 
such  decrees  may  be  offered  as  evidence  as  again.st  any  person 
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Avith  respect  to  the  particular  property  described  therein  for 
tlie  purpose  of  establishing  prima  facie  the  status  of  that 
property :  Ariidt  v.  Griggs,  134  U.  S.  316,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  557, 
33  L.  ed.  918;  Fry  v.  Taylor,  1  Head,  594;  Ligiiiger  v.  Field, 
78  Wis.  3G7,  47  N.  W.  G13.  A  decree  declaring  invalid,  fraud- 
ulent, or  si)urious  municipal  obligations  which  are  non-nego- 
tiable but  readily  assignable  is  of  this  latter  cla-ss.  Conse- 
quently the  decree  in  the  taxpayers'  suit  mentioned  canceling 
and  perpetually  enjoining  payment  of  the  county  orders  in 
question  was  binding  upon  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this 
action  as  determining  that  said  county  orders  were  invalid 
and  worthless,  first,  because  they  were  both  parties  to  the  tax- 
payers' suit  and  the  matter  of  the  invalidity  and  illegality 
of  these  county  orders  was  a  direct  issue  in  that  action  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  each  defendant  therein;  second,  be- 
cause they  were  residents  and  inhabitants  of  the  county  for 
and  in  whose  behalf  the  taxpayers'  action  was  carried  on; 
third,  because  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  in  privity  in 
said  action  with  respect  to  the  invalidity  of  said  county  or- 
ders; and  fourth,  because  the  decree  in  such  case  is  quasi  in 
rem,  and  establishes  prima  facie  as  against  all  persons  the 
^''^  status  of  the  chose  in  action  canceled  up  and  declared 
fraudulent  and  invalid. 

The  appellant  next  contends  that  there  was  an  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  through  McCormick,  to  take 
these  county  orders  for  better  or  worse ;  that  is  to  say, 
to  take  them  and  pay  $2,500  therefor,  and  take  its  clianees 
on  the  taxpayers'  action  which  was  expected  or  threatened. 
AVe  do  not  think  there  is  any  sufficient  evidence  to  estab- 
lish prima  facie  such  an  agreement  on  the  ])art  of  the  de- 
fendant, but  if  we  assume  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
for  that  purpose,  then  we  would  have  a  case  where  the  chair- 
man of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  and  general  manager 
of  the  defendant  corporation,  having  notice  that  the  taxpay- 
ers' suit  to  cancel  up  the  coiin.ty  orders  in  question  or  to  en- 
join the  collection  by  the  plaintiff,  Giblin,  of  his  claim  filed 
with  the  county  board  for  allowance  wa.s  threatened,  agreed 
to  purchase  said  claim  and  pay  $2,500  therefor  and  take  his 
chances  on  the  litigation,  which  means  that  he  would  place 
himself  in  an  attitude  of  hostility  to  the  suit  brought  in  belialf 
of  the  connty  by  its  taxpayers  and  defeat  such  suit  if  possil)le. 
Such  an  aLrreement,  if  made  by  the  corporation  througli  the 
county  chairman  acting  for  it,  would  be  contra  bonos  mores 
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and  void.     In  ^vllatever  way  we  look  at  this  ea.sc  the  jii(l:_,Miriil 
of  the  eireuit  court  must  be  affirmed. 

I>y  the  COUIvT.     The  judgment  of  the  circuit  eoui't  is  af- 
firmed. 


The  Assignor  of  a  Non-ncf/oluihle  Inslnnnent  surh  as  a  town  onler, 
vvanants,  by  implication,  that  it  is  a  valid  and  subsist  ini,'  dcdjt,  and 
tiiat  tlio  maker  of  the  instruniont  is  solvent,  or  will  bo  when  it  be- 
comes due:   Merchants'  Nat.   Bank  v.   Spates,  41   W.   Va.   27,  56   Am. 

at.  iUp.   828. 

As  to  Who  are  Bound  by  a  Jinhjincnt  for  or  a^^ainst  a  municipal  or 
other  governmental  bo(h^  or  its  onicers,  see  the  note  to  llcinlcrson 
V.  Henderson  Bridge  Co.,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  204.  The  gen'ral  rule 
is  that  a  judgment  against  a  county  or  its  legal  representatives  is  a 
matter  of  general  interest  to  all  its  citizens,  and  is  binding  ufiou 
!hen\  filtliougli  they  are  not  made  parties  thereto,  unless  it  is  im- 
^r>.u'lie(l  for  fraud  or  mistake:  Bear  v.  Board  of  County  Commis- 
.siiiaers,  122  jSJ.  C.  434,  GO  Am.  St.  Eep.  711;  Sauls  v.  Ireenian,  24 
Fla.  209,  12  Am,  St.  Eep.  190. 


WILTJA]\rS!  V.  KTMRERLY  AND  CLAKK  COMPANY. 

[131  Wis.  303,  111  N.  W.  481.] 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Fellow-servant 's  Negligence — As- 
sumption of  Risks. — An  emi)love  is  relieved  froTu  his  ordinary  assump- 
tion of  tlic  risks  of  liis  fellow-servant's  negligence  upon  the  jiromise 
of  the  master  to  remove  that  danger  only  for  a  tirnc^  reasnnably  re- 
quired to  ])erform  that  promise,  and  when  such  reasonable  time  lias  ex- 
pired, the  master's  promise  is  broken  to  tlie  knowledge  of  the  eni- 
jiloye,  and  he  can  ro  longer  bo  considered  as  relying  thereon. 
\Vhat  is  such  reasonable  time  detiends  upon  the  cireiimstanees  of  each 
jiartieular  ease.     (p[).  lOol,  U'>2.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Fellow-servant's  Negligence— As- 
sumption of  Risks. — The;  fact  tiiat  one  suing  to  recover  for  injnrirs 
i':ius(<l  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  sho\vs  by  his  com  j'la  iiit 
that  sucii  ser\-ant  \\as  retained  in  the  service  for  ten  days  aftir  the 
promise  of  tlie  master  to  renii)\e  him,  without  any  a  il''L;at  ion  of  an 
(  \i'iise  for  such  delay,  docs  not  neccssa  I'ily  nc^'atixe  i ' -:  (■xiston('e  nor 
s'low  that  the  ti'n  da\s'  period  in  ([uestion  was  u  nn  a<onable,  so  as 
to  dcpri\e  tlie  plainliif  of  the  right  to  rely  on  tiie  iiromise  of  tie' 
n:a;stcr.       (p.    lil.'L'.) 

MASTER  AND  S3RVANT  -Ncglisence  of  Master  Removal  of 
Incompetent  Servant.- -Tiie  master  owes  tlie  duty  of  impi.-diatr^  rr- 
nioval  of  an  incoin  pi'tent  einphiye  whciicNcr  he  a^'oiiios  U  no  ,\  i(  d^'e 
of  suidi  iui-oinpit  oi;ce.  ilencc,  \iv.  is  guilty  ol'  m  u;l  i  lomu-c  in  tailing 
so  to  reinoV(-  in  the  soii^e.  at  la^-t,  of  cor.u'i'-l  snliji'-.ing  him  to  lia- 
bility   to   otlicr   emphiycs.      i  p.    ln.-cJ.) 

MASTER  AND  SEil'/ANT  -  Inconiyetent  Fclie.v-s-.  vants— 
Promise  to  Remove — A.ssiuiiption  of  Ki.;ks.  -   iHe  rule  .ji'-   '  i.^  ■  a^  an  em- 
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ploy6  in  temporary  exposure  to  known  risks  upon  the  employer's 
promise  to  remove  the  danger  applies  to  risks  arising  from  the  in- 
competence of  fellow-employes  as  well  as  those  arising  from  danger- 
ous machinery,  and  there  is  no  distinction  because  the  danger  results 
from  the  incompetence  of  a  fellow-servant  using  complicated  ma- 
chinery, instead  of  simple  tools  and  implements,  or  uoue  at  all. 
(p.  1053.) 

Classon  &  Frank,  for  the  appellant. 

Vilas,  Vilas  &  Freeman,  for  the  respondent. 

804  DODGE,  J.  The  appeal  is  from  an  order  sustaining 
demurrer  to  a  complaint  setting  forth  a  cause  of  action  for 
personal  injuries  to  the  plaintiff,  an  employe  of  the  defendant, 
resulting  from  the  incompetence  and  negligence  of  a  fellow- 
servant.  The  complaint  sets  forth  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
gaged in  putting  blocks  of  wood  into  a  barking  machine,  which 
process  engrossed  his  attention  closp^ly ;  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
another  employe,  known  as  a  block-piler,  to  cast  the  blocks  of 
wood  into  a  rack  placed  near  the  barking-machine  so  as  to  be 
convenient  to  plaintiff's  hand;  that  the  block-piler  at  the  time 
in  question  was  one  Van  Haund,  a  Hollander,  who  is  alleged 
to  have  been  incompetent  by  reason  of  being  careless  and  reck- 
less in  not  taking  sufficient  time  to  place  the  blocks  in  the  rack, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  was  accustomed  to  throw  them  carelessly 
upon  and  into  said  rack  so  that  they  frequently  came  over  the 
same,  endangering  the  plaintiff  while  engaged  in  his  work. 
It  is  specifically  alleged  that  the  barking  machine  engrossed 
plaintiff' 's  attention  so  that  he  could  not  perform  his  work  and 
watch  the  block-piler  at  the  same  time  or  know  that  there  was 
danger  of  being  struck  by  a  negligently  ^^^  thrown  block  so 
as  to  avoid  the  same.  Also,  that  Van  Haund  understood  no 
English  and  the  plaintiff  no  Dutch,  so  that  he  could  not  expos- 
tulate with  or  give  directions  to  the  piler.  It  is  further  al- 
leged that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  ignorance  and  in- 
competence of  the  block-piler,  continued  him  in  his  employ 
until,  on  the  third  day  of  February,  by  his  negligence  of  the 
kind  described,  a  block  of  wood  was  thrown  over  and  against 
the  plaintiff  when  engaged  in  his  work  and  he  received  serious 
injury.  It  is  further  alleged  that  prior  to  the  time  of  injury 
plaintiff  had  repeatedly  protested  to  the  master  against  the 
incompetence  of  this  block-piler,  explaining  the  characteristics 
of  such  incompetence  and  the  character  of  the  peril  therefrom, 
and  that,  especially  about  ten  days  prior  to  the  injury,  he  had 
*' entreated"  that  the  block-piler  be  discharged  and  a  compe- 
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tent  one  employed;  that  thereupon  the  defendant,  by  iUs  fore- 
man, agreed  that  it  would  discharge  the  bloek-piler  and  \vo\ilil 
employ  a  competent  person  to'ac^t,  whereupon  plaintiff,  relying 
upon  such  promises  and  believing  they  would  be  fulfilled  and  a 
competent  person  employed,  remained  in  his  employment  until 
the  day  of  the  injury.  Other  averments  generally  neee.-.sary  to 
the  cause  of  action  are  not  involved  in  the  discussion  and  need 
not  be  stated.  The  defendant  dennirred  to  this  complaint  on 
the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action,  which  dennirrer  was  sustained  by  order  July 
21,  1906,  from  which  plaintiff  appeals. 

1.  The  first  ground  of  attack  upon  the  complaint  is  predicated 
upon  the  contention  that  on  its  face  it  shows  that  the  plaintiff 
continued  his  exposure  to  the  known  risk  from  his  fellow-ser- 
vant's incompetence  and  negligence  ^^*^  for  more  than  the  time 
reasonably  necessary  to  enable  the  master  to  perform  its  prom- 
ise to  substitute  a  competent  and  careful  workman.  The  law  on 
this  subject  is  nowise  in  dispute.  The  employe  is  relieved  from 
his  ordinary  assumption  of  the  rislvs  of  his  fellow-servant's 
negligence  upon  the  master's  promise  to  remove  that  danger 
only  for  a  time  reasonably  reriuired  to  perform  that  promise: 
Ileathcock  v.  Milwaukee-Platteville  L.  &  Z.  M.  Co.,  128  Wis.  46, 
107  X.  W.  463;  Coolidge  v.  Ilallauer,  126  Wis.  244.  105  N. 
\V.  568 ;  Erdman  v.  Illinois  S.  Co.,  95  Wis.  6,  60  Am.  St.  Rep. 
66,  69  N.  W.  993;  Ferriss  v.  Berlin  M.  Works,  90  Wis.  541,  63 
N.  W.  234;  Stephenson  v.  Duncan,  73  Wis.  404,  9  Am.  St.  Rep. 
806,  41  N.  W.  337.  When  such  reasonable  time  has  expired 
the  master's  promise  is  broken  to  the  knowledge  of  the  em- 
ploye, and  he  can  no  longer  be  considered  as  relying  thereon. 
What  such  reasouable  time  may  be  will,  of  course,  vary  vei'y 
much  with  the  circumstances.  An  engineer  or  a  head  sawyer 
in  a  sawiiu'll.  remote  from  a  settlement,  might  be  much  inoi'e 
difficult  to  re])lace  with  a  competent  substitute  than  a  mere 
comiMoii  la!'(ircr  in  a  vicinity  where  laborers  were  numerous; 
or  the  d'fcct  in  a  machine  might  be  of  such  characlci-  as  to 
neccssifale  sciuliTig  for  new  pai-ts  to  a  remt^te  [dace  of  junnu- 
facture.  llcii'^e,  ordinarily,  the  question  is  one  I'o!-  the  jni'v. 
Xevei-llicli  ss,  [he  situation  presented  may  be  so  dear  tli.it 
reasonable  minds  could  not  differ  with  reference  to  the 
in  I'creiice  from  all  the  eircunistances.  and  in  such  case  it 
ui.iy  well  he  the  duty  of  the  court,  with  all  the  facts  before  it, 
to  hoM  ;is  mailer  of  law  that  tlu^  r(\aMMiahle  tina^  has  been 
exeeedi  li.      Tiii^  w  c  did  ill  tile  rcreuL  case  oi'  Ileatiicoek  V.  ^lil- 
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waukee-Platteville  L.  &  Z.  M.  Co.,  128  Wis.  4G,  107  N.  W.  463, 
where  it  was  held  that  seven  days,  under  the  circumstances 
there  presented,  transgressed  the  reasonable  time  necessary 
to  guard  the  mouth  of  a  mine  by  a  railing.  Upon  the  author- 
ity of  that  case  there  could  be  little  doubt  that  ten  dfiys  ex- 
ceeded the  time  required  either  to  procure  a  common  laborer  in 
the  place  of  one  whose  incompetence  was  complained  of  or 
to  substitute  some  **"'^  other  common  laborer  already  in  de- 
fendant's employ,  in  the  absence  of  very  clear  showing  of 
serious  obstacles  to  so  doing.  But  it  is  not  at  all  essential  to 
good  pleading  that  the  evidence  of  such  excuse,  if  any  there 
be,  should  be  pleaded,  hence  the  failure  of  such  facts  to  appear 
in  the  complaint  does  not  necessarily  negative  their  existence; 
and,  while  we  confess  that  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  any 
circumstances  which  could  protract  for  so  long  a  period  the 
time  requisite,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  none  could 
exist,  and  therefore  must  hold  that  the  mere  allegations  of  the 
complaint,  construed  of  course  with  broad  liberalitj^  in  favor 
of  the  cause  of  action,  do  not  necessarily  show  that  the  ten 
days'  period  in  question  was  unreasonable. 

Our  attention  is  urged  to  St.  Stephenson  v.  Duncan.  73  Wis. 
404,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  806,  41  N.  W.  337,  where  it  was  held  that 
the  complaint  itself  showed  a  similar  period  of  ten  days  to  be 
unreasonable  for  protecting  a  dangerous  saw.  That  ease,  how- 
ever, turned  upon  an  express  allegation  of  the  complaint  that, 
before  the  injury  and  after  the  promise  to  repair,  the  defend- 
ant had  ample  time  and  opportunity"  to  make  the  repair  but 
neglected  to  do  so.  Indeed,  the  court  expressly  said  that 
but  for  such  allegation  it  could  not  be  said,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  ten  days  was  so  unreasonable  a  period  as  to  exclude  ex- 
pectation that  the  defendant  would  make  good  his  promise  to 
repair.  In  the  complaint  before  us  we  find  no  such  allegation, 
except,  perhaps,  that  the  defendant  negligently  contiinied  the 
bloek-piler  in  its  employ  after  said  promise  to  remove  him. 
We  cannot  say  that  this  allegation  must  be  construed  as  deny- 
ing plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  It  must  be  remembered  that 
the  master  owes  the  duty  of  immediate  removal  of  an  incom- 
petent employe  whenever  he  acquires  knowledge  of  such 
incompetence;  hence  he  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  failing  so  to 
remove,  in  the  sense  at  least  of  conduct  subjecting  him  to  liabil- 
ity to  other  eiiiployes:  Kamp  v.  Coxe  Bros.  &  Co.,  122  Wis. 
296,  99  N.  W.  366." 


April,  1907. J     Williams  v.  Kimberly  &  Clark  Co.  1053 

30S  2.  Certain  other  radical  grounds  of  attack  upon  the  com- 
plaint are  presented,  though  not  with  perfect  clarity  as  to 
either  the  principle  contended  for  or  their  application  to  the 
situation.  One  of  these  positions  taken  by  the  trial  court,  and 
apparently  still  sought  to  be  sustained  by  respondent,  is  thus 
stated  by  the  trial  court:  "That  the  rule  where  the  danger  is 
known  and  appreciated  by  the  servant,  and  he  remains  in  the 
employment  upon  the  promise  of  the  master  to  remedy,  he 
does  not  assume  the  risk,  applies  only  in  cases  of  dangerous 
machinery  where  the  master  is  presumed  to  have  a  better 
knowledge  of  the  danger  than  the  servant.  In  other  words, 
that  it  has  no  application  to  ordinary  labor  which  requires  only 
the  use  of  implements  with  which  the  servant  is  as  familiar 
as  the  master.  This  seems  to  be  a  tolerably  well-settled  rule 
according  to  the  authorities." 

If  by  this  is  meant  that  the  rule  justifying  an  employe  in 
temporar}^  exposure  to  known  risk  upon  employer's  promise 
to  remove  the  danger  has  no  application  except  to  risks  from 
dangerous  machinery,  it  is  directly  antagonized  by  several 
of  our  own  decisions,  holding  that  it  does  apply  to  risks  aris- 
ing from  incompetence  of  fellow-servants  which,  but  for  such 
])romise.  the  emplo^'e  would  be  held  to  assume:  ]\taitland  v. 
Gilbert  P.  Co.,  97  Wis.  476,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  72  N.  W. 
1124;  Curran  v.  A.  H.  Stange  Co.,  98  Wis.  598,  74  N.  W.  377; 
Kamp  V.  Coxe  Bros.  &  Co.,  122  Wis.  206,  99  N.  W.  366.  True, 
there  is  an  expression  of  doubt  whether  it  applies  to  a  defec- 
tive place  of  work,  such  as  a  caving  ditch,  in  Showalter  v.  Fair- 
l)anks  M.  &  Co.,  88  Wis.  376,  60  X.  AV.  257,  but  no  attempt 
at  decision  to  that  effect  was  there  made.  That  doubt  would 
seem  to  have  been  resolved  in  favor  of  the  application  of  the 
rule  in  Yerkes  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.,  112  Wis.  184,  88  Am.  St. 
Kep.  961,  88  N.  W.  33,  where  it  was  applied  to  a  place  of 
Avork  rendered  unsafe  by  a  slanting  foot'joard,  and  in  Heath- 
cock  V.  I\Iilwaukee-Platteville  L.  &  Z.  :\1.  Co.,  128  AVis.  46.  107 
X.  AV.  463,  where  the  danger  arose  from  an  unguarded  exca- 
vation in  proximity  to  plaintiff's  place  of  work.  The  argu- 
ment against  the  liability  of  a  ^*^'*  master  piMuliiig  a  promise 
to  repair  or  remove  the  danger  that  the  peril  is  oticn  aiul 
obvious  and  as  well  known  to  the  servant  as  the  miister  indi- 
cates coini)!('te  ovcrsiglit  of  the  real  princi[)le  iiivolved.  Such 
fact  indeed  leads  in  siane  cases  to  a  presumption  that  the 
servant  assumes  the  risk  in  al)sence  of  protest,  but  the  very 
principle  at  the  foundation  of  the  rule  now  under  cousidera- 
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tion  is  that  the  servant  rehiits  that  presumption  by  a  protest 
and  reliance  on  the  master's  promise  to  remove  the  peril; 
which  assumes,  to  start  with,  that  the  danj^er  is  open  and  ob- 
vious, at  least  to  the  servant,  or  he  would  have  no  reason  to 
protest.  To  hold  that  a  rule  which  in  its  very  nature  can  have 
no  application  unless  the  danger  is  obvious  does  not  apply 
where  it  is  obvious,  is  a  contradiction  in  terms,  and  the  nega- 
tion of  the  existence  of  any  such  rule.  The  true  principle  is 
that  a  servant  may,  and  in  law  is  presumed  to,  assume  a  risk 
of  which  he  has  knowledge,  but  that  he  avoids  such  assump- 
tion if  he  protests  and  is  induced  by  the  master's  promise  to 
remove  the  danger  to  incur  that  risk  for  a  time  reasonably 
requisite  for  its  removal.  It  is  not  at  all  bottomed  upon 
upon  any  assumed  superiority  of  knowledge  in  the  master,  as 
is  the  general  duty  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  tools  and  appli- 
ances (Stork  V.  Chas.  Stolper  C.  Co.,  127  Wis.  318,  106  N.  W. 
841),  but  upon  the  right  of  the  employe  to  refuse  to  assume  the 
risk  of  a  peril  which  he  knows  as  well,  or  even  better,  than 
his  employer.  Obviously,  there  is  no  distinction  in  reason 
because  the  danger  results  from  the  incompetence  of  a  fellow- 
servant  using  complicated  and  dangerous  machinery  instead 
of  simple  tools  and  implements,  or  none  at  all.  The  peril  from 
negligence  in  swinging  a  sledge  or  a  pick  is  as  much,  and  no 
more,  assumed  than  if  he  were  running  a  saw  or  an  engine. 
The  coemploye  has  as  much  right  to  refuse  to  submit  to  the 
one  peril  as  to  the  other,  and  may  as  well  be  induced  to  con- 
tinue by  promise  of  speedy  removal  of  the  incompetent  fellow- 
servant.  Indeed,  the  simplicity  of  the  operation  would  seem 
to  enhance  the  probability  that  he  might  ^*®  do  so  consis- 
tently with  reasonable  care.  Thorough  search  discloses  no  au- 
thority for  any  distinction  between  such  cases.  The  respond- 
ent's citations  all  refer  to  promised  repair  of  tools,  appliances, 
or  place  of  labor  and  not  to  removal  of  incompetent  fellow- 
servants.  Whether  a  promise  to  repair  is  any  less  effective 
to  relieve  a  workman  from  assumption  of  risk  from  a  simple 
tool  than  in  case  of  complicated  ones  has  not  been  decided  in 
Wisconsin  and  need  not  be  now,  for  the  question  is  not  pre- 
sented. We  are  convinced  tliat  no  distinction  in  that  respect 
exists  between  different  incompetent  fellow-servants  by  reason 
of  the  relative  simplicity  or  complexity  of  the  work  in  which 
they  are  engaged. 

There  is,  of  course,  an  exception  to  the  rule  we  have  been 
discussing  where  the  peril  of  injury  is  so  obvious,  imminent, 


April,  1907.]     Williams  v.  Kimbkrlv  &  Clark  Co.  1055 

nioinciitary,  and  constant,  and  so  nnavoid;i]»lo  ])y  any  precau- 
tion, that  no  reasonably  prudent  pei'son  would  expose  himself 
to  it  even  temporarily:  Erdnum  v.  Illinois  S.  Co.,  95  Wis.  6, 
GO  Am.  St.  Rep.  66,  69  N.  W.  99.1;  ]\raitland  v.  Gilbert  P.  Co., 
97  Wis.  476,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  72  X.  W.  1124;  Curran  v.  A. 
IT.  Stan.ire  Co.,  98  AYis.  598,  74  N.  W.  377 ;  Jensen  v.  Hudson 
S.  Co.,  98  Wis.  73,  73  N.  W.  434;  Yerkes  v.  Northern  P.  R. 
R.  Co.,  112  Wis.  184,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  961,  88  N.  W.  33;  Coo- 
lid-e  V.  ITallauer,  126  Wis.  244,  105  N.  W.  568.  This  is 
really  the  point  decided  in  several  of  the  foreign  cases  cited 
by  counsel  which  dwell  upon  the  open  and  o])vious  charadt^r 
of  the  peril.  It  is  hardly  contended  that  the  facts  stated 
in  the  complaint  bring  plaintiff  within  this  exception  as  mat- 
ter of  law.  AVe  are  clear  that  under  this  complaint  facts  may 
appear  fairly  supporting  an  inference  that  an  ordinarih'  pru- 
dent person  might  reasonably  believe  that,  temporarily,  he 
could,  by  special  watchfulness  and  caution,  escape  injury  from 
the  negligence  of  his  fellow-servant  in  piling  bloclcs  in  the  ad- 
joining rack.  Indeed,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  did  escape 
for  so  long  a  period  as  ten  days  is  not  without  Aveight  on  that 
su})ject:  ]\raitland  v.  Gilbert  P.  Co.,  97  Wis.  476,  65  Am.  St. 
Rep.  137,  72  X.  W.  1124;  Yerkes  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.,  112 
Wis.  184,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  961,  88  N.  W.  33. 

^^*  Our  conclusion  is  that  the  direct  allegation  of  the  de- 
fendant's negligence  and  plaintiff's  freedom  from  contribu- 
tory negligence  are  not  so  conclusively  refuted  by  other  facts 
appearing  in  the  complaint  that  proof  admissible  tliereunder 
might  not  sustain  a  cause  of  action. 

Ry  the  COURT.  Order  sustaining  demurrer  is  reversed, 
and  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 


The  Liability  of  an  Employer  to  an  emjiloye  injured  by  defoctive 
ajipliaiicos,  wIkmi  lie  has  viMiiained  at  work  after  a  promise  oi;  the 
part  f)f  tlie  master  to  repair  tlie  defcets,  is  diseiissed  in  tlie  note  to 
Modern  Frog  and  Crossing  Works  v.  Fries,  119  Am.  St,  Kep.  43-4. 
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GOOD  LAND  COMPANY  v.   COLE. 

[131  Wis.  4G7,  110  N.  W.  895.] 

CORPORATIONS — Married  Woman  as  Incorporator.— Under  a 

statute  providing  that  "three  or  more  atlult  persons,  residents  of  this 
state,  may  form  a  corporation,"  a  married  woman  may  be  an  in- 
corporator, although  two  of  the  three  incorporators  of  the  corpora- 
tion are  husband  and  wife.     (p.  1057.) 

CORPORATIONS — Married  Woman  Incorporator — Effect  on 
Separate  Property. — The  investment  by  a  wife  of  her  separate  prop- 
erty in  a  corporation  in  which  she  and  her  husband  are  incorporators 
gives  the  husband  no  control  over  it  by  reason  of  their  relation  to  the 
corporation,     (p.  1058.) 

R.  A.  Cole,  for  the  appellant. 
Barry  &  Barry,  for  the  respondent. 

4«»  SIEBECKER,  J.  In  this  case  appellant  raises  all  of 
the  questions  presented  in  the  case  of  Van  Ostrand  v.  Cole,  131 
Wis.  446,  110  N.  W.  891.  We  find  the  facts  bearing  on  these 
questions  are  the  same  in  the  two  cases,  and  the  decision  upon 
them  in  the  companion  case  rules  this  one  in  respect  to  all 
the  questions  so  presented. 

Appellant,  however,  raises  the  question  that  plaintiff  has 
no  corporate  existence  and  hence  cannot  maintain  this  action. 
Section  1771  of  the  Statutes  of  1898  provides  that  "three  or 
more  adult  persons,  residents  of  this  state,  may  form  a  cor- 
poration" in  the  manner  and  for  the  purposes  therein  pro- 
vided. The  claim  is  made  that  married  women  are  not  em- 
powered within  the  provisions  of  this  law  to  exercise  the  rights 
of  an  "adult"  person,  and  that,  if  a  married  woman  is  em- 
powered to  exercise  the  rights  of  an  "adult"  person  under 
the  provisions  of  this  statute,  still  plaintiff's  alleged  incorpora- 
tion is  invalid  because  two  of  the  three  "adult"  persons  who 
attempted  to  incorporate  were  at  the  time  of  its  organization 
hus])and  and  wife.  The  act  of  forming  a  corporation  as  pro- 
vided b}^  this  statute,  as  between  tlie  parties  to  the  undertak- 
ing, is  in  its  nature  contractual.  In  this  view  it  seems  a  nat- 
ural consequence  that  any  three  adult  persons  having  the 
power  to  contract  may  form  a  corporation  upon  compliance 
with  and  in  '*'**  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute.  Ap- 
pellant suggests  that  a  married  woman's  common-law  disabili- 
ties to  contract  persist  as  to  the  exercise  of  t)iis  right.  The  acts 
involved  in  forming  a  corporation  and  in  becoming  a  stock- 
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holder  in  it  are  alike  in  their  character,  and  no  valid  reason 
is  suggested  why  the  statutes  removing  the  common-law  disa- 
bilities of  married  women  should  not  apply  with  equal  force 
to  both,  and  if  she  is  empowered  to  make  contracts  respecting 
the  purchase  and  ownership  of  stock  in  a  corporation,  it  seems 
but  a  logical  inference  that  she  may  be  a  corporator  of  a  pro- 
posed corporation.  The  right  to  acquire,  own,  and  transfer 
property  and  to  conduct  her  separate  business  as  if  she  were 
unmarried  involves  the  exercise  of  privileges  in  their  nature 
like  those  involved  in  acquiring  the  right  to  exercise  the  cor- 
porate powers  and  privileges  bestowed  by  the  statute.  We  are 
cited  to  no  authority,  and  from  our  investigation  it  seems  this 
question  has  but  seldom  called  for  judicial  determination. 

In  Bundy  v.  Cocke,  128  U.  S.  185,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  242,  32  L. 
ed.  396,  the  competency  of  a  married  woman  to  become  a  share- 
holder in  a  corporation  was  involved,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
statute  of  Arkansas  removing  the  common-law  disabilities  of  a 
married  woman  as  to  contracts  respecting  her  separate  prop- 
erty and  business  enabled  her  to  assume  such  obligations.  In 
an  opinion  of  the  attorney  general  of  Pennsylvania,  reported 
in  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  492,  the  qualification  of  a  married 
woman  to  become  a  corporator  of  a  proposed  corporation  under 
the  Pennsylvania  statute  was  presented,  and  the  conclusion 
reached  that  the  married  woman's  act  of  that  state,  removing 
the  common-law  disabilities  by  reason  of  coverture,  enabled 
her  to  become  a  corporator  of  a  corporation  upon  the  ground 
that  such  a  right  grew  out  of  the  contractual  capacity  be- 
stowed upon  her  by  such  enabling  laws:  10  Cyc.  166,  F,  4; 
Witters  v.  Sowles,  38  Fed.  700.  The  power  of  a  married 
woman  to  exercise  the  right  to  contract  concerning  her  sepa- 
rate property  and  business  is  fully  established  by  the  law  of 
this  state  and  needs  no  further  discussion :  See  Kriz  v.  Peege, 
471  119  Wis.  105,  95  N.  W.  108;  Citizens'  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Witte, 
116  Wis.  60,  92  N.  W.  443,  and  cases  there  cited.  We  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  term  "adult  persons,"  as  used  in  sec- 
tion 1771  of  the  Statutes  of  1898,  includes  a  married  woman, 
and  that  she  has  the  right  to  be  a  corporator  of  a  corporation 
under  tlie  laws  of  this  state. 

It  is  urged  that  the  decision  in  Fuller  &  F.  Co.  v.  IMcTIenry, 
83  AVis.  573,  53  N.  W.  896,  18  L.  R.  A.  912,  where  it  is  held 
that  a  husband  and  wife  cannot  form  a  eopartnei'ship,  because 
the  Icirislalure  did  not  intend  that  such  relations  i\s  flow  from 
a  coparfiici-sliip  in  trad*^  should  exist  between  them,  controls 
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the  situation  presented  here.  The  question  there  involved 
was  whether  the  common-law  disability  of  a  wife  to  form  a 
copartnership  with  her  husband  had  been  removed,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  married  woman's  act  did  not  contemplate 
the  removal  of  this  particular  disability.  The  decision  went 
upon  the  ground  that  the  legislation  upon  this  subject  con- 
templated "that  the  gains  the  wife  should  make  in  the  exercise 
of  her  limited  business  powers  should  be  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  and  not  be  in  any  way  subject  to  the  interference, 
control,  or  disposal  of  her  husband."  The  decision  places 
stress  upon  the  point  that  the  partnership  relation  would  en- 
able the  husband  to  exercise  control  over  a  wife's  property  con- 
tributed to  a  partnership  such  as  the  statutes  seek  to  prevent, 
and  thus  frustrate  the  objects  of  these  enabling  statutes. 
These  reasons  do  not,  however,  apply  to  the  case  before  us. 
The  investment  by  a  wife  of  her  separate  property  in  a  cor- 
poration in  which  she  and  her  husband  are  corporators  gives 
the  husband  no  control  over  it  by  reason  of  their  relation  to 
the  corporation.  A  stockholder  does  not  hold  the  relation  of 
a  copartner  to  the  corporation  or  to  the  other  holders  of  stock 
in  the  corporation.  Ownership  of  stock  or  an  interest  in  the 
corporate  property  by  a  married  woman  gives  her  husband, 
though  he  may  also  own  stock  in  the  corporation,  no  right  to 
control  her  separate  property  or  to  manage  her  separate  busi- 
ness :  1  Cook  on  Corporations,  5th  ed.,  sees.  10,  11 ;  ^'^  10  Cyc. 
373.  We  must  hold  that  the  fact  that  Anna  A.  Van  Ostrand 
was  a  corporator  of  the  plaintiff  corporation  does  not  affect  ita 
legal  existence. 

By  the  COURT.     Judgment  affirmed. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  April  30,  1907. 


The  Legal  Disabilities  Under  Which  Married  Women  labored  at  the 
common  law  have  been  almost  entirely  removed  in  many  states: 
See  O'Day  v.  Meadows,  194  Mo.  588,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  542;  Estate  of 
Deaner,  126  Iowa,  701,  106  Am.  St.  Eep.  374j  Hoaglin  v.  Henderson, 
119  Iowa,  720,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  335;  Snell  v.  Snell,  123  111.  403,  5 
Am.  St.  Rep.  526.  That  they  are  capable  of  acquiring  stock  in  a 
national  bank,  and  being  stockholders  therein,  see  Kerr  v.  Urie, 
86  Md.  72,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  493;  note  to  Thompson  v.  Reno  Say. 
Bank,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  867. 
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YAZDZEWSKI  v.  BARKER. 
[131  Wis.  49-4,  111  N.  W.  689.] 

MASTER   AND    SERVANT— Safe   Place    and   Appliances.— It 

is  tlie  duty  of  the  master  to  furnish  his  employe  with  a  reasonably 
safe  place  to  work  in,  and  a  reasonably  safe  appliance  to  work  with. 
This  duty  is  absolute  and  cannot  be  delegated,      (pp.  1061,  1062.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Place  and  Appliances  in  General 
Use.— If  a  master  furnishes  his  servant  such  a  place  to  work  in  or 
ajipliance  to  work  with  as  is  in  general  use  among  omi)loyer3  of 
ordinary  caution  and  prudence  in  the  same  line  of  business  under  the 
same  circumstances,  he  has  discharged  his  duty  to  furnish  a  reasonably 
safe  place  or  appliance,      (p.  1062.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Place  and  Appliances— "Ob- 
viously'' Dangerous. — The  master  does  not  discharge  his  duty  to  his 
servant  by  furnishing  him  the  ordinary  place  to  work  in,  or  ap- 
pliances in  general  use  to  work  with,  if  such  ordinary  place  or  gen- 
erally used  appliance  is  "obviously"  dangerous.  The  word  "ob- 
viously," as  here  used,  does  not  mean  that  the  danger  should  be 
obvious  to  any  person,  however  unskilled  or  ignorant,  but  that  it 
should  be  obvious  to  the  ordinarily  careful  employer,  or  to  a  person 
having  equal  skill  and  judgment  and  opportunity  for  examination, 
(p.  1062.) 

Lamoreux  &  Shea,  for  the  appellants. 

Eaton  &  Eaton,  for  the  respondent. 

495  WINSLOW,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  for  per- 
sonal injuries.  It  appeared  upon  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff 
on  the  29th  of  July,  1902,  was  a  common  laborer  about  forty- 
one  years  of  age  and  was  employed  by  the  defendants  in  their 
lumber-mill  at  Ashland,  where  he  had  been  continuously  work- 
ing since  ^lay  10th  of  the  same  year.  His  work  was  to  take 
the  lumber  cut  by  a  handsaw  on  the  east  side  of  his  position 
and  also  that  cut  by  a  resaw  on  the  west  side  and  place  the 
same  on  certain  live  rollers  which  carried  it  some  twenty  feet 
to  an  oi)en  edger.  When  the  lumber  reached  the  edger  it  was 
taken  by  another  employe  called  the  edgerman  and  put 
through  that  machine.  The  edger  was  seven  feet  wide  and 
had  six  circular  saws  set  on  a  shaft  or  arbor,  tlic  two  outside 
saws  being  stationary'  and  the  others  being  niova])le  by  means 
of  a  lever.  The  edger  had  no  safety  devices  to  prevent  boards 
being  thrown  back  by  the  saws.  It  was  claimetl  by  the  i)lain- 
tiff  tliat  there  were  three  devices  which  might  have  been  used 
to  pri-vent  boards  from  being  thrown  back,  viz.:  (1)  A  spilced 
roller  liehind  the  saws  with  a  pr(^s.s  roll  above;  (2)  a  guard 
composed   of   long    iron    teeth   or   lingei"s   fastened   to    a    rod 
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above  the  saws,  which  teeth  or  fingers  rested  lightly  upon  the 
boards  behind  the  saw  as  they  passed  through  at  such  an  angle 
that  if  the  board  started  back  they  would  gouge  into  it  and 
stop  it;  and  (3)  a  press  roller  immediately  in  front  of  the 
saw  resting  firmly  upon  the  board  and  preventing  it  from 
wabbling. 

On  the  day  first  named  a  two-inch  Norway  plank  ten 
*^^  inches  wide  and  eighteen  feet  long  was  being  passed 
through  the  edger  and  was  cut  into  two  pieces,  one  four  inches 
and  the  other  six  inches  wide.  The  larger  strip  passed  out  in 
the  usual  manner,  but  the  other  was  caught  by  one  of  the 
saws  and  was  split  in  two,  and  both  pieces  were  shot  or  thrown 
with  great  velocity  backward,  one  of  them  penetrating  the 
plaintiff's  body  and  inflicting  very  serious  injuries.  The  fol- 
lowing verdict  was  returned  by  the  jury : 

'*  (1)  Did  August  Yazdzewski,  the  plaintiff,  receive  inju- 
ries while  in  the  employment  of  the  defendants  Christopher 
C.  Barker  and  Hiram  C.  Stewart  at  the  time  and  place  al- 
leged in  plaintiff's  complaint?  A.  (Answered  by  the  court.) 
Yes.  (2)  Was  the  edger  in  defendants'  sawmill  at  which 
plaintiff  was  employed  when  injured  a  reasonably  safe  ma- 
chine as  it  was  then  operated  by  defendants?  A.  No.  (3) 
Did  the  defendants  fail  to  provide  at  the  time  plaintiff  was 
injured  any  suitable  swing  press  roll,  teeth,  fingers,  spikes,  or 
guards,  as  alleged  in  plaintiff's  complaint,  for  the  protection 
of  their  employes  while  at  work  on  or  about  said  edger? 
A.  Yes.  (4)  If  you  answer  question  No.  3  by  'yes,*  could 
defendants,  without  impairing  the  usefulness  of  said  edger, 
have  provided  an  appliance  to  protect  their  employes  while  at 
work  on  or  about  said  edger?  A.  Yes.  (5)  If  you  should 
find  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  a  lack  of  ordinary  care  in 
failing  to  provide  an  edger  with  reasonably  safe  appliances 
for  their  employes  while  at  work  on  or  about  the  same,  was 
said  negligence  of  defendants  the  proximate  cause  of  plaintiff's 
alleged  injuries?  A.  Yes.  (6)  Was  plaintiff  guilty  of  any 
negligence  which  in  any  manner  contributed  toward  his  said 
injuries?  A.  No.  (7)  If  from  your  answers  to  the  forego- 
ing questions  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  judgment  herein,  at  what  sum  do  you  assess  his 
damages?     A.     Five  thousand  dollars   ($5,000)." 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  rendered  on  the  verdict,  and 
the  defendants  appeal. 
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'*^^  It  is  strenuously  contended  by  appellants  that  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants  should  have  been  directed  because  (1)  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  was  shown;  (2)  it 
appeared  that  the  injury  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  a 
coemploye;  and  (3)  the  plaintiff  assumed  the  risk.  In  sup- 
port of  the  first  proposition  it  is  said  that  the  evidence  con- 
clusively showed  that  open  edgers  of  the  kind  in  question  with- 
out guards  were  in  general  use  in  the  lumber-mills  of  northern 
Wisconsin,  and  hence  that  there  can  be  no  finding  of  negligence 
based  on  the  failure  to  provide  guards.  While  there  was 
much  evidence  tending  to  show  that  such  unguarded  edgers 
were  in  general  use  in  other  mills,  this  is  not  a  conclusive  test 
upon  the  question  of  negligence,  as  we  shall  endeavor  to  dem- 
onstrate later  on  in  this  opinion  in  discussing  the  alleged  error 
in  the  instructions  relating  to  the  second  question  of  the  special 
verdict.  As  to  the  second  and  third  propositions,  we  think  it 
clear  from  the  evidence  that  the  court  would  not  have  been  jus- 
tified in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on  either 
ground. 

A  far  more  serious  question  is  raised,  however,  by  the  ex- 
ceptions to  the  instructions  given  by  the  court  with  reference 
to  the  second  question  of  the  verdict.  In  submitting  this  ques- 
tion the  court  said:  "If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  open 
edgers  and  edging  machines  in  which  there  were  neither  press 
rollers  nor  fingers  nor  any  other  appliance,  device,  or  contriv- 
ance in  front  of  the  saws  were  in  general  use  in  the  sawmills 
of  northern  Wisconsin  at  the  time  plaintiff  sustained  the  in- 
juries described  in  the  complaint,  you  may  answer  the  question 
No.  2  'Yes,'  but  if  you  find  that  such  open  edgers  were  not 
reasonably  safe  to  the  employes  operating  the  same  you  will 
ansiver  the  question  by  'No.'  " 

The  question  submitted  was  whether  the  machine  was  rea- 
sonably safe,  and  the  substance  of  the  instruction  was  that 
if  such  machines  were  in  general  use  then  they  were  reason- 
ably safe  unless  the  jury  concluded  that  they  were  not  rea- 
sonably ^^^  safe;  in  other  words,  the  fact  of  general  use  cut 
no  figure  in  answering  the  question.  In  the  last  analysis  the 
instruction  says  that  the  machine  was  not  reasonably  safe  if 
you  conclude  that  it  was  not,  whatever  be  the  fact  as  to  the 
general  use  of  such  machines.  We  cannot  approve  this  in- 
struction. The  rule  of  law  undoubtedly  is  that  when  an  em- 
ployer furnishes  to  his  employe  a  place  to  work  in,  or  an  appli- 
ance to  work  with,  it  is  his  duty  to  furnish  a  reasonably  safe 
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place  or  appliance.  This  duty  is  absolute  and  cannot  be  dele- 
gated :  Howard  v.  Beldenville  L.  Co.,  129  Wis.  98,  108  N.  W. 
48.  The  general  rule  is  also  that  if  the  employer  furnish  such 
a  place  or  appliance  as  is  in  general  use  among  employers  of 
ordinary  caution  and  prudence  in  the  same  line  of  business 
under  the  same  circumstances,  he  has  discharged  the  duty  im- 
posed on  him.  The  place  or  appliance  so  furnished  is  in  a 
legal  sense  "reasonably  safe":  Guinard  v.  Knapp-Stout  &  Co., 
95  Wis.  482,  70  N.  W.  671 ;  Prybilsld  v.  Northwestern  C.  R. 
Co.,  98  Wis.  413,  74  N.  W.  117 ;  Sladky  v.  Marinette  L.  Co., 
107  Wis.  250,  83  N.  W.  514.  Many  courts  apply  this  rule 
without  exception  or  limitation:  4  Thompson's  Commentaries 
on  Negligence,  sees.  3-991-3993 ;  Delaware  etc.  Shipbuilding 
Works  V.  Nuttall,  119  Pa.  149,  13  Atl.  65.  This  court,  while  ap- 
proving this  general  rule,  has  adopted  a  limitation  thereon  in 
consonance  with  what  seems  to  us  a  more  just  and  enlightened 
policy.  That  limitation  is  that  the  employer  will  not  discharge 
his  duty  by  furnishing  the  ordinary  place  or  appliance,  if  such 
ordinarj'  place  or  appliance  be  obviously  dangerous:  Innes  v. 
Milwaukee,  96  Wis.  170,  70  N.  W.  1064 ;  Boyce  v.  Wilbur  L. 
Co.,  119  Wis.  642,  97  N.  W.  563.  The  word  "obviously"  as 
here  used  does  not  apply  to  any  person,  however  unskilled  or 
ignorant,  for  in  such  case  the  employe  would  always  assume 
the  risk,  and  the  exception  would  be  no  exception  at  all,  but 
"obviously"  to  the  ordinarily  careful  employer  who  is  charged 
with  the  duty  of  furnishing  the  place  or  appliance,  or  "ob- 
viously" to  a  person  possessing  equal  skill  and  judgment  and 
opportunity  for  examination  **^^  as  such  an  employer.  Doubt- 
less this  was  the  limitation  on  the  general  rule  which  the  trial 
judge  had  in  mind  when  he  added  the  last  clause  to  the  in- 
struction quoted,  but  it  is  evident  that  the  clause  does  not 
convey  the  idea,  but  rather  eliminates  the  rule  entirely. 

A  number  of  other  rulings  are  complained  of  by  the  appel- 
lants, but  we  have  found  no  prejudicial  error  save  that  above 
named.  The  claim  that  the  question  of  the  negligence  of  a 
coemploye,  to  wit,  the  edgerman,  should  have  been  submitted 
to  the  jury  cannot  be  sustained.  We  find  no  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  the  edgerman  was  guilty  of  any  negligence.  Ap- 
parently he  was  performing  his  duties  in  the  usual  manner. 
The  verdict  was  undoubtedly  necessarily  long.  The  only  ma- 
terial disputed  questions  were:  (1)  Whether  the  edger  was  a 
reasonably  safe  machine.  (2)  If  not,  was  the  failure  to  fur- 
nish a  reasonably  safe  machine  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
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plaintiff's  injury'?  (3)  Was  the  plaintiff  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  by  way  of  assumption  of  the  risk?  (4)  What 
damages  has  the  plaintiff  suffered? 

By  the  COURT.     Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Kerwin,  J.,  dissents. 


Authorities  upon  the  Doctrine  announced  in  the  principal  case  will  be 
found  in  the  notes  to  Houston  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  De  Walt,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  884;  Welliston  Coal  Co.  v.  Smith,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  557;  Brazil 
Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Gibson,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  289. 


KING  V.  APPLE  RIVER  POWER  COMPANY. 

[131  Wis.  575,  111  N.  W.  668.] 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION— Probable  Cause  When  Question 
of  Law. — In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  the  question  as  to 
whether  there  was  probable  cause  is  one  solely  of  law,  if  the  facts 
are  undisputed,     (p.  1065.) 

MALICIOUS  PEOSECUTION— Probable  Cause— Advice  of 
Counsel — Statement  of  Facts. — If  a  person  takes  the  advice  of 
reputable  counsel  based  upon  a  full,  fair  and  honest  statement  of  all 
the  facts  and  information  within  such  person's  knowledge  before 
making  a  criminal  complaint,  honestly  believing  the  one  charged 
to  be  guilty,  he  has  probable  cause  as  matter  of  law  for  his  action, 
and  is  not  subject  to  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution.  The  term 
"full,  fair  and  honest  statement  of  all  the  facts,"  as  here  used, 
does  not  mean  all  the  facts  discoverable,  but  all  the  facts  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  person  making  the  statement,     (p.  1066.) 

W.  F.  ]\IcNally,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  A.  Frear  and  A.*  J,  Kinney,  for  the  respondent. 

^"^^  IMARSHALL,  J.  The  appeal  is  from  an  order  granting 
a  new  trial  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution. 

Defendants,  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
maliciously  and  without  probable  cause  swore  out  a  warrant 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  St.  Croix  county.  Wisconsin, 
falsely  charging  plaintiff  with  the  offense  of  maliciously  dis- 
turbing, interfering  with,  and  injuring  the  wires  and  poles 
of  the  defendant  compan.v,  used  in  its  business  of  opcM-atiiig 
an  electric  power  plant  in  such  county,  and  procured  plaintiff 
to  be  arrested  on  such  warrant  and  imprisoned  till  she  gave 
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bail  for  her  appearance  to  answer  the  complaint.  Further^ 
as  alleged,  plaintiff  was  duly  tried  upon  such  charge  and  ac- 
quitted. Other  allegations  were  made  as  part  of  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action  bearing  on  the  question  of  damages. 

Defendants  answered,  among  other  things,  that  the  com- 
plaint was  made  in  good  faith,  without  malice,  and  with  prob- 
able cause  to  believe  plaintiff  was  guilty. 

^'^^  On  the  trial  there  was  substantially  undisputed  evidence 
to  this  effect :  Defendant  Epley  was  president  of  the  defendant 
company,  which  owned,  controlled  and  operated  an  electric 
power  plant.  The  pole  line  was  located  along  the  highway  in 
front  of  plaintiff's  premises.  In  the  latter  part  of  November, 
1904,  her  son,  assuming  to  represent  her  and  to  'be  under  the 
guidance  of  a  lawyer,  called  upon  Epley  and  demanded  a  re- 
moval of  the  poles  from  in  front  of  his  mother's  place,  threat- 
ening, if  the  demand  was  not  complied  with,  to  cut  the  poles 
down.  No  attention  was  paid  to  such  demand.  December  2d, 
thereafter,  an  employe  of  the  company  who  had  been  in  its 
service  for  several  years  and  was  regarded  by  it  and  by  Mr. 
Epley  to  be  trustworthy  informed  the  latter  by  telephone  that 
plaintiff 's  son  was  cutting  the  poles  down  and  that  he  was  act- 
ing under  her  direction.  A  short  time  afterward  Epley  was- 
informed  a  second  time  as  before  by  one  of  the  company's  em- 
ployes, who  said:  "They  are  chopping  the  poles  and  the  cur- 
rent is  on."  Thereupon  Epley  went  to  the  office  of  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  who  was  a  lawyer,  and  stated  to  him  the  situation. 
He  suggested  seeing  Mr.  McNally  about  the  matter.  The 
latter  was  a  reputable  lawyer  of  twenty  years'  experience  and 
more.  Epley  related  to  Mr.  IMcNally  all  the  facts  aforesaid, 
which  were  all  that  were  within  his  knowledge.  He  believed 
plaintiff's  son,  under  her  direction,  had  actually  disturbed  the 
company's  property,  as  he  stated.  On,  such  statement  Mr. 
McNally  advised  Epley  that  he  was  justified  in  making  the 
complaint,  and  to  do  so  was  the  only  way  to  proceed.  There- 
upon McNally  prepared  the  complaint  and  the  warrant.  They 
were  taken  to  the  justice  of  the  peace,  the  complaint  being 
duly  sworn  to  and  filed,  and  the  warrant  then  issued  and  exe- 
cuted. The  complaint  charged  both  the  plaintiff  and  her  son 
with  being  guilty  of  unlawfully  disturbing  the  company's 
property.  Upon  the  hearing  before  the  justice  the  plaintiff 
was  discharged,  but  it  was  proved  that  her  son  actually  did 
unlawfully  disturb  the  company's  property.  '^'"''  At  the  close 
of  the  evidence  each  of  the  defendants  separately,  and  they 
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jointly,  by  counsel,  moved  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict.  The 
motion  was  denied  and  the  cause  submitted  to  the  jury  for  a 
special  verdict,  resulting  in  the  following  findings:  (1)  De- 
fendant Epley,  in  procuring  the  warrant  to  be  issued,  did  not 
act  without  probable  cause.  (2)  Before  commencing  the  crim- 
inal prosecution  he  made  a  full,  fair  and  honest  statement  of 
all  the  material  facts  known  to  him  bearing  upon  the  question 
of  plaintiff's  guilt  of  the  offense  alleged  against  her  to  W.  F. 
McNally  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his  legal  advice  thereon. 
(3)  Said  McNally  honestly  and  in  good  faith  advised  Epley 
that  upon  the  facts  so  stated  to  him  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  the 
offense  for  which  she  was  arrested,  (4)  Epley  at  the  time  he 
swore  to  the  complaint  did  not  have  knowledge  or  information 
such  as  would  lead  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  and  caution  to 
believe  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  the  offense  charged.  (5)  Epley, 
before  he  swore  to  the  complaint,  did  not  use  the  same  pru- 
dence and  caution  an  ordinarily  prudent  and  cautious  man 
would  have  exercised  in  ascertaining  the  facts  concerning  the 
commission  of  the  crime  charged.  (6)  He  sincerely  and  in 
good  faith  believed  when  he  swore  to  the  complaint  that  plain- 
tiff was  guilty  of  the  offense  charged.  (7)  He  swore  to  the 
complaint  in  good  faith  and  without  malice  against  the  plain- 
tiff. (8)  Plaintiff  suffered  actual  damages  by  reason  of  her 
arrest  in  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars.  (9)  We  do  not 
assess  any  exemplary  damages  to  be  recovered  by  plaintiff  in 
case  she  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

The  defendants  moved  for  judgment  on  the  verdict  and 
plaintiff  moved  for  an  order  setting  the  same  aside  and  for  a 
new  trial.  The  former  was  denied  and  the  latter  granted 
upon  the  ground  that  the  answers  were  inconsistent  and  that 
error  was  committed  in  the  instructions;  the  error  supposed 
to  have  been  so  committed  not  being  specified.  The  defend- 
ants appeal. 

578  Whether  there  was  a  probable  cause  in  a  case  of  this  sort 
is  solely  a  question  of  law  for  the  court  where  the  facts  are 
vandisputed.  The  province  of  the  jury  is  to  deal  ^''^  with  the 
controversy  as  to  facts  where  there  is  a  disi)ute  in  that  re- 
spect but  such  controversy  being  settled  the  ultimate  question 
is  for  the  court :  Stewart  v.  Sonneborn,  98  U.  S.  187,  25  L.  ed. 
116. 

Generally  speaking,  in  order  for  a  person  to  have  probable 
cause  to  believe  another  guilty  of  a  crime  warranting  institu- 
tion  of   proceedings   for   his   punishment,   such  pereon   must 
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have  such  knowledge  or  information  as  would  lead  an  ordi- 
narily prudent  man  to  such  belief,  and  it  is  ordinarily  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
given  case  as  to  whether  there  was  such  knowledge.  But  it  is 
a  settled  rule  of  law  that  if  a  person  takes  the  advice  of  rep- 
utable counsel  in  making  the  complaint,  honestly  believing 
the  one  charged  to  be  guilty,  he  has  probable  cause  as  a  matter 
of  law  for  his  action,  or  in  other  words  his  conduct  is  con- 
sistent with  that  of  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence,  if  the  advice 
of  counsel  is  based  upon  a  full,  fair,  and  honest  statement  of 
all  the  facts  and  information  within  such  person's  knowledge. 

In  this  case  the  court  submitted  to  the  jury  by  the  first  ques- 
tion whether  defendant  Epley  was  possessed  of  such  knowl- 
edge and  information  as  would  produce  an  honest  belief  in  the 
mind  of  an  ordinarily  prudent  man  that  the  respondent  was 
guilty;  the  form  of  the  question  being  such  as  to  require  the 
jury  to  find  whether  there  was  probable  cause  or  not  under 
the  legal  test  suggested,  and  the  answer  was,  in  effect,  in  the 
affirmative,  though  by  the  form  of  the  question  the  jury  were 
compelled  to  express  the  finding  in  a  negative  form ;  the  lan- 
guage of  the  question  being:  ''Did  the  defendant,  F.  W. 
Epley,  in  procuring  the  warrant  in  question  to  be  issued,  act 
Avithout  probable  cause  for  so  doing?" 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  in  order  to  warrant  them 
in  finding  that  Epley  did  not  act  without  probable  cause  they 
must  find  that  he  had  knowledge  and  information  such  as 
would  have  caused  an  ordinarily  prudent  person  to  believe  the 
persons  charged  to  be  guilty.  In  the  fourth  and  fifth  ques- 
tions ^^^  the  legal  test  given  to  enable  the  jury  to  properly 
answer  the  first  interrogatory  was  embodied  to  be  found  as 
matter  of  fact.  The  result  of  thus  doubly  placing  the  sub- 
ject before  the  jury  was  that  they  found  probable  cause  in 
answer  to  the  first  question,  and,  in  effect,  want  of  probable 
cause  later.  Manifestly,  if  the  fourth  and  fifth  findings,  em- 
bodying as  aforesaid  the  instruction  given  as  to  the  first 
xjuestion,  have  any  materiality  in  the  verdict,  in  view  of  the 
evidence  and  other  findings,  the  court  did  right  in  setting 
it  aside  for  inconsistency  and  granting  a  new  trial. 

We  are  unable  to  discover  any  difficulty  in  the  verdict  other 
than  the  one  referred  to,  unless  it  be  in  that  the  jury  found 
that  Epley  in  swearing  out  the  warrant  acted  in  good  faith 
under  the  advice  of  reputable  counsel  given  after  a  full,  fair, 
and  honest  statement  to  him  of  all  the  facts  within  his  kuowl- 
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edge  in  respect  to  the  transaction.  There  is  no  serious  diffi- 
culty at  that  point  if  the  findings  on  the  subject  covered  all 
the  matters  essential  in  law  to  probable  cause,  and  the  fourth 
and  fifth  questions  were  erroneously  submitted  and  answered 
upon  the  theory  that  notwithstanding  such  matters  Epley 
might  yet  not  have  acted  consistently  with  the  conduct  of  an 
ordinarily  prudent  man. 

It  seems  that  findings  2,  3,  6,  and  7  are  in  accordance  with 
the  undisputed  evidence.  As  indicated  in  the  statement,  the 
evidence  is  substantially  uncontroverted  that  Epley  stated  all 
the  facts  within  his  knowledge  with  the  source  of  his  informa- 
tion to  a  reputable  lawyer  of  large  experience,  whom  he  had 
every  reason  to  believe  would  advise  him  properly,  and  that 
he  made  such  statement  for  the  purpose  of  having  respondent 
and  her  son  dealt  with  according  to  law;  that  he  was  advised 
by  such  attorney  after  such  statement  to  do  as  he  did,  and 
that  he  followed  such  advice  sincerely  and  honestly  believing 
the  respondent  to  be  guilty  as  charged.  We  see  nothing  in 
the  record  to  indicate  but  what  the  court  might  well  have 
found  tliose  facts  without  the  aid  of  the  jury. 

5S1  rpj^g  theory  of  counsel  for  respondent  is  that  the  find- 
ings referred  to  are  not  sufficient  as  matter  of  law  to  show 
probable  cause  in  that  a  full,  fair  and  honest  statement  to  repu- 
table counsel  of  all  the  facts  and  information  within  Epley 's 
knowledge  was  not  sufficient  unless  grounded  on  such  an  in- 
vestigation as  to  satisfy  the  standard  of  ordinary  prudc'  '^ 
under  the  circumstances,  the  advice  of  counsel  not  being  .he 
test.  On  that  matter,  it  is  conceded,  as  the  fact  is,  that  there 
is  considerable  confusion  in  judicial  expressions,  some  hold- 
ing that  the  advice  of  counsel  covers  the  subject  of  whether 
the  statement  is  based  upon  adequate  knowledge  and  informa- 
tion as  well  as  the  subject  of  whether  upon  the  facts  and  in- 
formation disclosed  a  cause  of  action  probably  exists,  and 
others  holding  to  the  contrary.  It  does  not  seem  advisable 
to  review  the  numerous  adjudications  that  can  be  found  bear- 
ing on  the  matter  and  endeavor  to  reconcile  them,  or  to 
demonstrate  which  side  of  the  conflict  is  supported  by  the 
weight  of  authority,  since  this  court  has  spoken  plainly  in 
respect  to  the  matter,  laying  down  the  rule  regarded  upon 
careful  consideration  to  be  the  sound  one. 

It  is  stated  in  the  text-bool\S  that  an  ordinarily  prudent 
man  is  expected  to  take  the  advice  of  a  person  learned  in  the 
law  and  a  reputable  member  of  the  profession  before  institut- 
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ing  a  criminal  prosecution,  and  if  he  does  so,  placing  all  the 
facts  before  his  counsel,  and  acts  honestly  upon  his  opinion^ 
such  facts  constitute  probable  cause  as  a  matter  of  law: 
Cooley  on  Torts,  2d  ed.,  212.  That  was  adopted  here  in  Sut- 
ton V.  McConnell,  46  Wis.  269,  50  N.  W.  414,  and  affirmed 
in  Billingsley  v.  Maas,  93  Wis.  176,  67  N.  W.  49.  That  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  federal  supreme  court:  Stewart  v.  Son- 
neborn,  98  U.  S.  187,  25  L.  ed.  116. 

The  term  "full  and  fair  statement  of  all  the  facts"  does 
not  mean  all  the  facts  discoverable,  but  all  the  facts  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  person  making  the  statement.  If  he 
knows  facts  enough,  either  personally  or  by  credible  informa- 
tion, ^^^  which,  when  fairly  and  fully  stated  to  reputable 
counsel  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  legal  guidance,  results  in 
advice  which  is  honestly  followed  in  commencing  the  crim- 
inal proceedings,  that  is  sufficient.  That  was  distinctly 
recognized  in  the  most  recent  decision  of  this  court  on  the 
subject:  Brinsley  v.  Schulz,  124  Wis.  426,  102  N.  W.  918. 
There  it  was  said:  "One  of  the  most  efficient  ways  of  negativ- 
ing a  prima  facie  showing  in  that  regard  and  establishing 
affirmatively  probable  cause  is  to  prove  that  the  prosecution 
was  commenced  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  ....  after  a 
full  statement  to  him  of  all  the  facts  known  to  the  defendant. 
It  makes  no  difference  in  such  a  case  whether  the  facts  sup- 
posed to  exist  do  so  or  not;  if  there  is  an  honest  belief  in 
such  existence  and  the  supposed  facts  are  fully  and  fairly 
stated  to  counsel  to  obtain  proper  guidance  in  the  matter, 
and  upon  his  advice  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  same  the 
prosecution  is  in  good  faith  commenced,  that  is  enough. 
Such  circumstances  when  fully  established  show,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  absence  of  malice  and  presence  of  probable  cause,  pre- 
cluding any  liability  for  malicious  prosecution," 

That  is  laid  down  as  elementary  in  19  American  and  Eng- 
lish Encj'clopedia  of  Law,  second  edition,  at  page  661,  in 
these  words,  supported  by  numerous  authorities:  "The  rule 
is  undoubted  that  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  constitute 
probable  cause  for  a  prosecution,  that  the  party  instituting 
it  should  have  acted  on  his  own  personal  knowledge  of  the 
facts.  If  the  prosecutor  has  acted  in  good  faith,  upon  cred- 
ible information  from  reliable  sources,  he  will  not  be  liable." 

In  harmony  with  that  this  court  in  Messman  v.  Ihlenfeldt, 
89  Wis.  585,  62  N.  W.  522,  said,  substantially,  if  the  prose- 
cutor fairly  imparted  to  counsel  all  the  knowledge  of  the 
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facts  he  possessed,  and  honestly  followed  such  counsel's  ad- 
vice, then  such  advice  is  a  complete  defense.  It  stands  fur 
probable  cause  because  it  shows  that  he  acted  honestly. 
Whether  there  was  in  any  given  case  a  full  and  fair  state- 
ment ^'^'^  of  all  the  prosecutor's  knowledge  to  reputal)le  coun- 
sel, if  the  matter  be  disputed,  is  for  the  jury,  but  the  facts 
appearing  uncontroverted,  or  found  by  the  jury,  the  legal 
result  follows  as  a  matter  of  course. 

The  real  basis  for  the  doctrine  that  the  advice  of  counsel 
under  the  circumstances  stated  stands  for  probable  caase  is 
that  it  covers  the  subject  of  whether  the  statement  made  is 
sufficient  without  further  investigation  as  to  the  facts.  Coun- 
sel is  supposed  to  pass  upon  that  question,  and  his  advice  hon- 
estly given  and  honestly  acted  upon  to  preclude  any  successful 
claims  of  negligence  or  imprudence  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cutor as  held  in  the  cases  cited  to  our  attention  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  appellant  and  others:  Johnson  v.  Miller,  69  Iowa, 
562,  58  Am.  Rep.  231,  29  N.  W.  743;  Dunlap  v.  New  Zealand 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  109  Cal.  365,  42  Pac.  29;  Holliday  v.  Holli- 
day,  123  Cal.  26,  55  Pac.  703;  Gillispie  v.  Stafford,  4  Neb. 
(Unof.)  873,  96  N.  W.  1039;  Iless  v.  Oregon  B.  Co.,  31  Or. 
503,  49  Pac.  803. 

The  conflict  as  to  whether  the  statement  to  counsel  of  facts 
known  to  the  prosecutor,  either  personally  or  by  credible  in- 
formation, is  sufficient  in  order  that  he  may  be  shielded  from 
liability  if  he  honestly  follows  counsel's  advice,  is  recognized 
with  citations  of  authority  on  both  sides  of  the  controversy  in 
19  American  and  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  second  edi- 
tion, 688,  where  it  is  said:  "A  number  of  cases  hold  that  a 
failure  to  make  a  full  disclosure  of  all  material  facts  will 
render  the  defense  of  advice  by  counsel  inoperative  unless 
the  defendant  showsthat  not  only  were  all  known  facts  com- 
municated, but  also  all  such  as  reasonable  diligence  in  mak- 
ing inquiries  would  have  discovered.  Other  authorities, 
however,  declare  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  diligence  in 
making  inquiries  shoidd  be  shown,  provided  facts  within  de- 
fendant's knowledge,  or  in  the  existence  of  which  he  hatl 
reasonable  ground  to  believe,  were  comnumicaled  to  counsel 
in  good  faith. ' ' 

As  we  have  seen,  our  court,  contrary  to  the  contention  of 
counsel  for  respondent,  ia  committed  to  the  doctrine  last 
staled. 


1070  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  120.     [Wisconsin. 

'^^*  It  follows  necessarily,  not  only  from  the  undiisputed 
evidence,  but  from  the  verdict,  that  defendants  were  entitled 
to  judj^niient.  It  was  not  proper  for  the  jury  to  say  that  the 
advice  of  counsel,  under  the  circumstances  proved  and  found, 
was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  Epley  as  a  man  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence in  commencing  the  prosecution  of  respondent,  because 
as  a  matter  of  law  the  contrary  is  the  fact. 

What  has  been  said  renders  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  any 
other  questions  than  those  referred  to.  Defendants  were  en- 
titled to  judgment.  The  jury  evidently  did  not  intend  to 
find  anything  inconsistent  with  the  second,  third,  and  sixth 
findings.  They  were  misled  by  the  way  the  case  was  submit- 
ted into  the  belief  that  such  findings  did  not  necessarily  make 
out  a  course  of  action  consistent  with  ordinary  prudence. 

By  the  COURT.  The  order  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 

Timlin,  J.,  dissents. 


The  ilalicious  Prosecution  of  civil  actions  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to 
McCormick  Harvesting  etc.  Co.  v.  Willan,  93  Am.  St.  Kep.  454, 
and  the  malicious  prosecution  of  criminal  actions  is  the  subject  of  a 
note  to  Eoss  v.  Ilixon,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  127.  One  instituting  a  criminal 
prosecution  upon  the  advice  of  a  reputable  attorney  to  whom  he 
makes  a  full  disclosure  of  the  facts  known  to  him  cannot,  ordinarily, 
be  held  guilty  of  malicious  prosecution:  Tryon  v.  Pingree,  112 
Mich.  338,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  398;  Yenger  v.  Phillips,  195  Pa.  214, 
78  Am.  St.  Eep.  810;  Kansas  etc.  Coal  Co.  v.  Galloway,  71  Ark. 
351,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  79.  But  to  make  the  advice  of  counsel  a  de- 
fense, it  must  be  shown  that  it  was  sought  and  acted  upon  in  good 
faith  after  a  full  disclosure  of  material  facts;  Pavis  v.  McMillan^ 
142  Mich.  391,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  585. 
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Adultery,   connivance  in,  what  amounts  to   and   effect   of,   521-526. 

Cemeteries,  constitutionality  of  statutes  prohibiting  use  of  property 

as,  473. 
Chancery.     See   Infants. 
Connivance.     See  Divorce. 

Constitutional  Law,  contracts,  laws  in  force  at  execution  of,  constitute 
parts    of,   476, 

contracts,  impairment  of  obligation  of,  when  forbidden,  470,  471. 

contracts,  obligation  of,  what  is,  471. 

contracts,   obligation   of,   when  impaired  within   the   meaning   of 
the  constitution,  469,  470. 

contracts,  performance  of,  means  of  are  protected  from  legislative 
impairment,   475,   476. 

contracts,    performance    of,    whether    may    be    made    illegal    by 
statute,  475. 

contracts,   pre-existing,  illustration   of   statutes  void  as   attempt- 
ing to  impair,  472. 

contracts,  retrospective  power  of  the  legislature  over,  468. 

contracts,  statutes  in  existence,  when  become  parts  of,  470. 

exemptions,  laws  relating  to,  478,  479. 

limitation   of   actions,  laws  relating  to,  479,  480. 

perfect   rights   and  legal  obligations,   definitions   of,   471. 

property,  statutes  prohibiting  or  limiting  use  of,  472-475, 

redemptions,    laws    relating    to,    479,    480. 

retrospective   laws   which   are   not  forbidden,   469. 

stay   laws,   validity    of,    477. 

vested  rights,  what  protected  as,  469, 
See  Juvenile   Courts;   Laws;   Keiorm  Schools  and  Eeformatories. 

Definition    of  connivance,  521. 

of  forcible  detainer,  34. 

of   perfect  rights  and  legal  obligations,   471. 

of   tenant  at  sufferance,  42. 

of    unlawful    detainer,    34. 
Divorce,  actions  for  are  in  the  nature  of  proceedings  in   equity,  520. 

connivance  as  a  bar  to,  520. 

connivance  iu  adultery  bars  divorce  on  gi'ouud  of,  521. 

couuivanco  in  adultery,  failure  to  warn   wife  of  danger,  522, 
(1071) 
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Divorce,  connivance  in  adultery,  giving  opportunity  to  commit,  whether 
amounts  to,  523. 

connivance  in  adultery,  mere  failure  to  prevent,  when  does  not 
amount  to,  523. 

connivance  in   adultery,  passive,  what  ii,  522-525. 

connivance  in  adultery,  use  of  devices  to  entrap  wife,  524,  525. 

connivance  in  adultery,  what  amounts  to,  521. 

connivance  in  adultery,  willful,  what  is  and  when  exists,  524. 

connivance   in  adultery  with  one   person   as   evidence   of  subse- 
quent connivance  with  another,  526. 

connivance  in  cruelty,  what  amounts  to  and  effect  of,  526. 

connivance  in  desertion,  what  amountt  to  and  effect  of,  526. 

state,  interest  in  and  control  of,  520. 
Xilections,  bonds,  notice  of  elections  to  authorize  issuing  of,  necessity 
for,  795,  796. 

general,  imperfect  notice  of,  794. 

local  option,  notice   of  election  for,   797. 

notice  of,  when  indispensable,  794. 

notice  of,  when  to  fill  vacancies  in  public  ofllce,  795. 

notice  of,  when  unnecessary,  794. 

proclamations  for,  failure   to  issue   or  defects  in,  when  do   not 
avoid,    794. 

special,  effect  of  defects  in  notices  of,  794. 

special,  notice  of,  what  must  contain,  795. 

special,  notice  of,  when  must  be  given,  794. 
Equity,  infants,  jurisdiction  to  authorize  the  sale  of  real  property  of, 

655-659. 
Exemptions    from    execution,   constitutionality    of   statutes   granting, 

478,  479. 
Forcible  Detainer,  definitions  of,  34. 

statutes  omitting  element  of  force,  34,  35. 
Ouardian  and  Ward,  proceedings  by  the  former  for  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty of  the  latter  are  in  rem,  148. 

sales,  collateral  attack  upon,  149. 

sales,  jurisdiction  to   order,  when   attaches,  149. 

sales,  notice  of  application  for,  cases  holding  to  be  jurisdictional, 
151,    152. 

sales,  notice  of  application  for,  cases  sustaining,  though  there  is  a 
want  of,  148-151, 

■ales,  notice  of  application  for,  whether  jurisdictional,  149. 

sales,    notice    to    ward    of    the    application    for    is    not    essential 
unless  made  so  by  statute,  148. 

sales  of  property  of  ward,  proceedings  for  are  not  adverse,  148. 
Industrial   Schools.     See   Eeform   Schools   and    Reformatories. 
Infants,  jurisdiction   of   equity,  inherent   power  of,  to   direct   sale  of 
property  of,  decisions  affirming,  656-659. 

jurisdiction  of  equity  over,  origin  and  history  of,  655. 
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Infants,  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  appropriate  property  to  payment  of 

claims,  G56. 
jurisdiction   of   equity  to   direct   sale   of  equitable  real   property 

of,  659. 
jurisdiction    of   equity   to    direct   sale    of    property   of,    decisions 

affirming,   656-659. 
jurisdiction  of  equity  to  direct  sale  of  property  of,  English  rule, 

655. 
jurisdiction   of   equity   to   direct   sale   of   real   property   for   pur- 
poses of  reinvestment,  657. 
jurisdiction  of  equity  to  direct  sale  of  real  property  to  promote 

best  interests  of,  657. 
jurisdiction   of   equity   to   sell   real   property   of  is   dependent   on 

statutes,    fi.in. 
sale   of  real   property  of,  power  of   equity  to   authorize,  655-659. 
See  Juvenile  Courts;  Beform  Schools  and  Beformatories. 

Jury  Trial.     See  Eeform  Schools  and  Reformatories. 

Laws,  retrospective,  attempting  to  change  uses  to  which  property  may 
be  applied,  473. 
retrospective,  cemetery,  prohibiting  use  of  property  as,  473. 
retrospective,  to   correct  mistakes  or  carry  out  the  intention  of 

the  parties,  469. 
retrospective,  validating  marriages,  469. 
retrospective,   validating  municipal   ordinances,   469. 
retrospective,  what  forbidden  as,  468. 
Limitation  of  Actions,  constitutionality  of  laws  prescribing,  479,  480. 

Marriages,  constitutionality  of  statutes  validating,  469. 

Municipal  Corporations,  nuisances,  limitations  upon,  power  to  declare 

what  are,  372. 
nuisances,    power    conferred    upon    in    general    terms    to    declare 

what  are,  372. 

Notice  to  Quit,  by  whom  may  be  served,  47. 
by   whom   should   be   given,   45. 
form  and  contents  of,  48,  49. 

how,  when,   and  on  whom  should  be   served,  47. 
oral,   48. 

proof  of  service  of,  48. 
serving  of,  on  servants  or  agents,  47,  48. 
tenants  at  sufferance,  whether  entitled  to,  42. 
tenants   at  will  are   entitled   to,  42,  43. 

tenants  at  will,  what  sufficient  to  terminate  rights  of,  42,  43. 
to   whom  should   be  given,  45. 
tres|)assirs  and  intruders  are  not  entitled  to,  46. 
waiver  of,  49,  50. 

Am.    St.   Rep-,    Vol.    120 — 68 


107-1  Index  to  the  Notes. 

Nuisances  cannot  be  created  by  mere  declaration  of  common  council, 

374. 
municipal   corporations,   acts   offensive   to    the   sense   of   decency 

may  be  declared  to  be  by,  375,  376. 
municipal  corporations,  amusements  which  may  be  declared  to  be 

by,  376. 
municipal  corporations,  billboards  which  may  be  declared  to  be 

by,  376. 
municipal  corporations,  cemeteries,  whether  may  be  declared  to 

be  by,  378. 
municipal   corporations,  buildings  which   may   be   declared   to   bo 

by,  375,  377,  378. 
municipal    corporations,    conclusiveness    of    ordinances    declaring 

things  to  be,  378. 
municipal  corporations,  discretion  vested  in  to  declare  what  are, 

375. 
municipal  corporations,  hog-pens,  whether  may  be  declared  to  be 

by,  377. 
municipal  corporations,  laundries,  whether  may  be  declared  to  be 

by,  373. 
municipal   corporations,  lime-kilns,  whether  may  be   declared  to 

be  by,  377. 
municipal  corporations,  limitation  upon  powers  of   to  declare  what 

are,  372,  373. 
municipal  corporations,  manufactories  and  machinery  which  may 

be  declared  to  be  by,  375. 
municipal  corporations,  negro  churches,  whether  may  be  declared 

to  be  by,  377. 
municipal  corporations,  power  conferred  upon  in  general  terms  to 

declare  what  are,  372. 
municipal   corporations,  smoke,  whether  may  be  declared   to  be 

by,  377. 
municipal  corporations,  smoking  in  the  street-cars,  whether  may 

be   declared  to  be  by,  375,  376. 
municipal  corporations,  trades  and  occupations  which  may  be  de- 
clared to  be  by,  374. 
municipal    corporations,    trees    growing    in    the    streets,    whether 

may  be  declared  to  be  by,  376, 
municipal  corporations,  unsightly  objects  declared  to  be  by,  376. 
municipal  corporations,   what   may  be   declared  to   be  by,   385. 
municipal  corporations,  what  may  not  be  declared  to  be  by,  376- 

378. 
municipal  corporations,  wooden  awnings,  whether  may  be  declared 

to  be  by,  378. 

Eeceivers    are  not  insurers  of  the  safety  of  property  in  their  charge, 

278. 
care   and   prudence   required   of,   278. 
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Receivers,  contempt  of  court,  liability  of,  to  punisliiiient  for,  279. 

courts  appointing,  when  may  adjust  claims  against,  281,  282. 

depositing   money   in  bank,   liability   for   loss   of,   278. 

employes,  liability  of   in  their  official  capacity  for  torts  of,  280. 

judgments  against,  form  in  which  should  be  entered,  281. 

liability  of,  for  contempt  of  court,  279. 

liability  of,  for  negligence  and  other  torts,  280, 

liability  of,  for  negligence  of  themselves  and  their   agents,  279. 

liability  of,  for  taking  possession  of  the  property  of  a  stranger 
to  the  suit,  279. 

liability  of,  for  torts  committed  before  their  appointment,  279. 

liability  of,  for  trespass   or  conversion,  279. 

liability    of,    general    rules    controlling,    278. 

liability  of,  manner  of  enforcing,  281,  282. 
Redemptions,   constitutionality   of   laws   granting  or   interfering  with 

right  of,  479,  480. 
Reform  Schools  and  Reformatories    are  not  prisons,  953. 

constitutionality  of  statutes  providing  for  confinement  in  with- 
out trial  and  for  an  indefinite  term,  953-958. 

jury  trial,  commitment  of  minors  to,  without,  953. 

local  and  special  legislation,  statutes  providing  for  are  not,  958. 

notice   to   parent  of   proceedings  for  confinement   of   children   in, 
958-960. 

parent,  depriving  of  custody  of  children  by  confinement  in,  958- 
960. 

parents,  adjudication  of  courts  committing  children  to,  is  not 
conclusive  on,  960. 

punishment,  confinement  in  is  not  a,  954-956. 

punishment,  confinement  of  minora  in,  is  not  a  cruel  or  unusual, 
957. 

Sales  of  personalty,  delivery  absolute  and  unconditional  without  ex- 
acting payment,  870. 

of  personalty,  delivery,  intent  with  which  made  is  a  question  of 
fact,   870. 

of  personalty,  payment,  delay  in  demanding  return  of  goods, 
when    does    not   waive,   879. 

of  personalty,  payment,  illustrations  of  circumstances  where  not 
waived  by  delivery,  876-879. 

of  personalty,  payment,  illustration  of  circumstances  waiving  by 
delivery   and   laches,    871-876. 

of  personalty,  payment,  laches  of  the  seller  in  not  promptly  re- 
quiring, 870-876. 

of  personalty,  payment,  when  not  necessary  to  pass  title,  869. 

of  personalty  to  be  yiaid  for  on  delivery,  when  does  not  pass 
title  until  payment,  869. 
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Sales   of  personalty,  waiver  of  conditions  requiring  payment,  when  in- 
ferable, 870. 
on  conditions  to  be  performed  immediately,  title  docs  not  pass  by 
delivery,  869. 

Tenants  at  Sufferance,  whether  entitled  to  notice  to  quit,  42. 
Tenants  at  Will   are  entitled  to  notice  to  quit,  42,  43. 

notice  to  quit  sufficient  to  terminate  rights  of,  42,  43. 

Unlawful  Detainer,  acts  or  omissions  of  the  landlord  as  defenses  to 
proceedings  for,  61-64. 

acts  of  the  defendant  constituting  defenses  to,  64. 

acquisition  of  landlord's  title,  defense  of,  58-60. 

administrators  and  executors,  when  may  maintain  proceeding 
for,  39." 

adverse  title,  acquisition  of,  cannot  be  asserted  as  a  defense  in,  58. 

adverse  title,  claimants  under,  when  proper  defendants  in  pro- 
ceedings for,  56. 

against  tenants  at  sufferance,  42. 

against  tenants  at  will,  42,  43. 

against  tenants  from  month  to  month,  43-49. 

against  tenants  from  year  to  year,  45. 

assignee  of  lease  as  a  defendant  in  proceedings  for,  35. 

assignee  of  the  lease  or  of  the  right  to  receive  the  rents,  when 
may  maintain  proceeding  for,  38, 

assignors  and  assignees,  when  may  maintain  proceedings  for,  39. 

breaches  of  conditions  or  covenants  by  the  landlord,  whether  may 
constitute  a  defense,   62. 

by  holding  after  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  51,  52. 

by  holding  after  forfeiture  by  breach  of  covenant  or  condition, 
51,  52. 

by  holding  after  forfeiture  by  default  in  payment  of  rent,  50,  51. 

by  holding  after  the  expiration  of  a  definite  term,  40,  41. 

by  holding  after  the  happening  of  a  contingency  terminating  the 
lease,  41. 

by  holding  after  using  premises  for  unlawful  or  forbidden  pur- 
pose, 52,  55. 

counterclaims  in  proceedings  for,  57,  58,   63. 

defendants  in  proceedings  for,  who  are  proper  and  necessary,  55, 
56. 

defenses  to  proceedings  for,  55-66. 

definitions   of,   34. 

demand  for  payment  of  rent  cannot  be  dispensed  with  by  the 
lease,  52. 

demand  for  payment  of  rent,  form  and  contents  of,  to  sustain 
forfeiture,    53. 

demand  for  payment  of  rent,  giving  and  serving,  54. 
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Unlawful  Detainer,  demand  for  payment  of  rent,  necessity  for,  51,  52. 
demand   for   possession   must   bo    made   on    tenant   at   will   though 

notice  to  quit  has  been  given,  43, 
demand   not  a  condition  precedent   to   maintaining  where  tenant 

holds  after  the  expiration  of  a  definite  term,  41. 
demand  or  notice  to  tenant  at  sufferance,  whether  essential,  42. 
demand  where  cause  of  forfeiture  is  other  than  nonpayment  of 

rent,  53,  54. 
disclaimer  of  tenant  waives  notice  to   quit,  50. 
estopjicl  of  the  defendant  to  deny  the  plaintiff "s  title,  56. 
equitable   defenses  in   proceedings   for,   65. 
eviction  under  title  paramount,  defense  of,  58. 
execution    or   judicial   sale,   defense   of   acquisition    of   landlord '■ 

title   by,   59. 
failure  of  landlord  to  pay  demands  due  tenant,  62,  63. 
force  is  not  an  element  of,  34. 
forfeiture,   waiver   of,   63,   64. 

heirs  or  devisees,  whether  may  maintain  proceeding  for,  38. 
illegal  purjioses,  use  of  premises  for,  55. 
improvements   or  repairs  by   tenant   for  which   he   has  not  been 

paid,   63. 
joinder  of  parties  defendant  in  proceedings  for,  55,  56. 
landlord  is  a  proper  person  to   maintain   proceeding  for,  36. 
laiidlnid,  conveyance  by  pendente  lite,  37. 
landlord    granting   new   lease,   whether   may   maintain    proceeding 

for,   36,   37. 
landlord  who  has  contracted  to  sell,  whether  may  maintain  pro- 
ceedings  for,   36,   37. 
landlord  who  has  conveyed  the  property,  whether  may  maintain 

proceedings  for,  37. 
leasing  of  property  is  necessary  to  support  proceedings  for,  35. 
mortgagor  is  not  subject  to   proceeding  of,  by  mortgagee,  36. 
limitations  against  proceedings,  66. 
notice   to  quit,  by  whom  may  be  served,  47. 
notice  to  quit,  by  whom  should  be  given,  45. 
notice  to  quit,  form  and  contents  of,  48,  40. 
notice  to  quit,  how,  when,  and  on  whom  may  be  served,  47. 
notice    to    quit,    oral,    48. 
notice   to  quit,  jiroof  of  service  of,  48. 
notice   to   quit,  serving  upon   agent  or  servant,  47,  48. 
notice  to  quit,  to  whom  should  be  given,  46. 

notice  to  quit,  trespassers  and  intruders  are  not  entitltKl  to,  46. 
notice  to  quit,  waiver  of,  49,  5U. 
notice  to  tenant  at  will  to  sustain,  42,  43. 

notice  to  tenant  from  month  to  iiionth,  [vvm  and  contents  of,  44. 
notice    to    tenant    from    month    to    month   required    to    support    the 

proceeding   i'or,  44. 
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Unlawful  Detainer,  notice  to  tenant  from  year  to  year  required  to 
support  the  proceeding  for,  45. 

outstnnding  title,  defense  of,  60,  61. 

proscription,  title  by,  as  a  defense   to  proceedings  for,  66. 

presupposes  that  the  possession  of  the  defendant  was  acquired 
without  wrong,  35. 

public   lands,   defense   that  premises   constitute,  57. 

purchase,  contract  of,  possession  held  under,  whether  may  be 
devested  by,  36. 

purchasers  and  lessees  of  the  landlord,  whether  and  when  may 
maintain  proceedings  for,  37,  38. 

purchasers  at  execution  or  judicial  sale  may  maintain  proceed- 
ings for,  39. 

receivers,  whether  may  maintain  proceeding  for,  38. 

redemption  and  relief  from  judgments  in,  66,  67. 

refusal  to  surrender  possession,  when  not  essential  to,  34. 

statutes  extending  the  right  to  maintain  proceedings  for,  to  per- 
sons holding  possession  under  express  contracts,  36. 

successors  in  interest,  when  may  maintain  proceeding  for,  30. 

subtenants  are  proper  parties  to  proceedings  for,  55,  56. 

tax  sale,   defense  of  acquisition   of  landlord's  title  by,   59. 

tenant  at  sufferance,  when  subject  to  proceeding  for,  42. 

tenant  at  will  cannot  be  dispossessed  without  notice  to  quit,  42.  43. 

tenant  at  will,  notice  to,  when  sufficient  to  sustain  proceeding, 
42,  43. 

tender  of  rents,  when  deposit  in   court   is   essential,  64. 

termination  of  landlord's  title,  defense  of,  60. 

time,  length  of,  required  in  notice   to  quit,  43. 

title,  issue  of,  whether  and  when  may  be  presented  in,  56-58. 

validity   of   the   lease,   questioning  in   proceedings   for,   61. 

waiver  of  right  to  maintain  proceeding  for,  63. 

what  makes  the  detainer  unlawful,  40-45. 

who    may    maintain    proceeding   for,    36-40. 

who  may  be  proceeded  against,  because  of,  53,  56. 

Wills,  intent  of  the  testator  governs^  739. 

invalid  parts  not  capable  of  separation  from  the  valid  invalidate 

the  whole  will,  744. 
invalid  trust  in,  when  avoids  the  whole,  743. 

void  and  valid  parts  of,  separability  of,  illustrations  of,  740  743. 
void  and  valid  parts  of,  when  not  separable,  743-745. 
void  in   part   and  valid  in   part,  general  rules  controlling,   739. 
void,  trust   under,  when   does  not   avoid  the  whole  will,   742. 
void  in  part  may  be  good  as  to  the  residue,  739. 
uncertainty  in  one  part,  when  does  not  render  the  whole  void,  741. 
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ABATEMENT  AND  REVIVAL. 

TORT — Survivorship  of  Action. — At  the  coninion  law  actions 
in  tort  (1(1  luit  survive  th(^  (](\Tth  of  cither  the  wronged  or  the  wrong- 
doer.    (Mo.)     Bates  v.  Sylvester,  701. 

See   Death,   2-3. 

ACCORD   AND    SATISFACTION. 

ACCORD  AND   SATISFACTION— Consideration.— If  a   debtor 

in  failing;'  cirriinislanc.'s  and  conteiniilatint;'  Ijankruptcy  offers  hin 
creditor  tliirty  j)er  cent  of  his  debt  as  a  settlement  in  full,  and  the 
creditor  dissuades  him  from  going  into  bankruptcy,  accepts  his 
alternative  offer,  receives  the  money  and  closes  the  account,  the 
transaction  is  a  good  accord  and  salisfaction  based  upon  a  sufficient 
consideration,  and  the  creditor  cannot  recover  the  balance.  (Pa.) 
Melroy  v.  Kemmerer,  888, 

ACTIONS. 

1.  ACTIONS — Separate  Causes — Jurisdiction. — Tf    two    steers    are 

liilled,  one  instantly  and  the  other  inoitally  wounded,  by  being  struck 
by  a  locomotive,  running  twenty-five  or  thirty  miles  per  liour,  at 
points  about  two  Ini mired  feet  apart,  there  is  but  one  cause  of  action, 
and  tlu;  circuit  court  is  not  deprived  of  jurisdiction  on  the  question 
of  the  value  of  the  property  involved,  (fnd.)  Chicago  etc.  iiy.  Co., 
V.  Ramsey,  iiTU. 

2.  ACTIONS. — The  Rule  Against  Splitting  Causes  of  Action  does 
not  obtain  where  there  is  oi\c  contract,  hut  the  performance  is  several. 
(Afo.)     IJaundioff  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  745. 

Note. 

Adultery,   connivance   in,   what   amounts   to   and   effect   of,   521-526. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

1.  ADVERSE  POSSESSION— Payment  of  Taxes.— To  mal^o  the 
period  of  se\'('n  years'  payment  of  tax(>s  under  color  of  title  a  l)ar 
to  the  recoNory  of  land,  tliey  must  be  |iaid  I),\'  the  person  holding  the 
tille,  or  ill  sonic  wiiy  interested  in  oi' con  iicd  cd  1  li(-ri-wi  t  li.  It  is  not: 
enough  that  a  liiidiaiKl  pa_\'S  taxes  on  land  to  \\'liii'h  his  wil'e  liohN 
color  of  tille,  withdut  any  showing  that  he  does  so  as  her  agent  or  ai 
her  re(iuest.      (lil.)      M  aiiterniacli  v.  Sln.it.  :;io. 

2.  ADVERSE  POSSESSION— Residence  on  Land. ^-Adverse  pos- 
session, under  the  Illinois  sl;itnle,  tnusi  lie  by  actii.'i]  I'l  sidence.  ^fere 
possession    is   not    enough.      (111.)      .M  n  ni  ernimdi    v.    Stiulr,    olO. 

3.  ADVERSE  POSSESSION  School  Lands.-  Title  to  land'^ 
graniud   to    the   stale   of   Aiinmsotn    for   the   use   of   ita  schools   by    the 

(1U7L)) 
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TJnitefl  StatM  cannot  be  acquired  by  adverse  possession,  as  against 
the  state.     (Minn.)     Murtaiigh  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  609. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  13-15. 

AFFIDAVITS. 

AFFIDAVITS — Statutory  Eequirements. — ^Tf  the  statute  specifi- 
cally points  out  who  may  luake  a  certain  ailidavit,  it  cannot  be  mad* 
by  another.     (Mo.)     fiinkle  v.  Lovelace,  698. 

AGENCY. 

Bee  Principal  and  Agent. 

ANIMALS. 

ANIMALS. — The  Keeping  and  Pasturing  of  Livestock  art 
■abject  to  police  regulation.     (Or.)     Beser  v.  Umatilla  Co.,  815. 

See  Game  Laws. 

ANTENUPTIAL  DEED. 
Bee  Husband  and  Wife,  1-2. 

APPEAL  AND  ERROE. 

In  Chancery  Proceedings. 

1.  APPEAL. — In  Chancery  Proceedings  Errors  in  the  exclusion  or 
admission  of  evidence  are  not  grounds  for  a  reversal,  if  there  is  com- 
petent evidence  in  the  record  sufficient  to  support  the  decree,  and  the 
evidence  which  should  have  been  considered  would  not,  if  considered, 
change  the  result.     (111.)     Shedd  v.   Seefeld,   269. 

2.  APPEAL.— While  the  Finding  of  the  Trial  Court,  and  its  ap- 
proval by  the  appellate  court,  are  not,  in  a  chancery  proceeding,  bind- 
ing upon  the  supreme  court,  the  latter  will  not  reverse  the  decree 
unless  it  is  clearly  against  the  evidence.  (HI.)  Shedd  v.  Seefeld, 
269. 

Bill  of  Exceptions. 

3.  APPEAL — Order-book  Entry  of  Verdict — Bill  of  Exceptions. — 
A  copy  of  an  order-book  entry  of  a  verdict  under  the  certificate  of 
the  clerk  of  the  lower  court  imports  absolute  verity  and  cannot  be  con- 
tradicted by  the  bill  of  exceptions  or  a  motion  and  affidavit  therein 
contained.     (Ind.)     Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  356. 

4.  APPEAL — Exceptions. — Unless  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows  to 
the  contrary,  the  certificate  of  the  presiding  justice  in  the  lower  court 
that  the  exceptions  are  "allowed"  is  conclusive  of  their  being  right- 
fully allowed.     (Me.)     State  v.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  504. 

Findings  of  Trial  Caicrt. 

5.  APPEAL— Ambiguous  Findings,  Construction  of. — If  the  find- 
ings of  a  trial  court  are  ambiguous,  that  one  of  two  reasonably 
probable  meanings  will  be  adopted  that  will  support  the  judgment, 
rather  than  the  one  which  will  defeat  it.  (Wis.)  Bantz  v.  Adams, 
1030. 

6.  APPEAL — Absence  of  Finding,  When  not  Fatal. — If  a  fact 
essential  to  support  a  judgment  in  a  case  in  equity  does  not  appear 
to   have   been  found   by   the   trial  court,  but   does  appcax  from  the 
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record  with  reasoraMe  certainty  to  exist,  it  may  he  found  on  ajijica!, 
and  jiulyment   directed   accordingly.     (Wis.)     Bantz  v.   Adams,    1080. 

Beview  of  Decrees. 

7.  APPEAL  AND  EBBOB — Conclusiveness  of  the  Decree  of  a  Sin- 
gle Justice. — The  decree  of  a  single  justice  who  hns  heard  the  wit- 
nesses is  not  to  be  set  aside  unless  plainly  wrong,  but  this  rule  is  lini 
itcd  to  those  cases  in  which  the  decision  is  dependent  on  the  eredibility 
of  witnesses,  and  does  not  apply  when  the  uncontradicted  evidence 
shows  that  the  decree  is  wrong.  (Mass.)  Old  Corner  Book  Store  v. 
Upham,   532. 

8.  APPEAL. — Decision  of  Beferee  Confirmed  by  the  circuit  court 
on  a  pure  matter  of  fact  must  be  given  the  same  dignity  on  appeal 
as  is  required  by  the  established  practice  as  to  any  conclusion  of  fact 
made  by  a  trial  court.     (Wis.)     Idema  v.  Comstock,  1027. 

Grounds  for  Reversal. 

9.  APPEAL — Presumption  Against  Error. — On  appeal,  the  pre 
sumption  is  against  error,  and  in  testing  the  suflicieney  of  the 
record  to  support  the  judgment,  it  must  be  affirmed  unless  error 
appears  with  reasonable  clearness.     (Wis.)     Bantz  v.  Adams,  1030. 

10.  APPEAL — Pointing  Out  Errors. — The  appellate  court  will  not 
search  the  record  for  alleged  errors,  and  unless  the  page  and  line 
where  such  rulings  may  be  found  are  cited  in  the  brief,  they  will  not 
be  considered.     (Ind.)     Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wolf,  31>1. 

11.  APPEAL  AND  EBBOB — Partly  Incompetent  Answers  to  Ques- 
tions.— If  the  answer  of  a  witness  to  a  proper  question  is  partly  in- 
competent and  partly  competent,  it  does  not  require  a  reversal,  unless 
the  incompetent  matter  is  prejudicial  and  was  duly  objected  to. 
(Ark.)     St.  Louis  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Uupree,  74. 

12.  APPEAL — Beversal  of  Judgment. — A  judgment  may  be  re- 
versed for  lack  of  the  character  and  degree  of  evidence  required  to 
support  it.     (Colo.)     Laesch  v.  Morton,  106. 

13.  APPEAL. — A  Party  cannot  Complain  of  an  Error  which  he  in- 
duced the  court  to  make,  or  to  which  he  consented,  in  refusing  to 
allow  the  amendment  of  a  bill  of  particulars.  (111.)  McKinuie  v. 
Lane,  338. 

14.  APPEAL  AND  EBBOB— Nonprejudicial  Exclusion  of  Evi- 
dence.— If  the  court  refuses  to  permit  the  asking  of  a  question,  but 
afterward  the  fact  sought  to  be  proved  is  proved  and  must  be  and  it 
is  assumed  to  be  the  fact  in  dealing  with  the  cause,  the  error  becomes 
harmless.     (Mass.)     MeCafferty  v.  Lewando's  etc.  Cleaning  Co.,  562. 

ABBITBATION. 

See  Insurance,  3-8. 

ABBEST. 

See  Homicide,  5,  G. 

ASSAULT  TO  KILL. 

See  Ilouiieide,  1. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

AS?^TTMPSTT     Payment  in  Articles  of  Per-^onnlty. — TVhere  tliere 
ia  an  agrcumeut  to  pay  a  ceit;ii:i  sum  iu  sj^iecilied  articles  of  personal 
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property,  at  agroocl  prices,  on  a  partioiilnr  day,  a  fnilnro  to  rlelivpr  the 
articles  on  the  day  fixed  converts  the  transaction  into  a  money  obliga- 
tion, and  a  recovery  on  the  common  counts  may  be  had.  (111.)  Mc- 
Kinne  v.  Lane,  338. 

ATTACHMENT. 

In  Geiieral. 

1.  ATTACHMENT — Nature  of  Proceeding — Lien. — A  proceeding 
by  attachment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem.  The  attach- 
ing creditor  acquires  a  specific  lien  upon  the  attached  property,  which 
ripens  into  a  judgment  against  the  res  'when  the  order  of  sale  is 
made.  Such  a  proceeding  is  in  effect  a  finding  that  the  property 
attached  is  an  indebted  thing,  and  a  virtual  condemnation  of  it  to 
pay  the  owner's  debt.     (Or.)     Katz  v.  Obenchain,  821. 

2.  ATTACHMENT  LIEN— Necessity  of  Entry  of  Judgment.— The 
validity  or  continuation  of  an  attachment  lien  is  not  dependent  upon 
the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  judgment  lien  docket.  (Or.)  Katz 
V.  Obenchain,  82i. 

3.  ATTACHMENT— Caption  to  Certificate. — It  is  not  necessary 
that  a  certificate  of  attachment  should  have  a  caption  stating  the  title 
of  the  cause  and  the  names  of  the  parties,  if  such  matters  are  stated 
in  the  body  of  the  certificate.     (Or.)     Haines  v.  Connell,  835. 

Priority    Over    Unrecorded   Heed. 

4.  ATTACHMENT — Priority  Over  Unrecorded  Deed. — An  attach- 
ment levied  in  good  faith  upon  land  previously  conveyed  by  an  un- 
recorded deed  takes  precedence,  under  the  Oregon  statutes,  over  the 
conveyance.     (Or.)     Haines  v.  Connell,  83.5. 

5.  ATTACHMENT — Unrecorded  Deed — Burden  to  Show  Good 
Faith. — When,  in  a  suit  involving  the  priority  of  an  attachment  over 
a  prior  unrecorded  deed,  the  attaching  creditors,  by  the  allegations 
of  their  answer,  assume  the  burden  which  the  law  casts  on  them  of 
showing  their  good  faith  and  want  of  notice  in  levying  the  attach- 
ment, a  failure  to  deny  such  allegations  in  the  reply  is  an  admission 
of  their  truth.     (Or.)     Haines  v.  Connell,  83.5. 

Levy  of  Writ — Trespass. 

6.  ATTACHMENT,  OfiRcer  Acting  Under  Writ  of,  What  may  not 
do. — If  an  officer  having  a  writ  of  attachment  against  a  woman  who 
owns  a  lunchroom  managed  by  her  husband  goes  to  such  room,  and, 
in  addition  to  attaching  the  chattels  therein,  orders  the  husband  and 
the  employes  out  of  the  room  in  the  evening,  it  being  run  night  and 
day,  puts  a  lock  and  staple  on  the  door,  and  leaves  a  keeper  therein 
during  the  night,  and  by  thus  closing  prm-ents  the  customers  from 
coming  in  until  10  or  11  o'clock  of  the  next  forenoon,  these  acts  of 
expulsion  and  of  locking  up  are  beyond  his  authority  under  his  writ. 
(Mass.)     Walsh  v.  Brown,  5o6. 

7.  A  PUBLIC  OFFICER  Exceeding  His  Authority  becomes  a  tres- 
passer ab  initio.     (Mass.)     Walsh  v.  Brown,  556. 

8.  TRESPASS,  When  not  Waived. — The  giving  of  a  boTid  to  dis- 
solve an  attachment  doep  not  estop  the  person  giving  it  from  main- 
taining an  action  against  the  attaching  officer  for  acts  done  by  liim, 
and  not  justified  by  his  writ,  and  on  account  of  which  he  became  a 
trespasser  ab  initio.     (Mass.)     Walsh  v.  Brown,  556. 

ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

Disharment  of  Attorney. 

1.  ATTORNEYS  Grounds  for  Disbarment. — Where  an  attorney, 
upon  disaoveriug  a  defect  in  the  charter  of  a  corporation,  couspirea  to 
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harass  tlie  company  and  to  embarrnss  its  business  by  organi/.in<^  a 
corporation  of  the  same  naine  ostensiVjIy  for  tlie  purpose  of  conducting 
a  similar  business,  but  really  for  the  sole  purj)ose  of  injuring  its  bnsi- 
aess  and  extorting  money  irom  it,  his  conduct  warrants  disbarnicnt 
proceedings,  nltliongli  he  acts  openly  and  under  a  claim  of  riglit. 
(111.)      Pcoi)le  V.  AJaCauley,  287. 

2.  ATTORNEYS. — The  Standard  of  Personal  and  Professional  In- 
tegrity wliicli  should  be  apjilied  to  persons  admitted  to  practice  law 
is  not  satisfied  by  such  conduct  as  merely  enables  them  to  escafie  the 
])enalties  of  the  criminal  law.      (111.)      People  v.  Macauley,  2>i7. 

3.  ATTORNEYS. — Youth  or  Inexperience  does  not  extenuate  the 
offense  of  fraudulent  cons2)iracy  to  extort  money  tiiat  is  inconsistent 
with  the  common  honesty  which  should  be  an  attribute  of  every  at- 
torney having  the  license  of  this  court.  (HI.)  People  v.  Macaulev, 
287. 

Contracts  of  Attorneys. 

4.  CONTRACTS  OF  ATTORNEYS,  Rescinding  Because  of  Un- 
conscientious Advantage  Taken. —  If  a  man  who  1ms  killed  anoth(  r  and 
is  charged  with  nuirdcr  in  the  first  degree  and  threatened  with  mob 
violence,  and  is  under  great  excitement,  enters  into  a  contract  with  a 
firm  of  attorneys,  whereby  they  agree  to  defend  him,  receiving  of 
him  property  in  excess  of  seven  thousand  dollars  in  value,  leaving  him 
an  estate  of  a  little  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and  a  few  days 
thereafter  he  commits  suicide,  such  contract  may,  in  a  suit  brought 
by  his  administrator,  be  adjudged  to  be  unlawful  and  oppressive,  and 
relief  granted  therefrom.     (Ark.)     Pindall  v.  Waterman,  87. 

AUTOMOBILES. 

See  Highways,   8-12. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  BANKRUPTCY — Discharge — Res  Judicata. — A  debt  due  to  a 
creditor  of  a  bankrupt,  provable  in  Ijankruptcy  proceedings,  is  barred 
by  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  granted  upon  notice  to  such  creditor 
and  without  objection,  although  the  bankrupt  has  been  refused  a 
discharge  in  bankruptcy  in  a  former  proceeding,  on  objection  of  the 
same  creditor,  and  in  respect  to  the  same  indebtedness,  if  the  ground 
for  such  refusal  docs  not  appear,  and  the  debt  is  one  not  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  discharge  by  the  terms  of  the  bankruptcy 
statutes.      (Vln.)      P.liithentlial  v.  -lones,   181. 

2.  BANKRUPTCY"  Judgment  for  Breach  of  Promise.— A  judg- 
ment recovered  in  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  marry,  wherein 
there  is  no  allegation  of  seduction,  is  for  a  breach  of  contract,  not  tor 
a  willful  and  iii;ilicious  injury,  and  hence  does  not  sur\'ive  the  dis- 
I'harge  of  the  defendant  in  bankru[itcy.  (Iowa)  Hond  w  Millikeii. 
440. 

3.  BANKRUPTCY — Appeal. — The  Que:;fion  cannot  be  Eais'^d  inr 
the  first  tinv'  on  appeal  that  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  is  not  ell'ectuai 
as  against  a  judgiin'nt  because  tlic  latter  was  not  sciieiluled.  (Iowa) 
lloiid   V.   Milli'keu,  -140. 

BANKS    AND    BANKING. 

1.  BANKS  Cliecks,  Improper  Delay  in  Presenting  for  Indorse- 
ment,   What    is. — If    the    drawer,    drawee,    and    payee    of    a    check    all 
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reside  in  the  same  city,  or  town,  the  check  is  not  presented  in  reason- 
able time  unless  presented  before  closing  of  business  hours  on  the 
day  after  its  issuing.  If  not  presented  within  the  time  thus  fixed, 
and  there  is  a  loss  due  to  delay,  such  loss  falls  on  the  holder  of  the 
check.     (Mass.)     Gordon  v.  Levine,  565. 

2.  BANKING.— Check,  Time  for  Presenting,  When  It  Passes  from 
One  Owner  to  Another. — The  fact  that  after  a  check  issues  it  passes 
from  hand  to  hand,  and  several  persons  thereby  become  owners  of  it 
at  different  times,  does  not  extend  the  time  for  its  presentment  for 
payment,  when  the  drawer,  drawee,  and  holder  all  reside  in  the  same 
city  or  town.  The  doctrine  of  Taylor  v.  Wilson,  11  Met.  44,  45  Am. 
Dec.  180,  disapproved.     (Mass.)     Gordon  v.  Levine,  565. 

BASTARDY. 

1.  BASTARDY  Proceedings  are  of  a  Civil,  and  not  of  a  criminal, 
nature.     (Ark.)     Land  v.  State,  25. 

2.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Bastardy  Proceedings,  Power  of 
the  Court  to  Commit  Father  to  Jail — Imprisonment  for  Debt. — Though 
a  proceeding  in  bastardy  is  not  criminal,  but  civil  in  its  nature,  yet 
the  court  may  be  authorized  to  enter  judgment  against  the  father  for 
the  lying-in  expenses  of  the  mother  and  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
child,  and  to  enforce  such  judgment  by  his  commitment  to  jail.  This 
is  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state.  (Ark.)  Land 
V.  State,  25. 

3.  EVIDENCE — Exhibition  of  a  Child  to  the  Jury. — In  bastardy 
proceedings,  the  court  may  allow  the  child  to  be  exhibited  to  the  jury. 
The  weight  to  be  given  such  evidence  is  for  the  jury.  (Ark.)  Land 
v.  State,  25. 

BENEFICIAL  ASSOCIATIONS. 

1.  BENEFIT  ASSOCIATION,  When  not  Bound  by  the  Act  or 
Neglect  of  a  Clerk. — The  promise  of  the  clerk  of  a  local  lodge  of  the 
Modern  Woodmen  of  America  that  he  will  notify  a  beneficiary  of 
any  assessment  that  may  be  levied  is  not  binding,  and  does  not 
prevent  a  forfeiture  from  occurring  by  his  failure  to  keep  such 
promise  and  the  consequent  default  in  the  payment  of  assessments, 
which  would  have  been  paid  had  notice  thereof  been  given  as  prom- 
ised.    (Wash.)     Sheridan   v.   Modern   Woodmen,    987. 

2.  MUTUAL  BENEFIT  ASSOCIATIONS. — Insanity  of  the  per- 
son insured  does  not  excuse  the  nonpayment  of  assessments  nor  pre- 
vent a  forfeiture  resulting  therefrom.  (Wash.)  Sheridan  v.  Mod- 
ern  Woodmen,   987. 

3.  MUTUAL  BENEFIT  ASSOCIATIONS— Laches  of  Beneficiary. 
Where  the  beneficiary  of  mutual  benefit  insurance  knows  that  the 
insured  is  insane,  and  that  the  dues  and  assessments  on  his  policy 
are  payable  every  three  months,  and,  having  made  a  tender  of  pay- 
ment, which  is  refused,  fails  to  take  any  further  steps  during  the 
remaining  two  years  of  the  life  of  the  insured  for  his  reinstate- 
ment, such  beneficiary  is  estopped  from  maintaining  an  action  on 
the  policy,  on  the  ground  that  the  original  cause  of  forfeiture  occurred 
through  the  insanity  of  the  insured  and  the  failure  ox  the  clerk 
of  a  local  lodge  to  keep  his  promise  to  give  notice  of  the  assessments 
becoming  due.     (Wash.)     Sheridan   v.   Modern   Woodmen,   987. 

BIGAMY. 

1.  BIGAMY— Burden  of  Proof  as  to  Matters  of  Confession  and 
Avoidance. — In   a   prosecution   for   bigamy,   if   it   is   proved    tiiat   the 


Index.  1085 

accusod  and  his  first  wife  were  married  acfonling  to  the  laws  of 
the  state  wherein  the  marriage  took  place,  it  is  not  necessary  for 
the  prosecution  to  show  that  she  was  competent  to  enter  into  the  mar- 
riage relation,  nor  that  there  were  no  impediments  to  the  marriage. 
(Wash.)     State   v.   Kniffen,    1009. 

BILL    OF    EXCEPTIONS. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  3,  4. 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS. 

See  Pleading,  2-4. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

1.  PROMISSORY  NOTE  Given  to  Compound  Felony. — To  defeat 
an  action  on  a  note  given  to  compound  a  felony,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  alleged  crime  was  in  fact  committed.  (Iowa)  W.  T. 
.Toyce  Co.  v.  Eohan,  410. 

2.  BILLS  AND  NOTES — Indorsement  and  Reindorsement — Lia- 
bility— Estoppel. — If  a  bank,  after  indorsing  a  note  to  its  president 
for  collection,  and  receiving  from  him  a  reindorsement  to  its  own 
order,  transfers  the  note  for  value  to  a  third  person  without  striking 
out  its  indorsement,  and  the  failure  to  strike  out  the  indorsement  is 
not  caused  by  mistake,  accident,  or  oversight,  the  bank  is  estopped 
to  deny  its  liability  to  such  third  person  as  an  indorser  in  blank, 
regardless  as  to  whether  the  reissue  was  before  or  after  maturity. 
(Colo.)     Moore  v.  First  National  Bank,  120. 

3.  BILLS  AND  NOTES — Contract  to  Pay  Debts. — If  a  person,  in 
consideration  of  an  assignment  to  him  of  all  of  a  bank's  assets  agrees 
to  pay  all  of  its  liabilities,  he  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  a  note  on 
which  the  bank  is  liable  as  an  indorser.  (Colo.)  Moore  v.  First 
National  Bank,  120. 

4.  BILLS  AND  NOTES. — Forged  paper  without  negligence  im- 
puted to  the  party  affected  b}'  the  forgery  is  not  a  binding  contract, 
whether  the  forgery  was  committed  by  alterations  or  a  substitution 
of  the  forged  contract  for  the  supposed  or  genuine  one.  (Me.)  Bid- 
deford  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hill,  499, 

BREACH   OF    MARRIAGE   CONTRACT. 

1.  MARRIAGE,  Promise  of,  What  Implied  Therefrom. — Uncondi- 
tional promises  of  marriage  exchanged  between  a  man  and  a  woman 
imply  that  each  is  physically,  morally  and  legally  competent  to  enter 
the  status  of  matrimony  and  caj^able,  in  so  far  as  he  or  she  knnw^ 
or  lias  reason  to  believe,  of  elfectiiating  the  principal  purposes  of  the 
marriage    relation.      (Wash.)      Grover    v.    Zook,    1012. 

2.  MARRIAGE  Between  Consumptives,  Right  to  Refuse  to  Keep 
Promise  of.— If  a  man  having  the  liereditary  taint  of  consutnption 
enters  into  an  engagement  of  marriage  with  a  woman  already  af- 
flicted witli  that  disease,  their  contract  of  marria«^e  is  against  jniblic 
]iolicy,  and  he  should  withdraw  from  it,  and  if  he  does  so,  lie  is  not 
liable   to   an   action  for   damages.      (Wash.)      Grover   v.  Zook,   1012. 

See  Bankruptcy,  2. 
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BROKERS. 


1.  BROKER  to  Sell  Real  Property,  When  Entitled  to  Commissions. 

If,  after  real  property  has  been  placed  in  a  broker's  hands  for  sale, 
such  sale  is  brought  about  by  his  advertisements  and  exertions,  he  i* 
entitled  to  comn;issions,  though  the  sale  is  made  by  the  owner. 
(Ark.)     Branch   v.   Moore,   78. 

2.  BROKER  to  Sell  Real  Property,  Attempt  to  Revoke  the  Agency. 
If,  after  a  broker  is  employed  to  sell  real  projierty  and  introduces  a 
purchaser  to  the  owner,  the  latter  then  or  subsequently  revokes  the 
agency  and  soon  afterward  makes  the  sale  to  a  person  introduced  by 
the  broker,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  his  commissions.  (Ark.)  Branch 
V.  Moore,  78. 

3.  IF  A  BROKER  to  Sell  Real  Property  is  induced  by  the  owner, 
after  introducing  an  intending  purchaser,  to  discontinue  negotiations 
on  the  ground  that  the  wife  of  the  owner  will  not  consent  to  the  con- 
veyance, and  the  owner  subsequently  effects  a  sale  to  the  person  thus 
introduced,  the  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commissions.  (Ark.) 
Branch  v.  Moore,  78. 

4.  AGENCY  to  Sell  Real  Property,  Right  to  Revoke. — An  owner 
employing  a  person  to  sell  real  property  may  revoke  the  agency  at 
any  time  before  the  sale  is  made,  but  he  cannot  do  so  men  ly  for  the 
purpose  of  depriving  the  broker  of  his  commissions.  (Ark.)  Branch 
V.  Moore,  78. 

5.  A  BROKER  to  Sell  Real  Estate  cannot  be  Deprived  of  Hia 
Right  to  Commissions  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was  a  home- 
stead, and  the  authorization  to  sell  was  not  binding  on  the  wife  if  in 
«'act  the  sale  is  made  and  she  joins  in  a  conveyance  to  the  purchaser. 
(Ark.)     Branch  v.  Moore,  78. 

CARRIERS. 

1.  COMMON  CARRIERS  are  not  Insurers  of  the  Safety  of  Their 

Passengers.^ — They  are  held  to  reasonable  care  only,  and  that  care 
means  the  highest  care  consistent  with  the  proper  transaction  of  their 
business.     (Mass.)     Millmore  v.  Boston  El.  Ey.  Co.,  558. 

2.  STREET  RAILWAYS,  Duty  of,  to  Alighting  Passengers. — A 
conductor  docs  not  perform  his  duty  by  simply  waiting  a  reasonable 
time  for  a  passenger  to  alight.  He  must  exercise  reasonable  care  to 
see  that  the  passenger  is  off  the  car.  He  is  not,  however,  absolutely 
bound  to  see  that  the  passenger  is  off.  The  care  resting  on  him  is 
the  hio-hest  care  consistent  with  the  proper  transaction  of  the  business, 
and  if^he  has  exercised  that  degree  of  care,  he  has  not  been  negligent.. 
(Mass.)     Millmore   v.   Boston    El.   Ey.   Co.,   558. 

3.  STREET  RAILWAYS,  Duty  of,  to  See  Alighting  Passenger.— 
A  conductor  of  a  street  railway  is  not  bound  absolutely  to  see  that 
an  alighting  passenger  has  safely  alighted  before  starting  the  car, 
but  such  conductor  is  required  to  know,  if  in  the  exercise  of  due  care, 
caution  and  diligence  he  could  know,  that  any  person  is  attempting 
to  alight  before  permitting  the  car  to  start  in  such  a  manner  as 
might  be  liable  to  injure  him.  (Mass.)  Millmore  v.  Boston  El.  Ey. 
Co.,   558. 

Note. 

Cemeteries,  constitutionality  of  statutes  prohibiting  use  of  property 
as,  473. 
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CERTIORARI. 

1.  CERTIORARI — Judgments  of  the  Criminal  Courts,  Wlien  will 
be  Set  Aside  upon. — A  jiulgment  of  the  juvenile  court  will  1j(j  vacatid 
on  certiorari  when  it  does  not  appear  from  the  record  that  facts  ex- 
isted or  were  found  authorizing  the  court  to  deprive  tiie  father  of 
the  custody  of  the  child  and  commit  it  as  a  ward  of  the  state. 
(Utah)      Mill   V.   Brown,   935. 

2.  CERTIORARI,  Inquiry  into  the  Constitutionality  of  a  Statute 
Under. — in  a  [troceediug  by  certiorari  the  constitutionality  of  a  stat- 
ute may  be  inquired  into  and  determined,  if,  on  finding  that  the  stat- 
ute is  invalid,  the  acts  of  the  court  or  judge  must  be  lnjld  to  have 
no  support,  and  to  be  hence  of  no  force  or  effect.  (Utah)  Mill  v. 
Blown,  935. 

3.  CERTIORARI — Inquiry  into  the  Regularity  of  the  Manner  of 
the  Appointment  of  a  Judge, — In  certiorari  the  court  cannot  inquire 
into  the  regularity  of  the  manner  of  the  appointment  or  the  qualifica- 
tion of  the  judge  whose  judgment  ifl  assailed.  (Utah)  Mill  V. 
Brown,  935. 

Note. 

Chancery.     See   Infants. 

COLLATERAL    SECURITY. 

See   Pledges. 

COMMERCE. 
See  Intoxicating  Liquors. 

COMMON  LAW. 

1.  COMMON  LAW. — The  Spirit  of  the  Common  Law  is  the  In- 
stinct of  common  sense.  (Minn.)  Bader  v.  New  Amsterdam  Cas. 
Co.,   613. 

2.  COMMON  LAW — Nature  and  Origin. — The  common  law  is  not  a 
codification  of  exact  or  inflexible  rules  for  human  conduct,  for  the  re- 
dress of  injuries,  or  protection  against  wrongs,  nor  yet  a  mere  figment 
of  judicial  genius;  but,  on  the  contrary,  is  the  embodiment  of  broad 
and  comprehensive  unwritten  principles,  inspired  by  natural  reason,  au 
innate  sense  of  justice,  ado])ted  by  common  consent  for  the  regulation 
and  government  of  the  affairs  of  them.  (Minn.)  State  v.  St.  Paul 
etc.   Ry.  Co.,  581. 

Note. 

Connivance.     See  Divorce. 

CONSPIRACY. 

1.  CORPORATIONS,  Liability  of,  for  Conspiracy. — A  corporate 
body  is  lialile  for  coiis[iiracy  under  the  same  ciiTumstaiiccs  as  a 
natural    person.      (Mass.)      A  bertha  w    Const.    Co.    v.    Canu-ron,    542. 

2.  CONSPIRACY. — To  a  conspiracy  it  is  necessary  that  there  be 
a  Tnutual  intent  whereby  all  the  conspirators  work  tt)gether  for  a 
common    end.      (Mass.)      Aberlluiw    Const.    Co.    v.    Canu'ron,    542. 

3.  CONSPIRATORS,  Who  are  not.— The  fact  tint  a  corpoi:ition, 
being    iuforuieJ    that    a    persou    working    upou    a    building    being    con- 
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fitiuptod  for  it  is  obnoxious  to  certain  trarics  unions,  and  that,  if 
not  (liscliarged  by  his  employer,  there  will  be  a  general  strike,  at- 
tempts to  persuade  such  employer  to  avoid  further  difficulty  by  dis- 
charging such  employe,  does  not  make  the  corporation  a  co-conspirator 
with  the  trades  unions  in  seeking  the  discharge  of  such  employ^. 
(Mass.)     Aborthaw  Const,   Co.   v.  Cameron,  542. 

4.  CONSPIRACY  to  Obtain  the  Dischaxge  of  Workman — Finding 
of.  When  Sustained. — A  finding  that  the  defendants  conspired  to- 
gether to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  employ  only  union  carpenters,  and 
that,  in  pursuance  of  such  conspiracy,  they  caused  a  breach  of  an 
existing  contract  of  employment  between  the  plaintiff  and  one  of  the 
defendants  without  any  just  cause  or  legal  provocation,  is  warranted 
by  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of 
a  person  who  had  a  contract  with  one  of  the  defendants  to  do  cer- 
tain concrete  work  in  a  building  under  process  of  erection  for  it,  and 
that  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  employment  only 
of  persons  belonging  to  such  trades  unions,  united  in  securing  the 
abandonment  of  such  defendant.  (Mass.)  Aberthaw  Const.  Co.  v. 
Cameron,  542. 

5.  INJUNCTION  Extending  Beyond  the  Case  Made  by  the  Com- 
plaint.— In  a  Suit  to  Restrain  Defendants  from  Carrying  Out  a  Con- 
spiracy to  Compel  the  Discharge  of  nonunion  workmen  through  the 
violation  of  a  contract,  the  court  cannot  grant  an  injunction  to  pre- 
vent interference  in  the  future,  if  the  plaintiff,  in  the  performance  of 
other  contracts,  choses  to  employ  nonunion  workmen.  There  is  no 
presumption  that  the  defendants  will  engage  in  similar  wrongful  acts 
in  the  future,  and  if  they  do  so,  this  must  be  pleaded  and  proved  be- 
fore it  can  be  the  ground  for  relief.  (Mass.)  Aberthaw  Const. 
Co.  V.  Cameron,  542. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Extra  Session  of  Legislature. 

1.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Extra  Session  of  Legislature— 
Proclamation. — If,  after  the  governor  has  issued  a  proclamation  con- 
vening the  General  Assembly  in  extra  session  to  meet  on  a  day 
specified  to  consider  legislation  upon  certain  designated  subjects,  it 
occurs  to  him  that  other  subjects  than  those  specified  should  be 
passed  upon  by  the  legislature,  he  may  lawfully  issue  another  proc- 
lamation fixing  the  same  time  for  the  meeting  of  the  General  As- 
sembly as  was  fixed  in  the  first,  and  designate  other  subjects  for  its 
consideration.     (Pa.)     Pittsburg's   Petition,    845. 

2.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Extra  Session  of  Legislation— Sub- 
ject Within  Proclamation. — A  statute  enabling  cities  in  close  proximity 
to  be  united,  providing  for  the  consequences  of  the  consolidation,  tho 
temporary  government  of  the  consolidated  city,  and  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  such  united  cities  is  within  the  scope  of  the  proclama- 
tion of  the  governor  calling  an  extra  session  of  the  legislature  for 
the  purpose  of  considering  legislation  to  enable  cities  in  close  prox- 
imity to  be  united  in  one  municipality.  (Pa.)  Pittsburg's  Peti- 
tion, 845. 

Construction  of  Statutes. 

3.  CONSTITUTIONAL    LAW— Construction    of    Statutes.- It    is 

the  duty  of  courts  to  construe  statutes  with  reference  to  the  con- 
stitution, and  if  that  is  clearly  violated  by  a  provision  of  a  statute, 
Buch  provision  must  be  declarod  inoperative;  but  if  the  provision  is 
not   clearly   in   conflict   with   the   constitution,   or  if   there   is  a  well- 
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founded  or  rrnsonablc  doubt  as  to  the  constitutionalfty  of  the  pro- 
Tision,  the  legislative  will  as  expressed  therein  will  be  sustained. 
(Fla.)     Board   of   County   Commrs.   v.   Board  of  Pilot   Commra.,   19tj. 

Class  Legislation. 

4.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Class  Legislation.— Tf  conditions 
reasonably  jusiil'y  the  distinguishing  of  a  class,  and  the  law  atl'ects 
equally  all  who  come  within  tliat  class,  such  law  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional   as    class    legislation.      (Mo.)      State    v.    Swagorty,    671. 

5.  STATUTE,  Effect  of  Unconstitutional. — An  unconstitutional 
law  by  which  it  is  sought  to  all'ect  the  rights  of  a  citizen  is  of  no 
force  or  ellcct,  and  does  not  bind  anyone.  (Utah)  Mill  v.  Brown, 
935, 

6.  STATUTES,  Classification,  Constitutionality  of. — The  legisla- 
ture may  make  a  classitication  so  alTecting  cities  of  the  first  and  second 
classes  and  other  parts  of  the  state  tluit  juvenile  courts  may  be  created 
for  such  cities,  and  the  powers  of  such  courts  left  elsewhere  to  the 
district    courts.     (Utah)     Mill    v.    Brown,    935. 

Eegulation  of  TJght  to  Labor. 

7.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— The  Right  to  Labor  or  Employ 
Labor,  guaranteed  by  the  fourteenth  amendment,  is  subject  to  the 
power  of  the  states  to  reasonably  regulate  callings  affecting  the  pub- 
lic health  and  welfare.     (Or.)     State   v.  Muller,   805. 

8.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Hours  of  Labor  by  Females.— A 
statute  is  constitutional  which  forbids  the  employment  of  females 
more  than  ten  hours  a  day  in  any  factory,  laundry  or  mechanical  es- 
tablishment.    (Or.)      State   v.   Muller,   805. 

9.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Employment  of  Minors.— The  legis- 
lature, under  its  police  power,  can  fix  an  age  limit  below  which  boyi 
should  not  be  employed,  and  when  the  age  limit  is  so  fixed,  an  em- 
ployer who  violates  the  act  b}'  engaging  a  boy  under  the  statutory 
age  does  so  at  his  own  risk,  and  if  such  boy  is  injured  while  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  the  prohibited  duties  for  which  he  is  employed, 
his  employer  is  liable  in  damages  for  the  injuries  thus  sustained. 
(Pa.)     Lcnahan  v.  Pittston  Coal  Min.  Co.,  885. 

Judicial  Officers  and  Acts. 

10.  JUDICIAL       OFFICERS  —  Interest  —  Disqualification.— The 

maxim,  that  "A  persou  ought  not  to  be  judge  in  his  own  cause,  be- 
cause he  cannot  act  both  as  judge  and  party,"  applies  in  all  cases 
where  judicial  functions  are  to  be  exercised,  whether  in  proceedings 
of  inferior  tribunals  or  in  courts  of  last  resort.  (Me.)  Couaut's 
Appeal,  512. 

11.  JUDICIAL  OFFICERS— Interest — Disqualification. — If  one  of 
a  board  of  town  selectnieu  signs  the  report  of  the  location  of  a  town 
way,  and  also  a  petition  for  the  way,  and  assists  in  laying  it  out, 
he  is  disqualified  from  participating  in  the  judgment  of  the  board, 
and  his  participation  therein  renders  such  judgment  void,  even  if  a 
suliicicnt  number  without  him  concur  in  the  result.  (Me.)  Conaut's 
Appeal,  512. 

12.  JUDICIAL  ACTS,  What  are — Sheep  Inspectors.— The  acts  of  a 
sheep  inspector  in  quarantining  sheep  and  in  defining  the  place  and 
limits  of  the  quarantine  are  not  ministerial,  but  quasi  judicial. 
(ftali)      Carir   v.    Smith,    921. 

13.  JUDICIAL  ACTS  AND  OFFICERS— Sheep  Inspectors.— If 
sheep   iiisj  ('(■*, lis    and    tlicir    il(-|intiib   are   required    by   law    to   inspect 
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and  quarantine  sTieep  and  make  regulations  for  such  quarantining, 
without  prescribing  at  what  character  of  place  nor  within  what  limits 
the  sheep  must  be  quarantined,  the  determining  of  such  place  and 
limits  involves  matters  of  judgment  and  discretion,  not  from  fixed 
and  designated,  but  from  varied  and  multifarious,  facts,  and  tho 
acts  of  such  officers  are  quasi  judicial  in  their  character,  for  which 
they  cannot  be  held  liable  in  a  civil  action  in  the  absence  of  malice, 
fraud   or  corruption.     (Utah)     Garfif  v.   Smith,  924. 

See   Bastardy,   2;    Counties,   12-14;    Drainage;    Executors  and   Admin- 
istrators, 3:   Statutes. 
Note. 

Constitutional  Law,  contracts,  laws  in  force  at  execution  of,  constitute 

parts    of,    476. 

contracts,  impairment  of  obligation  of,  when  forbidden,  470,  471. 

contracts,  obligation  of,  what  is,  471. 

contracts,   obligation   of,   when   impaired   within   the   meaning   of 
the  constitution,  469,  470. 

contracts,  performance  of,  means  of  are  protected  from  legislative 
impairment,   475,   476. 

contracts,    performance    of,    whether    may    be    made    illegal    by 
statute,  475. 

contracts,   pre-existing,  illustration   of   statutes  void  as  attempt- 
ing to  impair,  472. 

contracts,  retrospective  power  of  the  legislature  over,  468. 

contracts,  statutes  in  existence,  when  become  parts  of,  470. 

exemptions,  laws  relating  to,  478,  479. 

limitation  of  actions,  laws  relating  to,  479,  480. 

perfect  rights  and  legal  obligations,   definitions   of,  471. 

property,  statutes  prohibiting  or  limiting  use  of,  472-475. 

redemptions,    laws    relating    to,   479,    480. 

retrospective   laws   which   are   not   forbidden,   469. 

stay    laws,    validity    of,    477. 

vested  rights,  what  protected  as,  469. 
See  Juvenile  Courts;   Laws;  Eeform  Schools  and  Keformatories. 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  CONTRACTS  Against  Public  Policy. — A  contract  to  transfer 
county  orders  and  take  chances  on  the  result  of  an  action  expected  or 
threatened  to  be  brought  to  have  them  declared  void  and  their  pay- 
ment enjoined,  made  on  behalf  of  a  corporation  through  its  general 
manager,  who  is  also  chairman  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors, 
is  opposed  to  public  policy  and  void.  (Wis.)  Giblin  v.  North  Wis- 
consin  L.   Co.,   1040. 

2.  CONTRACTS — Privilege  of  Naming  Child. — The  privilege  of 
naming  a  child  may  be  waived  by  its  parents  and  bestowed  upon  an- 
other, and  when  so  bestowed  in  a  contract  with  a  third  person,  it 
rests  on  such  privity  between  the  parent  and  child  as  to  enable  the 
child  to  ratify  the  transaction  and  enforce  the  contract.  (Wis.) 
Freeman   v.   Morris,    1038. 

3.  CONTRACT  TO  PAY  DEBTS — Extent  of  Liability.— If  one 
assumes  the  debts  of  a  bank  in  consideration  of  a  transfer  to  him  of 
its  assets,  his  obligation  is  not  limited  to  the  amount  of  its  estimated 
liabilities.     (Colo.)     Moore  v.  First  National  Bank,   120. 

4.  CONTRACTS  Partly  in  Writing  and  Partly  in  Parol. — Under  a 
written  contract  for  the  collection  of  claims  according  to  a  "system" 
of  the  collector,  such  system  as  explained  by  the  agent  securing  the 
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contract  becomes  part  thorcof,  allliongh  not  in  writing,  and  tho 
wi-itten  nnd  oral  i)arts  of  the  contract  are  to  be  construed  togotlier  in 
dfterniiniug  what  the  whole  contract  expresses.  (Me.)  American 
Mercantile    Exchange    v.   Blunt,   4G3. 

5.  CONTRACTS — Abrogation  by  Statute. — Tf  an  entire  contract 
is  lawful  when  made  and  a  statute  afterward  renders  performance  of 
it  unlawful,  neither  party  is  prejudiced,  but  the  contract  is  to  be 
considered  at  an  end;  and  although  a  party  is  thus  released  from  lia- 
bility for  damages  for  nonp(>rformance,  he  has  no  right  to  maintain 
an  action  for  recovery  on  the  contract,  the  performance  of  any  part 
of  which  is  prohibited,  even  though  it  has  been  partly  performed. 
(Me.)      American    Mercantile   E.xchange    v.   Blunt,   4(13. 

6.  CONTRACTS— Abrogation  by  Statute — Part  Performance.— If 
any  material  stipulation  in  an  entire  contract  is  rendered  illegal  by 
the  enactment  of  a  statute  before  performance,  the  contract  caunot 
be  enforced.  The  contract  fails  and  no  recovery  can  be  had  even  for 
the  part  performed.  (Me.)  American  Mercantile  Exchange  v.  Blunt, 
46'!. 

7.  CONTRACTS — Meaning     of — What     Enforceable. — The      term 

"contract"  implies  mutual  obligations,  and,  in  general,  contracts, 
other  than  options  or  unilateral  obligations,  are  not  (  nforceable  unless 
both  parties  are  bound,  so  that  an  action  could  be  maintained  by  each 
against  the  other  for  a  breach.  (Ind.)  Fowler  Utilities  Co.  v.  Gray, 
344. 

CONVERSION. 

Trover  and   Conversion. 

OORP  ORATIONS. 

In  Gcvrral. 

1.  CORPORATIONS— Estoppel.— One  Who  Purchases  All  the 
Stock  in  a  corporation  does  not  acquire  the  ownership  of  the  corporate 
]iroperty  so  that  representations  made  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase in  regard  to  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  draw  its  water 
supjly  from  a  pond  can  create  an  estoppel  in  favor  of  the  cor[)()ra- 
tion  itself.      (111.)      Coal  Belt  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Peabody  Coal  Co.,  2S2. 

Married  IVoman  as  Incorporator. 

2.  CORPORATIONS— Married  Woman  as  Incorporator. — ITnder  a 
statute  providing  that  "three  or  more  adult  persons,  residents  of  this 
state,  may  form  a  corporation,"  a  married  woman  may  be  a  a  in- 
corporator, although  two  of  tho  three  iucor[)orators  of  the  corpora- 
tion are  husband  and  wife.      (Wis.)      Good  Land  Co.  v.  Cole,   1  ()•")(). 

3.  COPtFORATIONS— Married  Woman  Incorporator — Effect  on 
Separate  Property.— The  investment  by  a  wife  of  her  separate  prop- 
erty in  a  corjioration  in  which  she  and  her  husband  are  incorporators 
gives  the  husband  no  control  over  it  by  reason  of  their  relation  to  the 
corporation.      (Wis.)      Good    Land    Co.    v.    Cole,    1Uj(J. 

Acts  and  lAalxiUies  of  Stoclcholdcrs. 

4.  CORPORATIONS — Acts  of  Stockholders — Liability. — Cnrpora- 
tioiis  are  not  responsible  i'or  the  ads  of  their  sto^'kliold'  rs  not  acting 
in    a    rcpri'senf ative    cafiacity.      (Colo.)      Liebhnrdt    v.    Wilson,    97. 

5.  CORPORATIONS— Debts  of  Adjunct  Corporation.^-Wh.  t  her  a 
corporation  was  foruicil  by  another  corporaticm  to  be  used  as  an  ad- 
junct of  the  first  is  i  iimiim  t  <  ria  1,  .<o  far  as  the  lialiilily  of  the  i)riL;iiial 
corporation  for  the  diLits  of  the  other  is  involved,  if  such  debts  were 
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incurred  after  the  adjunct  corporation  had  gone  out  of  business  and 
had  been  revived  and  operated  by  third  persona.  (Colo.)  Liebhardt 
V.  Wilson,  97. 

6.  CORPOEATIONS  —  Liability  of  Majority  Stockholders.— A 
stockholder  in  a  corporation  is  not  liable  for  its  acts  beyond  his  stat- 
utory liability,  from  the  mere  fact  of  his  being  the  majority  stock- 
holder.    (Colo.)     Liebhardt  v.  Wilson,  97. 

7.  CORPORATIONS— Liability  of  Majority  Stockholder.— If  a 
majority  stockholder  in  a  corporation  is  not  in  charge  of  its  business 
nor  consulted  as  to  its  transactions,  he  is  not  personally  liable  for  a 
purchase  made  by  it  from  a  third  person,  although  he  afterward 
bought  the  same  property  for  another  corporation  in  which  he  is  a 
stockholder.  (Colo.)     Liebhardt  v.  Wilson,  97. 

8.  CORPORATIONS— Liability  of  Stockholders — ^Extent  of  In- 
terest.— The  liability  of  a  stockholder  in  a  corporation  does  not  depend 
upon  the  amount  of  stock  which  may  be  held  by  him  therein,  unless 
he  has  used  an  influence  possessed  by  reason  of  his  interest  for  fraud- 
ulent purposes.     (Colo.)     Liebhardt  v.  Wilson,  97. 

Dividends  and  Profits. 

9.  CORPORATIONS — Suit  for  Profits. — A  shareholder  cannot  ordi- 
narily sue  the  corporation  for  his  share  of  accumulated  profits  until 
a,  dividend  has  been  declared.  (Pa.)  Corgan  v.  George  F.  Lee  Coal 
Co.,  891. 

10.  CORPORATIONS— Sale  of  Stock— Right  to  Dividends.— As  be- 
tween the  vendor  and  vendee  of  shares  of  corporate  stock,  the  vendee 
is  entitled  to  all  dividends  declared  thereon  after  the  sale  of  the 
stock,  and,  although  the  transfer  has  not  been  recorded,  the  transferee 
has  a  right  to  the  dividends  as  against  the  transferrer.  (Pa.)  Corgan 
V.  George  P.  Lee  Coal  Co.,  891. 

Suit  against  Directors. 

11.  CORPORATIONS — Directors — Remedy  Against,  When  must  be 

in  Equity,  and  not  in  Law. — To  enforce  a  liability  arising  from  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  the  directors  of  a  street  railway  company  shall  be 
jointly  and  severally  liable  to  the  extent  of  its  capital  stock  for  nil 
its  debts  and  contracts  until  the  whole  amount  of  its  capital  stock 
shall  be  paid  in,  and  a  certiiicate  stating  the  amount  so  fixed  and  paid 
in  shall  have  been  signed  and  sworn  to  by  its  president,  treasurer, 
clerk,  and  a  majority  of  its  directors,  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  the  common\vealth,  the  remedy  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law, 
because  the  liability  is  not  to  be  enforced  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditor  who  may  first  seek  to  avail  himself  of  it,  but  must  be  made 
available  for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors.  (Mass.)  Westinghouse 
Electric  etc.  Co.  v.  Eeed,  576. 

12.  CORPORATIONS — Suit  Against  Directors,  Corporation,  When 
not  a  Necessary  Party  to. — Under  a  statute  malting  the  directors  of  a 
corporation  liable  for  its  debts  until  the  whole  amount  of  its  capital 
stock  has  been  paid  in,  the  corporation  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a 
suit  against  the  directors.  (Mass.)  Westinghouse  Electric  etc.  Co. 
V.  Reed,  576. 

13.  CORPORATION,  Directors,  Liability  of,  is  not  Terminated  by 
Their  False  Certificate. — Under  a  statute  making  directors  of  a  corpo- 
ration liable  for  its  debts  until  its  capital  stock  has  been  paid  in, 
and  a  certificate  stating  the  amount  is  signed  and  sworn  to  by  the 
jiresident,  trtasurtr,  ekrk,  and  a  niajurity  of  the  board  of  directors, 
the  liability  of  the  directors  does  not  terminate  on  their  filing  a  false 
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certificate  of  tlie  requirorl  fiicts,  though  such  certificate  was  made  in 
good  faith.     (Mass.)     Westinghoiise  Electric  etc.  Co.  v.  Reed,  576. 

Service  of  Process  hy  Tuhlicaiion. 

14.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Due  Process  of  Law. — Service  "by 
Publication  upon  a  domestic  corporation  which  lias  failed  to  put  forth 
(dlicera  or  agents  upon  whom  service  may  be  had  constitutes  due  pro- 
cess of  law.      (Fla.)      Clear  Water  etc.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  153. 

15.  JUDGMENTS  Against  Corporations — Service  by  Publication. 
A  personal  judgment  against  a  domestic  corporation  based  upon  ser- 
vice of  process  by  publication  as  provided  by  statute  ia  not  void. 
(Fla.)     Clear  Water  etc.   Co.  v.  Roberts,   153. 

See  Conspiracy,  1-4. 

COSTS. 

COSTS. — A  Judgment  for  Costs  is  not  a  Debt  created  by  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  but  is  a  liability  created  by  statute.  (Ark.) 
Buckley  v.  Williams,  24. 

COTENANCY. 

See  Tenancy   in   Common. 

COUNTIES. 

Covnfy  Commis.noners. 

1.  JURISDICTION  of  County  Commissioners — ^Determination  of 
an  Appeal. — The  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  county  commissioners 
to  affirm  the  location  of  a  town  way,  made  by  its  selectmen,  and  any 
other  questions  affecting  the  legality  of  their  proceedings  therein, 
may  be  raised  and  determined  on  appeal.  (Me.)  Conant's  Appeal, 
512. 

County  Orders. 

2.  JUDGMENTS — County    Orders— Failure    of    Consideration. — ^Tf 

county  orders  are  adjudged  void,  there  is  a  total  failure  of  considera- 
tion for  a  prior  sale  of  them.  (Wis.)  Giblin  v.  North  Wisconsin  L. 
Co.,   1040. 

3.  COUNTY  ORDERS — Sale  of — Implied  Warranty. — In  a  sale  of 
county  orders  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the  seller  has  title 
and  that  such  orders  are  not  spurious,  false  or  counterfeit.  (Wis.) 
Giblin  v.  North  Wisconsin  L.  Co.,  1040. 

4.  JUDGMENTS — Tender  of  Defense. — If  a  suit  is  brought  to  de- 
clare certain  county  orders  void  and  to  enjoin  their  payment,  the 
fact  that  the  assignee  of  such  orders  did  not  notify  and  tender  the 
opportunity  to  the  assignor,  as  indorser  of  the  orders,  to  defend  the 
action  docs  not  prevent  the  judgment  in  that  action  from  being 
conclusive,  if  the  assignor  actually  defended  such  suit.  (Wis.)  Gib- 
lin V.  North  Wisconsin  L.  Co.,  1040. 

Taraiion  avd  Frpcnditures — Protection  of  ITarhors. 

5.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Taxation  for  County  Purposes. — 
Legislative  authority  to  a  county  to  pay  out  for  other  than  county 
purposes  money  derived  from  taxes  assessed  and  imposed  by  a  county 
is  in  conflict  with  a  constitutional  provision  that  "the  legislature 
shall  authorise  the  several  counties  in  the  state  to  awesa  and  impose 
taxes  for  county  purposes,  and  for  no  other  purposes."  (Fla.) 
BourJ  of  County  Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Gommra.,  196. 
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6.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Expenditures  for  County  Purposes. 
Whether  an  expenditure  to  be  made  from  the  funds  derived  by  a 
county  from  taxes  assessed  and  imposed  by  it  by  virtue  of  legislation 
under  the  constitution  is  or  is  not  for  a  county  purpose,  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  courts  from  the  facts  of  the  case,  but  when  an 
expenditure  is  authorized  by  the  legislature  as  being  a  county  pur- 
pose, tlie  courts  will  not  interfere  except  in  cases  free  from  all  reason- 
nble  doubt.  (Fla.)  Board  of  County  Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot 
Commrs.,  196. 

7.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Expenditures  for  County  Pur- 
poses.— If  a  couuty  purpose  has  been  designated  by  a  statute  which 
directs  that  the  expenses  incurred  by  certain  ofiScers  for  the  protec- 
tion of  ports,  harbors,  bays,  and  rivers  within  the  county,  shall  be 
audited  and  paid,  this  designation  of  a  county  purpose  will,  in  defer- 
ence to  the  legislative  department,  be  recognized  and  enforced  by 
the  courts  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  it  is  not  a  county  purpose 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  (Fla.)  Board  of  County 
Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Commrs.,  196. 

8.  COUNTIES — Expenditures  by. — If  the  payment  demanded  of 
a  county  is  for  a  county  purpose,  the  particular  officers  engaged  ami 
methods  used  under  a  statute  in  incurring  the  expenditure  do  not 
affect  its  character.  (Fla.)  Board  of  County  Commrs.  v.  Board  of 
Pilot   Commrs,,   196. 

9.  COUNTIES — Protection  of  Harbors. — It  is  competent  for  the 
state,  acting  through  the  counties,  to  protect  the  ports,  harbors,  bays 
and  rivers  therein,  if  the  control  of  the  general  government  within 
its  sphere  is  not  thereby  interfered  with.  (Fla.)  Board  of  County 
Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Commrs.,  196. 

10.  COUNTIES — Burden  of  Protecting  Harbors. — When  a  port  or 
harbor  is  within  a  county,  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  im- 
pose upon  the  county  the  burden  of  protecting  it.  (Fla.)  Board  of 
Couuty  Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Commrs.,  196. 

11.  COUNTIES — Supervision  Over  Harbors. — If,  under  a  constitu- 
tion, the  powers  and  duties  of  county  commissioners  are  prescribed 
by  statute,  and  the  statute  does  not  give  them  exclusive  police  or 
other  supervision  over  the  ports  or  harbors  of  the  state,  the  legis- 
lature may  provide  for  the  exercise  of  such  powers  within  a  county 
by  officials  other  than  the  county  commissioners.  (Fla.)  Board  of 
County  Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Commrs.,  196. 

12.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — County  Expenditures. — The  con- 
stitution does  not  require  that  the  legislature  shall  impose  a  limita- 
tion upon  expenditures  incurred  for  county  purposes,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  such  a  limitation  the  legislature  has  plenary  power  within 
proi>er  county  purposes.  (Fla.)  Board  of  County  Commrs.  v.  Board 
of  Pilot  Coin'mrs.,  196. 

13.  COUNTIES — Protection  of  Harbors. — The  fact  that  the 
greater  part  of  a  harbor  is  within  the  corporate  limits  of  a  city,  and 
under  the  protection  of  the  police  department  thereof,  does  not  r(  - 
lieve  the  county  of  its  powers  and  duties  with  reference  to  the  pro- 
tection of  siifh  harbor  within  its  territory.  (Fla.)  Board  of  County 
Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Commrs.,  196. 

14.  COUNTIES — Protection  of  Harbors. — Even  if  a  harbor  lies 
within  the  eortX)rate  limits  of  more  than  one  county,  and  is  under 
the  police  protection  of  both  counties,  the  state  is  not  thereby  pre- 
cluded from  j)roviding  for  the  protection  of  the  portion  of  the  harbor 
within  one  of  such  counties  at  the  expense  thereof.  (Fla.)  Board  of 
Countv  Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Commrs.,  196. 
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COURTS. 
Jn  Gevpral. 

1.  COURTS. — A   Court   Consists    of   Persons    Officially   Assembled 

under  uutliority  of  law  at  the  appropriate  time  and  place  ior  the  ad- 
ministration  oi"  justice.      (Or.)      Marsdou  v.   llarlockcr,   7S(j. 

2.  COURTS. — The  Law  Makes  a  Distinction  Between  a  Judge  and 
a  judicial  tribunal.     (Or.)      Marsden  v.  Harlocker,  78G. 

3.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Creation  of  New  Courts.— The  facts 
that  certain  powers  and  duties  may  be  exercised  by  certain  courts  does 
not  prohibit  the  legislature  from  creating  now  courts,  conferring  upon 
them  like  powers  and  duties  under  a  constitution  declaring  that  tha 
constitutional  power  shall  be  vested  in  the  supreme  court,  in  district 
courts,  in  justices  of  the  peace,  and  in  such  other  courts  inferior  to 
the  supreme  court  as  may  be  established  by  law.  (Utah)  Mill  v. 
Brown,  935. 

Probate  Courts. 

4.  JURISDICTION. — The  Probate  Courts  of  Arkansas  are  supcrioi 
courts  with  limited  jurisdiction,  and  judgments  rendered  in  the  exer- 
cise of  such  jurisdiction  cannot  be  called  into  question  collaterally. 
(Ark.)     Hare  v.  Shaw,  17. 

Juvenile  Courts. 

5.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Creating  Juvenile  Courts.— The  leg- 
islature may  create  a  court  or  courts  wherein  juvenile  offenders  may 
be  dealt  with,  although  they  were  formerly  dealt  with  in  other  courts. 
(Utah)      Mill  V.  Brown,  935. 

6.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Juvenile  Courts,  Vesting  Exclusive 
Jurisdiction. — The  legislature  may  vest  in  juvenile  courts  in  cities 
of  the  first  and  second  class  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  juvenile  offenders, 
where  the  object  is  to  relieve  the  overcrowded  courts  in  those  cities 
of  this  burden.      (Utah)      Mill  v.  Brown,  935. 

7.  STATUTES,  Implied  or  Indirect  Amendment  of — Constitutional 
Law. — A  statute  creating  juvenile  courts  and  prescribing  their  func- 
tions is  not  unconstitutional  under  a  constitution  providing  against 
amending  any  law  without  setting  forth  the  new  section  as  amended. 
This  statute  is  not  intended  as  an  amendment  of  any  other  law,  and 
if  it  has  such  effect,  it  is  incidental  and  by  implication  merely.  This 
prohibition  was  not  intended  to  prevent  new  legislation  that  may  in- 
cidentally affect  earlier  laws.      (Utah)      Mill  v.  Brown,  935. 

8.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Juvenile  Courts.— The  statutes 
creating  courts  having  juristliction  of  juvenile  offenders  are  in  no 
sense  criminal,  and  are  not  intended  to  provide  punishment,  but  to 
save  the  child  from  becoming  a  criminal,  and  are  hence  not  uncon- 
Btitutional,  though  they  do  not  provide  for  trial  by  jury,  or  arraign- 
ment, or  })lea,  nor  notice  to  the  person  or  a  warrant  of  arrest,  anil 
requiring  the  child  to  be  a  witness  against  himself.  (Utah)  Mill  v. 
Brown,  935. 

9.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Juvenile  Courts— Attempting  to 
Give  Jurisdiction  Over  Adults. — Section  7  of  the  statutes  of  Utali  pro- 
viding for  criminal  courts,  and  declaring,  where  a  child  is  .de- 
linquent as  defined  by  the  act,  his  i)arcnt  responsible  for  or  aiding, 
encouraging,  causing,  or  contributing  to  the  delinquency,  shnll  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  may  be  brought  before  the  court  aiul 
examined,  and  if  found  guilty,  the  court  may  impose  conditions  on  him, 
and  as  long  as  he  complies  therewitli,  may  suspend  tlu>  seiitein'i',  is 
uneonstit  ut  iiHKil,  becnusc  it  denies  to  him  the  right  of  trial  by  jury. 
(Utah)      Mill  v.  Brown,  935. 
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10.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW-^uvenile  Courts,  Statute  not  Void 
as  a  Whole. — Though  the  statute  creating  juvenile  courts  is  invalid  in 
so  far  as  it  undertakes  to  pronounce  the  parent  of  the  delinquent 
child  guilty  of  misdemeanor  in  certain  cases  and  punishable  therefor, 
but  does  not  provide  for  a  trial  by  jury,  this  does  not  render  the 
balance  of  the  statute  unconstitutional  or  void.  (Utah)  Mill  v. 
Brown,  935. 

11.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Juvenile  Courts— Eights  of  Par- 
ents.— Before  a  child  can  be  made  a  ward  of  the  state  by  proceedings 
in  the  juvenile  courts,  it  must  appear  that  the  child  is  delinquent  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  parent  or  legal  guardian 
is  incompetent  or  has  neglected  and  failed  to  care  and  provide  for 
the  child  the  training  and  education  contemplated  and  required  by 
both  law  and  morals,  and  a  court  committing  a  child  without  first 
finding  the  existence  of  these  conditions  exceeds  its  power.  (Utah) 
Mill  V.  Brown,  935. 

12.  JUVENILE  COURTS — Notice  to  Parents. — Though  a  parent  or 
guardian  is  not  a  necessary  jjarty  to  the  proceedings  in  juvenile  courts, 
and  cannot  be  bound  by  a  judgment  respecting  his  rights  to  the 
custody  and  control  of  the  child,  yet  it  is  proper  to  give  such  formal 
notice  to  such  parent  or  guardian  to  the  end  that  all  the  facts  may 
be  elicited  by  the  investigation.     (Utah)     Mill  v.  Brown,  935. 

13.  JUVENILE  COURTS,  Practice  in. — Findings  Should  be  made 
in  each  case  in  conformity  with  the  facts,  and  judgment  rendered  ia 
accordance  therewith.     (Utah)     Mill  v.  Brown,  935. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

Former  Jeopardy. 

1.  CRIMINAL  LAW — Former  Jeopardy — Improper  Discharge  of 
Jury. — The  silence  of  a  person  on  trial,  accused  of  crime,  or  his  fail- 
ure to  object  or  protest  against  an  unlawful  discharge  of  the  jury 
before  verdict,  does  not  constitute  a  consent  or  waiver  of  such  dis- 
charge, or  of  his  constitutional  right  not  to  be  put  twice  in  jeopardy 
for  the  same  offense.     (Fla.)     Allen  v.  State,  188. 

2.  CRIMINAL  LAW — Former  Jeopardy — Wrongful  Discharge  of 
Jury.^The  power  of  the  court  to  discharge  a  jury  after  it  has  been 
sworn  in  chief,  before  verdict,  should  be  exercised  only  in  case  of  a 
manifest,  urgent,  or  absolute  necessity,  and  if  the  jury  is  discharged 
for  a  reason  illegally  insufficient  and  without  an  absolute  necessity  for 
it,  and  without  the  defendant's  consent,  the  discharge  is  equivalent 
to  an  acquittal,  and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  any  further  trial,  or 
to  any  subsequent  indictment.     (Fla.)     Allen  v.  State,  188. 

3.  CRIMINAL  LAW — Former  Jeopardy. — A  person  is  in  legal 
jeopardy  when  he  is  put  upon  trial,  before  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  upon  indictment  or  information  which  is  sufficient  in 
form  and  substance  to  sustain  a  conviction,  and  a  jury  has  been 
charged  with  his  deliverance,  and  a  jury  is  thus  charged  when  it  has 
been  impaneled  and  sworn.     (Fla.)     Allen  v.  State,  188. 

Trial. 

4.  CRIMINAL  LAW— Affirmative  Defense — Amount  of  Proof. — ^In 

criminal  cases  in  which  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  sus- 
tain an  affirmative  defense  set  up,  it  is  only  necessary  to  establish 
it  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  and  it  is  not  required  that  it 
should  be  proven  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  (Pa.)  Commonwealtli 
V.  Deitrick,  8lil. 
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5.  CRIMINAL  LAW — Erroneous  Instructions.— Tf  cloar  error  ap- 
pcnrs  in  the  instruPti<iiiH  to  tlio  jury  upon  the  vitnl  and  controlling 
dcl'i  use  set  up  in  a  criminal  case  the  a]ii)ellate  court  cannot  say  tliat 
no  harm  was  done  the  defendant,  and  therefore  no  reversible  error  waa 
coniniittcd.      (Pa.)      Commonwealth  v.  Dcitrick,  861. 

6.  CRIMINAL  TRIALS— Jury,  Failure  to  Instruct  Where  There 
is  No  Reciuest. — If  a  request  is  made  in  a  criminal  trial  for  an  in- 
Btruction  resfiectiug  the  lesser  offense  involved  in  the  ollcnse  charged 
and  no  excei)tion  taken  because  an  instruction  thereon  is  not  given, 
and  the  defendant  is  convicted,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  reversal  or  new 
trial  because  of  not  giving  the  instruction.  (Wash.)  State  v.  Par- 
sous,  1003. 

DAMAGES. 

DAMAGES  cannot  be  Recovered  for  that  which  might  have 
been  avoided  by  reasonable  diligence.     (Me.)     Davis  v.  Poland,  480. 

DEATH, 

1.  DEATH — Eight  of  Action  for  Causing. — At  the  common  law  the 
death  of  a  human  being  gave  rise  to  no  civil  action  in  behalf  of  any 
person  under  any  circumstances.     (Mo.)     Bates  v  Sylvester,  761. 

2.  DEATH — Survivorship  of  Action  for  Causing. — A  cause  of  ac- 
tion for  wrongful  death  does  not  survive  the  death  of  the  wrongdoer. 
(Mo.)     Bates  v.  Sylvester,  701. 

3.  SURVIVAL  OF  HUSBAND'S  ACTION  for  Killing  of  His  Wife. 
A  cause  of  action  existing  in  favor  of  a  husband  for  the  killing  of 
his  wife  through  carelessness  and  negligence  does  not  survive  to  his 
executor,  where  the  statute  purports  to  authorize  the  executors  or 
administrators  to  prosecute  actions  arising  from  wrongs  done  to  the 
projierty  or  person  of  another.  The  death  of  the  wife  is  not  an  injury 
to  the  person  or  property  of  the  husband.  (Ark.)  Billingsley  v.  St. 
Louis  etc.  liy  Co.,  95. 

DEEDS. 

Warranties. 

1.  DEEDS. — A  Minor  is  not  Bound  by  the  Warranties  in  a  deed 

executed  by  his  mother,  who  had  purchased  the  land  at  an  adminis- 
trator's sale,  of  her  husband's  estate,  if  the  minor  does  not  claim 
as  her  heir,  but  as  heir  of  his  father.  (111.)  Manternach  v.  Studt, 
310. 

Consideration, 

2.  DEEDS — Consideration. — It  is  not  necessary  that  the  considera- 
tion for  a  deed  be  adequate  in  value.  Although  such  consideration 
is  small  or  even  nominal,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  it  is  enougii  to 
sufiport  the  deed  against  a  prior  unrecorded  conveyance.  (AIo.) 
Strong  V.   Whybark,  710. 

3.  DEEDS — Want  of  Consideration— Evidence  of. — Tn  the  ab- 
sence of  fra\id,  want  of  considd'atioii  cannot  be  shown  against  a  recital 
of  consideration  for  the  pur]io«e  of  defeating  the  operative  words  of  a 
deed.      (AFo.)      Strong  v.   Wiiyliark,   710. 

4.  DEEDS — -Record — Consideration. — If  the  controversy  is  bo- 
tw(^en  the  vendee  in  a  duly  recorded  deed  and  the  vendee  in  a  prior 
inireciir<l(Ml  deed  from  the  same  grantor,  the  consideration  in  tlie  former 
to  make  it  superior  must  be  a  valuable,  a*  distinguished  from  a  good, 
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consideration,  but  snch  consiilcration  need  not  bo  full  and  adequate. 
(Mo.)     Strong  v.  \Vhybark,  710. 

Avoidance  bij  Wife. 

5.  CONVEYANCE — Avoidance  of,  for  Threats,  or  Undue  In- 
fluence.— A  wife  may  avoid  a  deed  of  her  separate  property  induced 
and  obtained  from  her  by  threats  of  the  imprisonment  of  her  hus- 
band, no  matter  whether  the  threat  is  of  lawful  or  unlawful  impris- 
onment.     (Fla.)     Burton  v.  McMillan,  220. 

6.  MAXIM  "IN  PARI  DELICTO"  does  not  Apply  to  a  case  where 
a  married  woman  sues  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  her  separate  property 
made  by  her  under  express  or  implied  threats  of  the  prosecution  of 
her  husband  for  crime,  and  to  save  him  from  prosecution,  whether 
the  threatened  prosecution  is  lawful  or  unlawful,  when  she  was  sick 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  does  not  appear  to  have 
had  abundant  opportunity  for  consideration  and  consultation  with 
disinterested  advisers.     (Fla.)     Burton  v.  McMillan,  220. 

Quitclaim  Deed. 

7.  DEEDS  —  Quitclaim  —  Record  —  Consideration  —  Priority  Over 
Unrecorded  Deed. — A  grantee  in  a  recorded  quitclaim  deed  for  a  re- 
cited consideration  of  "natural  love  and  affection  and  five  dollars," 
without  any  notice  or  actual  knowledge  of  a  prior  unrecorded  war- 
xanty  deed  of  the  same  land,  from  the  same  grantor,  and  without  any 
fraud  or  collusion  between  such  grantee  and  his  grantor,  takes  title 
is  against  the  grantee  in  such  warranty  deed.  (Mo.)  Strong  v.  Why- 
bark,  710. 

8.  DEEDS — Quitclaim— Notice. — The  rule  that  a  quitclaim  deed 
is  notice  of  pre-existing  equities,  and  that  the  grantee  therein  and 
those  who  claim  under  him  take  with  notice  that  his  title  is  question- 
able, has  no  application  where  the  grantee  under  a  subsequent  quit- 
claim deed  from  the  same  grantor  acquires  title  for  value  and  with- 
out notice  of  a  former  unrecorded  deed.  (Mo.)  Strong  v.  Whybark, 
710. 

9.  DEEDS — Quitclaim — Record — Notice. — A  purchaser  for  value 
by  quitclaim  deed  is  as  much  within  the  protection  of  the  registry  act 
as  one  who  becomes  a  purchaser  by  warranty  deed.  (Mo.)  Strong  v. 
Whybark,  710. 

10.  DEEDS — Quitclaim — Fraud. — Tf  fraud  in  its  execution  is  relied 
upon  as  a  defense  to  a  quitclaim  deed,  the  defendant  must  allege  and 
prove  it.     (Mo.)     Strong  v.  Whybark,  710. 

See  Homesteads. 
Note. 
Definition    of  connivance,  521. 

of  forcible  detainer,  34. 

of  perfect  rights  and  legal  obligations,  471. 

of  tenant  at  sufferance,  42. 

of    unlawful    detainer,    34. 

DIVORCE. 

1.  DIVORCE— Connivance  in  Adultery,  What  Amounts  to. — Tf  a 
husband  arranges  that  his  wife  and  another  man  may  be  permitted  to 
occupy  the  house  of  a  third  j)erson  for  an  evening,  without  inter- 
ference or  interruption,  and  that  they  shall  be  secretly  watched,  his 
obji'ot  being  to  afford  her  an  opportunity  to  commit  adultery  and 
obtain  divorce  from  her  if  she  dues,  and  she,  knowing  nothing  of  the 
un-uu^fi.iiieut,  goes  to   such  house   and  commits  the   act   inleiided,   the 
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husband  is  guilty  of  connivance,  and  cannot  obtain  a  divorce  on  ac- 
count thciTof.      (Mass.)      Noyps  v.  Noyes,  517. 

2.  DIVORCE — Void  Judgment  in — Affidavit. — Under  a  statute  re- 
quiring a  pelition  in  divorce  to  be  supported  by  tlie  allidavit  of  plain- 
till",  such  allidavit  cannot  be  made  by  a  next  friend,  and  if  thus  made, 
the  decree  of  divorce  is  void.      (Mo.)      Hinklo  v.  Lovelace,  698. 

3.  DIVORCE — Affidavit,  When  Jurisdictional, — Tf  a  statute  re- 
quires that  a  petition  in  divorce  be  supported  by  an  allidavit  of  plain- 
tiir  as  to  the  absciu'e  of  collusion,  fear  or  restraint,  and  good  faitii, 
such  aflidnvit  is  jurisdictional,  and  the  absence  thereof  to  that  elld-t 
made  by  plaintiff  personally,  is  fatal  to  the  decree  of  divorce  and 
renders  it  void.     (Mo.)     Ilinkle  v.  Lovelace,  698. 

4.  DIVORCE—Verification  of  Petition,  Delay  of. — A  verification 
by  a  plaintiff  of  her  petition  in  divorce  on  the  day  of  the  final  decree, 
by  her  making  the  required  statutor}'  affidavit,  does  not  cure  a  prior 
fatal  defect  to  the  petition,  consisting  of  an  affidavit  made  by  a  next 
friend.      (IMo.)      Ilinkle  v.  Lovelace,  698. 

5.  DIVORCE — Collateral  Attack. — A  petition  in  divorce  cannot  be 
amended  in  a  uuittcr  of  substance,  after  publication  of  notice,  so  as 
to  make  a  valid  judgment  thereon  against  a  defendant  who  does  not 
ajijiear.  and  a  judgment  rendered  under  such  circumstances  is  subject 
to  collateral  attack.     (Mo.)     Hinkle  v.  Lovelace,  698. 

6.  DIVORCE — Verification  of  Petition,  Absence  of. — The  verifica- 
tion required  by  statute  to  be  made  and  annexed  to  a  petition  in 
divorce  ]>roc(ei_lijigs  is  a  matter  of  substance,  and  the  court  acquires 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  without  it.  (Mo.)  Hmkle  v.  Lovelace, 
698] 

Note. 

Divorce,  actions  for  are  in  the  nature  of  proceedings  in  equity,  520. 

connivance  as  a  bar  to,  520. 

connivance  in  adultery  bars  divorce,  on  ground  of,  521. 

connivance  in  adultery,  failure  to  warn  wife  of  danger,  522. 

coiiiii\ance    in   adultery,   giving   opportunity   to    comuiit,   whether 
amounts    to,    523, 

connivance  in   adullery,  mere  failure  to  prevent,  when  does  not 
amount   to,   523. 

connivance   in    adultery,    passive,    what   is,    522-525. 

connivance  in  adultery,  use  of  devices  to  entrap  wife,  521,  525. 

connivance  in  adultery,  what  amounts  to,  521. 

connivance  in  adultery,  willful,  what  is  and  when  exists,  524. 

connivance    in   adultery   with    one    person    as    evidence    of    subse- 
quent connivance  with  another,  526. 

connivance  in  cruelty,  what  amounts  to  and  effect  of,  526. 

connivance  in  desertion,  wiiat  amounts  to  and  eil'ect  of,  526. 

state,  interest  in  and  control  of,  520. 

DOWER. 

1.  DOWER— Release  Without  Joining  With  Husband.-    Tt   is   not 

necessary  for  a  husband  and  wife  to  unite  in  thi^  same  died  to  effect 
a  release  of  her  dower,  yiie  may  relinquish  her  dower  to  his  grantee 
by  a  ipiitclaim  deed  in  which  he  does  not  juiTi.  (Iowa)  Fowler  v. 
Cliadima,  4;i3. 

2.  DOWER,  Assi,gnment  of  Right  to. — A  widow's  right  of  dower 
in  jtroperty  of  her  deceased  husband  caiiiiot,  l)ef(iro  its  assignment  in 
th(>  iiKiiiner  pn  scribed  by  law,  be  cenveved  by  her  to  a  stianmr,  so 
as  to  ceuier  on  him  rights  eui'oreeublc  in  an  uciiou  at  law,  but  such 
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a  conveyance  is  valid  and  enforceable  in  equity.  (Ark.)  Flowers  y» 
Flowers,  84. 

3.  DOWEB,  Conveyance  of  does  not  Include  Right  to  Rents  and 
Profits  Prior  to  the  Assignment  of. — The  quarantine  rights  of  the 
widow  until  dowor  shall  be  assigned  cannot  be  transferred  to  another. 
Hence,  one  to  whom  she  assigns  her  rights  is  not  entitled  to  an  ac- 
counting of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  dwelling-house  and  the  lands 
thereto  attached  prior  to  the  assignment  of  dower.  (Ark.)  Flower» 
V.  Flowers,  84. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  1-9. 

DRAINAGE. 

DRAINAGE  STATUTE — When  Unconstitutional. — A  statute 
providing  that  when  any  swamp  land  may  endanger  the  public  health, 
when  its  drainage  will  result  in  the  reclamation  of  other  waste  lands, 
or  where  the  construction  of  a  ditch  will  benefit  lands  of  adjoining 
owners,  the  owner  of  such  land  may  petition  the  board  of  supervisors 
for  the  construction  of  a  ditch  as  they  may  deem  proper,  the  pro- 
ceedings in  respect  to  assessments  to  be  analogous  to  those  for  local 
improvements,  is  unconstitutional  because  in  effect  authorizing  the 
taking  of  property  for  private  purposes  and  without  due  process  of 
law.     (Minn.)     State  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  640. 

DURESS. 

Bee  Deeds,  5. 

EASEMENTS. 

EASEMENTS — Oral  Agreement — Statute  of  Frauds. — Ah  oral 

agreement  for  a  perpetual  right  of  way  over  the  lands  of  another 
creates  an  easement  or  interest  in  land  which  is  within  the  statute 
of  frauds,  and  to  be  taken  therefrom  must  be  supported  by  clear, 
definite,  and  conclusive  evidence.     (Colo.)     Laesch  v.  Morton,  106. 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  EJECTMENT — Evidence — Harmless  Error. — ^If  both  parties  in 

ejectment  claim  the  land  through  a  common  source  of  title,  errors 
committed  in  allowing  the  introduction  of  improper  evidence  of  such 
title  are  harmless.     (Fla.)     Mansfield  v.  Johnson,  159. 

2.  JURISDICTION— Suits  Involving  Title  to  Land.— A  statute 
which  requires  suits  for  the  possession  of  real  estate  or  whereby  the 
title  thereto  may  be  affected,  to  be  brought  in  the  county  wherein 
such  real  estate  lies,  does  not  apply  to  actions  in  which  the  question 
of  title  is  merely  incidental  to  the  main  controversy.  (Mo.)  Hewitt 
v.  Price,  681. 

ELECTIONS. 

Notice  on  Proclamation. 

1.  ELECTIONS — Necessity    of    Notice. — In    the    case    of    general 

elections  the  statutory  requirements  for  issuing  proclamations  or 
giving  notice  are  treated  as  directory  only,  but  in  the  case  of  special 
elections  such  requirements  are  considered  mandatory.  (Or.)  Mars- 
den  v.  Harlocker,  78G. 

2.  ELECTIONS  -Order  or  Notice  of  Local  Option  Election. — As 
the  ri^ht  to  vote  under  the  (Jregon  statutes  upon  the  question  of  pro- 
hibiting the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  in  any  particular  district  is 
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inangriratoc!  by  filing  a  petition  the  election  held  in  pnrsnanfc  thereof 
is  special,  and  hence  the  makinp;  of  an  order  therefor  by  the  county 
court  is  mandatory  and  a  condition  precedent  to  a  valid  election. 
(Or.)      Marsden  v.  Ilarlocker,  78G. 

3.  ELECTIONS — Irregularity  of  Court  in  Ordering  Local  Option 
Election. — Where  the  statutes  confer  on  the  county  authority  to  order 
au  election  on  the  question  of  selling  intoxicating  liquors  in  a  ]iar- 
ticular  district,  a  menioraiiduni  signed  by  members  of  the  court  sepa- 
rately and  at  various  times  and  jilaees  in  the  county  is  not  an  order 
signed  by  the  court.     (Or.)     Marsden  v.  Harlocker,  786. 

InjKvvtion  against   Canvass. 

4.  ELECTIONS. — A  Court  of  Equity  will  Enjoin  the  Canvass  of 
a  vote  at  a  local  option  election,  which  election  is  invalid  because 
not  ordered  as  prescribed  by  law,  if  no  provision  for  a  contest  is 
made  by  statute.     (Or.)     Marsden  v.  Harlocker,  78G. 

Ballots. 

5.  ELECTIONS. — Tampering  with  Ballots,  When  not  Presumed.— 

Although  it  ap])oars  that  a  number  of  tickets  were  counted  as  straight 
for  a  particular  party  by  the  officers  of  an  election,  and  no  one 
noticed  a  cross  on  any  of  them  indicating  a  vote  for  a  candidate  of 
another  party,  yet  if  it  appears,  on  a  recount,  that  such  ballots  did 
not  have  a  cross  on  them  indicating  a  vote  for  s^ich  candidate,  it  will 
not  be  presumed  that  they  have  been  tampered  with  in  the  mean- 
time, and  he  should  be  given  the  benefit  of  them.  (111.)  Winn  v. 
Blacknian,    2.T7. 

6.  ELECTIONS—  Distinguishing  Marks  on  Ballots,  What  are  not. — 
The  fact  that  a  cross  is  so  marked  that,  upon  examination  of  the 
back  of  a  ballot,  the  marking  can  be  traced  does  not  establish  the  ex- 
istence of  a  distinguishing  mark  on  account  of  which  the  ballot  can 
be  rejected,  there  being  no  evidence  tending  to  show  how  or  for  what 
purpose   the   marking  was   made.     (HI.)      Winn   v.  Blackmail,   2'M . 

7.  ELECTIONS — Indorsing  Initials  of  a  Judge  upon  the  Ballots. — 
The  provision  of  statute  requiring  the  indorsement  of  the  initials  of 
one  of  the  judges  on  ballots  is  mandatory,  and  without  it  the  ballot 
cannot   be  counted.      (HI.)      Winn  v.  Blackman,  237. 

8.  ELECTIONS — Ballots,  Indorsing  of,  must  be  in  the  Judge's 
Own  Handwriting,  and  One  Judge  cannot  Indorse  for  Another. — 
Under  a  statute  providing  that  the  judge  of  election  who  hands  a 
ballot  to  a  voter  shall  indorse  his  initials  thereon,  and  that  no  iiaJlot 
without  sueli  indorsement  shall  be  allowed  to  be  deposited  in  tlie 
ballot-box,  one  judge  cannot  authorize  another  to  indorse  his  iuiti.ils, 
and  if  such  indor^^ement,  though  so  authorized,  is  made  on  a  ballot. 
it   cannot   be    cMuinted.      (HI.)      Winn   v.   Blackman,    237. 

9.  ELECTIONS — Ballot,  When  not  so  Marked  that  It  cannot  be 
Counted. — If  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  a  ballot  to  show  that  it 
has  ever  been  counted,  excejit  thnt  there  is  a  slight  roughing  ol'  the 
surface  inside  the  party  circle,  iiidieating  that  something  has  berii 
erased  by  a  rubber,  the  ballot  should  be  rejected.  (111.)  Win  a  v. 
Blackman,   2.''7. 

10.  ELECTIONS — Ballots  having  a  V-Shaped  Mark  Instead  of  a 
Cross. —  If  in  the  S(|uare  of  a  ballot  opposite  the  name  of  a  candidate 
till  re  is  no  eross,  but  instead  a  marking  resembling  a  V  appears,  the 
ballot   sliould    be   rejected.      (111.)      Winn    v.   Bln.'kinnn,  2:;7. 

11  ELECTIONS — Defective  Marking  in  the  Party  Circle.  -  Where 
the  inMrkiie-  in  :i  purty  rlreje.  Ilmugii  not  a  <ti>ss,  may  be  designated 
as   two   cio.-^es,  yi.t    ii   it  appears   to   have    becu  properly  made   by  one 
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who  is  very  nervous,  the  ballot  should  be  counted  for  the  candidate 
of  the  party  in  whose  circle  the  marking  appears.  (111.)  "Winn  v. 
Blackman,  237. 

12.  ELECTIONS— Marks  WWcli  will  not  be  Held  to  be  Distin- 
guishing.— If  a  ballot  is  properly  marked  in  the  party  circle  and  has 
also  upon  it  other  marks  made  by  a  pencil,  forming  a  figure  not 
resembling  any  known  object  and  very  difficult  to  be  described,  it 
will  not  be  treated  as  a  distinguishing  mark,  requiring  the  rejection 
of  the  ballot.     (Til.)     Winn  v.  Blackman,   237. 

13.  ELECTIONS— A  Distinguishing  Mark  Prohibited  by  the  Law 
is  such  a  mark  as  will  separate  and  distinguish  the  particular  ballot 
from  other  ballots  cast  at  the  election.  It  is  some  sort  of  mark  put 
upon  a  ballot  to  indicate  who  cast  it,  and  to  furnish  means  of  evad- 
ing the  law  as  to  secrecy.     (111.)     Winn  v.  Blackman,   237. 

14.  ELECTIONS— Distinguishing  Marks.— Whether  a  Given  Mark 
upon  a  Ballot  is  or  is  not  a  Distinguishing  Mark  is  largely,  if  not 
wholly,  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  from  the  original  ballot 
itself,  and  where  that  ballot  is  certified  to  an  appellate  court,  it  has 
as  good  an  opportunity  to  determine  this  question  as  had  the  trial 
court.     (111.)      Winn  v.  Blackman,  237. 

15.  ELECTIONS — To  Warrant  the  Eejection  of  a  Ballot  Because 
of  a  Distinguishing  Mark,  the  court  should  be  able  to  say  that  such 
mark  was  placed  on  the  ballot  by  the  voter  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tinguishing it  from  the  others.     (111.)      Winn  v.  Blackman,  237. 

16.  ELECTIONS— Distinguishing  Marks,  Marks  Made  by  a  Voter, 
When  are  not. — It  is  not  every  mark  or  blot  placed  upon  a  ballot  by  a 
voter  that  is  a  distinguishing  mark,  nor  should  the  ballot  be  re- 
jected because  there  is  upon  it  some  mark  which  the  court  believes 
would  enable  the  voter  who  east  the  ballot  to  identify  it  as  the  one 
made   by   him.     (HI.)     Winn   v.   Blackman,   237. 

17.  ELECTIONS — Distinguishing  Mark. — A  Small  "t"  near  the 
bottom  of  a  ballot  made  near  an  ink  blot  warrants  the  court  in  re- 
jecting the  ballot  on  the  ground  that  such  letter  may  have  been 
intended  as   a  distinguishing   mark.     (111.)     Winn   v.   Blackman,   237. 

18.  ELECTION— Distinguishing  Mark. — Writing  the  Name  of  a 
Candidate  Already  Printed  on  a  Ballot. — Where  a  ballot  having  the 
candidates  of  three  parties  appears  with  a  cross  in  a  party  circle  and 
a  cross  in  the  squares  opposite  the  name  of  each  of  the  candidates  of 
that  party,  and  with  the  name  of  one  of  soieh  candidates  erased  by 
drawing  several  lines  through  it,  and  in  its  place  the  name  is  written 
of  a  candidate  whose  name  appears  among  the  candidates  of  another 
party,  there  is  nothing  amounting  to  a  distinguishing  mark  or  other- 
wise unlawful  on  this  ballot,  and  it  should  be  counted  for  the  person 
whose  name  appears  to  be  so  written.     (111.)     Winn  v.  Blackman,  237. 

19.  BALLOTS — Distinguishing  Marks — Writing  of  Names  on  a 
Ballot. — The  writing  of  a  name  on  a  ballot,  not  directly  in  connection 
with  any  office,  does  not  constitute  a  distinguishing  mark,  when,  from 
attending  circumstances,  it  is  probable  that  the  object  of  the  voter 
was  to  vote  for  the  person  named  for  an  office  respecting  which  one 
of  the  parties  had  no  name  printed  on  the  ballot.  (III.)  Winn  v. 
Blackman,  237. 

20.  ELECTION— Distinguishing  Marks. — The  fact  that  three  small 
strokes  of  a  ixucil  appear  near  the  margin  of  a  ballot  does  not  re- 
quire tl.:ir  it  i>e  exeluded  as  containing  a  distinguishing  mark.  (111.) 
Winn  v.  Blackman,  237. 
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21.  ELECTIONS.— The  Marking  of  Two  or  More  Party  Tickets  in 
the  Circle  millifics  the  ballot  only  so  far  as  both  tickets  bonr  names 
of  candidates  for  the  same  ofTiec.      (111.)      Winn  v.   Hlitckiiiaii,  237. 

22.  ELECTIONS— Mutilated  Ballots,   When   Properly   Rejected. — 

A  bnliot  mutilated  by  being  cut  across  one  end,  taking  off  a  part  of 
the  names  of  all  the  candidates  for  that  office  of  one  party  with  a 
single  excejition,  and  also  the  circle  opposite  the  name  of  that  party 
and  all  squares  opposite  to  names  of  its  candidates,  and  having  a  cross 
in  tlu>  circle  of  the  other  party,  and  a  cross  near  the  name  of  certain 
candidates,  neither  cross  appearing  within  the  square,  is  properly  re- 
jected.     (111.)      Winn  V.   Blackman,  237. 

23.  ELECTIONS— Index  Hand  Pointing  to  a  Name.— If  a  balii' 
is  marked  in  a  party  square,  but  has  also  a  cross  in  tlie  squan-  o|. 
posite  the  name  of  a  candidate  of  the  other  party,  and  belrnv  an  in- 
dex hand  pointing  to  such  name,  the  object  of  the  voter  is  anparentlv 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  election  officers  to  his  vote  for  such  can- 
didate, and  not  to  use  a  distinguishing  mark,  and  the  ballot  should 
be   counted.      (111.)      Winn   v.   BJaekman.   237. 

24.  ELECTIONS— Distinguishing  Marks.— The   fact    that   a    mn  i; 
ing  in  a  jtarty  circle  is  by  three  straight  lines  crossing  in  the  middle 
and  forming  a  six-pointed  star  docs  not  require  the  ballot  to  be   re- 
jected  as   bearing  a   distinguished  mark.      (111.)      Winn   v.   Blackman. 
237. 

25.  ELECTIONS— Ballots  Picked  Up  Off  a  Floor  after  the  voting 
w^as  over  and  marked  "void"  are  properly  excluded.  (111.)  Winn 
V.  Blackman,  237. 

26.  ELECTIONS.— A  Ballot  Which  does  not  Bear  the  Initials  of 
Any  of  the  Judges  on  its  back  is  properly  rejected.  (111.)  Winn  v. 
Blackman,  237. 

27.  ELECTIONS.— A  Ballot  on  Which  the  Whole  Face  of  Several 
Squares  is  blackened  by  a  lead  pencil,  but  which  has  no  cross  in  any 
of  its  circle  or  squares,  is  properly  rejected.  (111.)  Winn  v.  Black- 
man,  237. 

Note. 

Elections,  bonds,  notice  of  elections  to  authorize  issuing  of,  necessity 

for,    79.1,    7!iG. 
general,    iiiipori'ect   notice   of,    794. 
local    o])tion,   notice    of   election   for,    797. 
notice  of,  when   indispensable,   794. 
notice  of,  when  to  fill  vacaTicies  in  public  office,  795. 
notice   of,   when  unnecessary,   794. 
proclamations    for,   failure   to   issue    or   defects   in,   when   do    not 

avoid,    794. 
special,  elTcct  of  defects  in  notices  of,  794. 
special,  notice  of,  what  must  contain,  795. 
special,  notice  of,  when  must  be  given,  794. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

1.  EMINENT  DOMAIN.— The  Payment  into  Court  in  condemna- 
tio!i  jirorerdings,  of  tlie  amount  of  tlir  i-niiimi-'^i  im  rs '  awaid  as  a 
coiniition  precedent  to  the  right  of  tlie  coiidi  in  ii  i  ng  corjioration  to 
take  possession  of  the  land,  and  Ihe  rrccipl  llirrenf  Idv  th(>  owner  of 
the  lantl,  do  not  preclude  eilhir  of  tin  in  i'lniii  i'urtlu'r  litigating  tlm 
anniunt  of  ciuii pensat ion.  (.Mo.)  St.  I>oiiis  etc.  li.  E.  Co.  v.  DruiM' 
mond   Realty  etc.  Co,  724. 
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2.  EMINENT  DOMAIN— Jury  Trial,— While  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings may  be  commenced  by  the  appointment  of  commissioners, 
either  party  may  thereafter  demand  a  jury  to  reassess  the  damages. 
(Mo.)     St.  Louis  etc.  E,  E.  Co.  v.  Drummond  Eealty  etc.  Co.,  724. 

3.  EMINENT  DOMAIN— Entirety  of  Tract.— The  fact  that  public 
roads  pass  through  a  tract  of  land  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  destroy  its 
continuity  so  that  it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  entirety  in  assessing 
damages,  (Mo.)  St,  Louis  etc,  E.  E.  Co,  v.  Drummond  Eealty  etc. 
Co.,  724. 

EMPLOYER'S   LIABILITT. 

See  Master  and  Servant. 

EQUITY. 

Jurisdiction  over  Minors. 

1.  EQUITY  JURISDICTION  to  Decree  Sale  of  Minor's  Land.— 

Courts  of  equity  have  no  inherent  jurisdiction  to  decree  a  sale  of  a 
minor's  land  for  the  mere  purpose  of  reinvesting  the  proceeds.  (Mo.) 
Heady  v.  Grouse,  643. 

Chancery  Practice. 

2.  EQUITY  PRACTICE— Exhibits,  Effect  of,— Written  exhibits 
attached  to  a  bill  in  equity  are  presumed  to  have  been  introduced  in 
evidence.     (Ark.)     Neff  v.   Elder,  67, 

3.  CHANCERY  PRACTICE— Right  to  Dispense  with  the  Assess- 
ment of  Damages. — If  the  trial  judge  finds  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
sustained  enough  damages  from  the  defendant's  misconduct  to  war- 
rant a  reference  to  the  master,  such  reference  may  be  refused.  The 
smallness  of  the  claim  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  to  exer- 
cise jurisdiction  in  equity,     (Mass.)     Giragosian  v.   Chritjian,  570. 

4.  EQUITY  PLEADING— Relief  Under  General  Prayer.— A  com- 
plaint that  sets  up  the  facts  out  of  which  equities  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  arise,  and  a  general  prayer  for  relief,  is  sufficient  to  enable 
the  court  to  award  such  a  decree  as  the  law  and  facts  afford.  (Or.) 
Katz  V,  Obcnchain,  821, 

Laches  and  Limitations. 

5.  EQUITY — Laches — Stale  Demands. — A  court  of  equity,  which 
is  never  active  in  relief  against  conscience  or  public  convenience,  has 
always  refused  its  aid  to  stale  demands  when  the  party  has  slept  upon 
his  rights  and  acquiesced  for  a  great  length  of  time.  Nothing  can 
call  forth  this  court  into  activity  but  conscience,  good  faith,  and 
reasonable   diligence.     (HI.)     Deadman   v.   Yantis,   291. 

6.  EQUITY — Laches — Statute  of  Limitations, — In  administering 
their  remedies,  courts  of  equity,  while  sometimes  adopting  the  stat- 
utory period  of  limitation,  by  analogy,  have  never  regarded  them- 
selves bound  down  by  any  hard-and-fast  rule,  but,  looking  at  the 
parties,  their  relation  to  each  other,  and  the  surrounding  circumstances, 
have  determined  the  question  of  diligence,  in  each  case,  according  to 
equity,  having  due  regard  for  those  elementary  principles  upon  which 
their  jurisdiction  rests.     (111.)     Deadman  v.  Yantis,  291. 

Note. 

Equity,  infants,  jurisdiction  to  authorize  the  sale  of  real  property  of, 
655-C59. 

ESTATES. 

L  MERGER  OF  ESTATES— When  does  not  Take  Place. — When  a 
lesser  and  higher  estate  meet  and  coincide  in  the  same  person,  they 
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will  he  kept  separate  when  equity  and  justice  require  it,  unless  there 
is  an  expressed  intention  to  the  contrary.  (Or.)  Katz  v.  Obenchain, 
821. 

2.  MERGER  OF  ESTATES. — A  Mortgage  is  not  Extinguished 
aa  against  a  subsequent  attachment  lien,  by  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  title  to  the  mortgagee,  when  there  is  no  express  intention  there- 
for.    (Or.)     Katz    v.    Oberchain,    821. 

3.  MERGER. — The  Doctrine  of  the  Merger  of  the  Mortgage  Lien 
■with  the  Legal  Title,  when  they  are  united  in  the  same  person,  does 
not  apply  where  the  principles  of  equity  require  that  the  lien  and 
title  be  treated  as  separate.     (Ark.)     Neff  v.  Elder,  67. 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  ESTOPPEL.— Clear,  Precise,  and  Unequivocal  Evidence  is  re- 
quisite to  establish  an  estoppel.  (111.)  Coal  Belt  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Peabody  Coal  Co.,  282. 

2.  ESTOPPEL. — There  can  be  no  Estoppel  by  Silence  unless  there 
is  a  duty  to  speak.     (Iowa)     Beechlcy  v.  lioechley,  412. 

3.  AN  ESTOPPEL  in  Pais  is  Based  on  Fraud,  actual  or  construc- 
tive. There  must  be  deception,  and  change  of  conduct  in  consequence 
thereof.     (Iowa)     Beechley  v.  Beechley,  412. 

EVIDENCR 

Copy  of  Records. 

1.  EVIDENCE — Public  Records,  What  are  and  How  must  be  Cer- 
tified as. — A  license  and  marriage  certificate,  being  a  public  record  of 
a  county  of  a  sister  state,  do  not  appertain  to  the  court,  and  must, 
to  be  admissible  as  evideice,  be  certified  as  required  by  section  906 
of  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States.  Nor  is  a  copy  of  the 
record  of  such  license  and  certificate  admissible  because  it  is  made 
by  a  clerk  of  the  circuit  court,  if  he  does  not  certify  in  that 
capacity  nor  annex  the  seal  of  the  court,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
certifies  as  a  dcjnity  clerk  of  the  county  and  attaches  its  seal. 
(Wash.)     State  v.  Knlffen,   1009. 

2.  EVIDENCE— Record  of  Judgment.— A  certified  record  of  a 
judi^nncnt,  altliough  it  does  not  contain  a  copy  of  the  original  judg- 
ment, but  merely  a  copy  of  a  certified  copy  of  such  original,  taken 
from  the  minutes  and  judgment  docket,  is  nevertheless  admissible  in 
evidence  to  show  the  existence  of  such  judgment.  (Fla.)  Mansfield 
V.  Johnson,   159. 

3.  EVIDENCE — Copy  of  Record. — A  certified  copy  of  the  record 
of  a  judgment  in  a  judgment-book  taken  therofrnm  is  com]ietent  evi- 
dence of  the  record  of  the  judgment  in  such  book,  and  is  unnecessary 
to  produce  the  document  which  has  been  recorded  upon  such  book  to 
prove  that  fact,      (t^la.)      Mansfield  v.  Johnson,   1:"9. 

4.  EVIDENCE — Transcript  of  Record. — The  custodian  of  a  r(H<ovd 
having  authority  to  certify  a  transi'ript  thereof  has  authority  to 
specify  in  his  certificate  the  particuhir  record  from  which  the  tran- 
script is  taken,  and  such  certificate  is  at  least  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the   fact  recited.      (Fla.)      Mansfield   v.  Johnson,    159. 

5.  EVIDENCE — Copy  of  Records. — It  is  the  duty  of  clerks  of 
the  circuit  court  wtio  have  authority  to  record  instrunuMits,  or  to 
make  entries  in  the  records  of  wliich  they  have  cuslody,  in  tlie 
course  of  tlieir  oflicinl  duty,  to  note  on  such  records  th(>  date  upon 
whicli  thev  record  such  instrunu^nt  or  make  such  entries,  and  such 
.notes    becoiiie    parts   of   such    record,   and   the   dales    spccilied   iu   sucii 

Am.    St.   Rep.,   Vol.    120—70 
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notes  are  to  be  taTten  as  prima  facie  correct.  In  certifying  sucb 
entries  the  clerk  also  has  authority  to  certify  such  notes,  and  such 
certified  copies  are  admissible  in  evidence.  (Fla.)  Mansfield  v. 
Johnson,  159. 

6.  EVIDENCE — Copy  of  Execution. — If  an  original  execution  has 
been  returned  to  the  court  issuing  it,  and  the  copy  thereof  offered  in 
evidence  is  certified  by  the  clerk  of  that  court,  who  has  the  custody 
of  the  original,  to  be  a  true  copy  thereof,  such  certified  copy  is  ad- 
missible without  the  production  of  the  original.  (Fla.)  Mansfield 
V.  Johnson,  159. 

Parol  to  Vary  Writing. 

7.  EVIDENCE — Explanation  of  Receipt  In  Full. — A  person  suing 
for  an  alleged  balance  owing  for  the  purchase  of  goods  may  explain 
why  he  gave  the  defendant  a  receipt  in  full.  (111.)  McKinnie  v. 
Lane,  338. 

8.  CONTRACTS  IN  WRITING— Presumption.— Unless  fraud  or 
mistake  is  shown,  a  contract  in  writing  is  conclusively  presumed  to 
contain  the  entire  agreement  in  which  all  previous  negotiations  re- 
specting the  subject  matter  hare  been  merged.  (Mass.)  Smith  v. 
Vose  &  Sons  Piano  Co.,  539. 

9.  CONTRACTS,  Written,  Oral  Evidence  to  Ascertain  the  Mean- 
ing of. — If  any  special  term  of  a  written  contract  when  applied  to  the 
transaction  concerning  wliieh  the  parties  dealt  is  ambiguous,  oral  evi- 
dence is  relevant  and  admissible,  not  to  construe  a  new  agreement,, 
but  to  ascertain  what  the  parties  understood  by  the  one  they  have 
made.     (Mass.)     Smith  v.  Vose  &  Sons  Piano  Co.,    539. 

10.  CONTRACT  to  Procure  Water — Extrinsic  Evidence  to  Show 
that  Fresh  Water  was  Meant. — Under  a  contract  to  procure  water  by 
the  drilling  of  a  well,  extrinsic  evidence  of  all  prior  negotiations  of 
the  parties  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  supply  for  drinking  water 
and  other  uses  in  a  manufactory  was  what  was  desired,  and  that  salt 
water  was  not  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  contract, 
and  that  is  not  complied  with  by  procuring  such  water.  (Mass.) 
Smith  V.  Vose  &  Sons  Piano  Co.,  539. 

EXECUTIONS. 

1.  EXECUTION. — A  Vested  Remainder  Is  Subject  to  levy  and 
sale  on  execution  against  the  remainderman.  (111.)  Deadman  v. 
Yantis,  291. 

2.  EXECUTION  SALE — Absence  of  Bona  Fide  Debt. — The  Pur- 
chaser at  the  execution  sale  is  not  required  to  look  beyond  what  is 
disclosed  upon  the  face  of  the  record  to  ascertain  whether  the  judg- 
ment was  founded  upon  a  bona  fide  debt.  (111.)  Deadman  v.  Yantis, 
29L 

3.  EXECUTION  SALES— Rights  of  Purchasers.— If  a  judgment 
upon  which  an  execution  has  issued  has  become  a  lien  upon  land  be- 
fore a  deed  thereof  is  recorded,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  execu- 
tion was  actually  levied  before  or  after  the  record  of  the  deed,  as  in 
either  case  the  title  of  the  purchaser  at  the  execution  sale  would  be 
superior  to  the  title  acquired  by  the  grantee  by  virtue  of  such  deed, 
(ria.)      Mansfield  v.  Johnson,  159. 

4.  EXECUTION  SALES. — Right  of  Purchaser  at  execution  sale, 
whether  such  purchaser  be  the  execution  creditor  or  a  tiiird  person, 
are  fixed  by  the  status  existing  at  the  time  the  lien  is  acquired,  and 
not  by  the  status  existing  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  (Fla.)  Mansfield 
V.  Johnson,   159. 
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5.  EXECUTION  SALES— Notice  of  Ertultles  Bona  Tide  Pur- 
chaser.— It',  at  the  time  iiis  lion  is  acquired,  an  execution  creditor  iias 
no  notice,  uetuaJ  or  constructive,  of  tlie  equities  of  tliird  persons  in 
real  estate,  tlie  title  to  which  stands  in  the  name  of  the  judgiiiciit 
debtor  as  the  apparent  absolute  owner,  the  execution  creditor  as  pur- 
chaser at  the  execution  sale  of  such  land  takes  a  good  title,  and  is 
])rot(jctcd  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  even  though  he  had  notice  of  the 
equities  of  others  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  (Fla.)  Mansfield  v. 
.Johnson,   1.59. 

6.  EXECUTION  SALES— Rights  of  Purchaser— Estoppel.— If  ex- 
ecution has  been  levied  upon  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  a 
judgment  debtor  in  land,  and  sale  has  been  made  and  a  conveyance 
executed  in  pursuance  of  such  levy  purporting  to  convey  such  entire 
interest,  the  execution  purchaser  is  not  ©stopped  from  claiming  the 
entire  property  by  the  fact  that  he  remained  silent  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  when  a  third  person  protested  against  the  sale  on  the  ground  that 
the  judgment  debtor  owned  only  an  undivided  one-fifth  interest  in 
the  property  sold.     (Fla.)     Mansfield  v.  Johnson,  159. 

7.  JUDGMENTS — Enforcement  of  Inequitable  Decree. — U]ion  an 
original  or  cross  bill  to  carry  a  former  decree  into  execution,  the  court 
will  look  into  the  original  case  and  see  whether  the  decree  is  equitable 
and  just.  If  it  is  not,  its  enforcement  will  be  denied.  (111.)  Teel  v. 
Dunnihoo,   319. 

EXECUTORS    AND    ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  ADMINISTRATOR,  Trust  Relation  of. — An  administrator  of  an 
estate  stands  in  a  trust  relation  toward  those  interested  in  the  estate, 
including  the  widow  and  heirs.     (Ark.)     Flowers  v.  Flowers,  84. 

2.  TRUSTEE,  Purchase  of  Trust  Estate  by. — ^The  administrator 
of  a  decedent  may  purchase  and  take  a  conveyance  of  the  dower  in- 
terest of  his  wife,  when  there  was  no  threat,  fraudulent  misrepresenta- 
tion, or  concealment  of  facts,  and  the  price  paid  was  fairly  adequate 
at  the  time,  though  the  interest  subsequently  became  worth  much  more. 
(Ark.)      Flowers  v.  Flowers,  84. 

3.  ADMINISTRATION  on  Estate  of  Absentee—Validity.— A  stat- 
ute authorizing  administration  on  the  estate  of  a  j^erson  who  has  ab- 
sented himself  and  concealed  his  whereabouts  for  seven  years  is 
constitutional,  and  an  administration  thereunder  is  valid  althougli  he 
is  in  fact  not  dead.  (Iowa)  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chittenden, 
444. 

4.  ADMINISTRATION  on  Estate  of  Absentee— Life  Insurance.— 
Where  the  estate  of  an  absentee  has  been  administered,  and  the 
insurer  of  his  life,  rather  than  stand  suit  on  the  policy,  and  litigate 
the  question  of  death,  has  paid  the  loss  to  the  administrator,  the 
money  thus  paid  cannot  be  recovered  back  when  it  thereafter  appears 
that  the  absentee  is  alive.  (Iowa)  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chit- 
tenden, 444, 

See   Garnishment. 

EXEMPTIONS. 

EXEMPTION  Against  Judgment  for  Costs. — TTnder  a  statute 
exempting  sfiecified  classes  of  personal  property  from  seizure  on  at- 
tachment, or  sale  on  execution,  or  other  process  from  any  court  issued 
for  the  collection  of  any  debt  by  contract,  no  exemption  exists  against 
a  judgment  for  costs.     (Ark.)     Buckley  v.  Williams,  24. 
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Note. 

Exemptions    from    execution,   constitutionality    of   statutes   granting, 
478,  479. 

EXTRA    SESSIONS    OF    LEQISLATUEE. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  1-2. 

FACTOES. 

1.  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT— Factors— Sales— Purctaser's  Lia- 
bility to  Principal. — A  purchaser  of  property  from  a  commission  mer- 
chant who  credits  him  with  the  amount  of  the  purchase  and  sells  other 
goods  to  him,  and  in  settlement  of  their  accounts  pays  to  such  mer- 
chant the  balance,  is  liable  to  the  principal  in  case  such  merchant 
fails  to  pay  him.     (Colo.)     Liebhardt  v.  Wilson,  97. 

2.  CUSTOMS — Factors. — A  local  custom  among  factors  to  credit 
the  buyer  with  the  amount  of  a  sale  and  charge  him  with  goods  re- 
ceived from  him  is  not  binding  on  the  principal  of  a  factor.  (Colo.) 
Liebhardt  v.  Wilson,  97. 

FELLOW-SERVANTS. 

See  Master  and  Servant,  18-24, 

FENCES. 

See   Eailroads. 

FIDELITY  BONDS. 

See  Insurance,  14. 

FIRES. 

See  Waters  and  Watercourses,  6. 
Note. 
Forcible  Detainer,  definitions  of,  34. 

statutes  omitting  element  of  force,  34,  35. 

FORGERY. 

1.  FORGERY — Note — Genuine  Signature. — Tf  a  person,  without 
negligence,  and  by  fraud  and  deceit,  is  induced  to  sign  a  note,  not 
intending  to  sign  it  as  such,  the  instrument  is  a  forgery.  (Me.) 
Biddeford  National  Bank  v.  Hill,  499. 

2.  FORGERY — Note — Genuine  Signature — ^Bona  Fide  Purchaser. — 
If  a  person,  without  negligence,  and  by  fraud  and  deceit,  is  induced  to 
sign  a  note,  not  intending  to  sign  it  as  such,  the  note  is  not  valid  in 
the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value.  (Me.)  Biddeford  Nat. 
Bank  V.  Hill,  499. 

FORMER  JEOPARDY. 

See  Criminal  Law,   1-3. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS — Oral  Contract  for  Work  or  Lalior. — 
An  oral  contract  for  the  performance  of  work  or  labor,  not  apeeify- 
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ing  the  time  wltliin  -which  it  is  to  be  pcrforitird,  mnst  be  intorprotrd 
in  the  light  of  its  subject  matter  and  the  eircuinstances  surrounding 
it,  and  it'  the  manifest  intent  and  understanding  of  the  parties  were 
that  it  was  not  to  be  performed  within  the  year,  it  falls  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.     (Me.)     White  v.  Fitts,  48;'>. 

2.  STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS— Oral  Contract  for  Work.—If,  consider- 
ing the  terms  and  subject  matter  of  an  oral  contract,  the  nature  ana 
extent  of  the  work  to  be  done  under  it,  and  the  knowledge  of  the 
parties  of  all  the  circumstances  governing  the  progress  of  the  work, 
the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  it  was  not  contemplated  or  under- 
stood by  the  parties  that  the  contract  was  to  be  performed  within  one 
year  from  the  making  of  it,  it  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  (Me.) 
White   V.   Fitts,  483. 

3.  STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS— Oral  Contract  for  Labor— Death  of 
Party. — If  an  oral  contract  for  the  performance  of  labor  cannot  by 
its  terms  be  performed  within  one  year  from  its  execution,  it  is  not 
taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds  by  the  death  of 
one  of  the  parties  within  the  year.      (Me.)      White  v.  Fitts,  483. 

4.  STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS— Right  to  Invoke.— If  one  performs 
services  for  another  in  consideration  of  an  oral  contract  under  which 
he  is  to  be  paid  in  land,  he  cannot,  by  invoking  the  statute  of  frauds, 
rescind  such  contract  and  recover  in  money  for  such  services,  unless 
the  other  party  also  insists  upon  the  statute  and  refuses  to  perform 
the  contract  on  his  part.  (Colo.)  Colorado  Lumber  etc.  Co.  v.  Dus- 
tin,  126. 

See  Easements. 

GAME    LAWS. 

1.  GAME   LAW. — No   Owner  of  Deer  Raised  in  Capacity  has   a 

better  right  thereto  than  has  the  hunter  at  common  law  to  the  deer 
captured  or  killed  by  him.     (Mo.)     State  v.  Weber,  715. 

2.  GAME  LAW — Domesticated  Animals. — A  statute  making  it 
unlawful  to  have  in  possession  the  carcass  of  any  deer  not  having 
thoreon  the  evidence  of  its  sex  applies  to  all  deer,  wild  or  domesti- 
cated.    (Mo.)     State  v.  W^eber,  715. 

3.  GAME  LAW — Domesticated  Animals. — A  statute  making  it 
unlawful  to  have  in  possession  the  carcass  of  any  duer  not  having 
thereon  tlie  evidence  of  its  sex  is  not  unconstitutional  as  applied  to 
a  dealer  in  meats  who  has  purcliased  the  carcasses  of  deer  from  one 
who  raised  them  in  captivity.     (Mo.)     State  v.  Weber,  715. 

GARNISHMENT. 

1.  GARNISHMENT.— A  Guardian  cannot  be  Garnished  after  the 
death  of  his  ward  by  creditors  of  her  heirs.  (Iowa)  Pugh  v.  Jones, 
451. 

2.  THE  GARNISHMENT  of  an  Administrator  by  creditors  of  the 
heirs  after  the  heirs  liave  assigned  tlieir  interest  in  the  estate  ia 
ineffectual.     (Iowa)     Pugh   v.  Jones,  451. 

GIFTS, 

1.  GIFT,  When  not  Perfected  by  Placing  Account  in  Savings  Bank 
in  the  Name  of  the  Depositor  for  Another  as  Trustee. —  It'  a  person 
having  dejxisits  in  several  savings  banks  causes  each  of  his  accounts 
to  he  transferred  to  himself  ;is  tnisfce  of  a  jicrson  designated,  and 
makes  an  absignnient  to  himself  as  such  tiustee,  keeping  such   books 
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in  his  possopsion  during  his  lifetime,  and  drawin<T  out  the  dividends 
for  his  own  use,  and  making  statements  of  the  persons  to  whom  such 
books  were  to  go,  they  being  the  persons  named  as  beneficiaries,  this 
does  not  constitute  a  perfected  gift  in  favor  of  any  of  them,  and  on 
his  death  the  accounts  represented  by  the  books  constitute  part  of 
his  estate.     (Mass.)     Coolidge  v.  Knight,  573. 

2.  GIFTS  INTEE  VIVOS.— To  Constitute  a  gift  inter  vivos  two 
essential  elements  must  combine:  An  intention  to  make  the  gift  then 
and  there,  and  such  an  actual  or  constructive  delivery  at  the  same 
time  to  the  donee  as  devests  the  donor  of  all  dominion  over  the 
subject  and  invests  the  donee  therewith.  (Pa.)  Eeese  v.  Phila- 
delphia etc.  Ins.  Co.,  880. 

3.  GIFTS  INTER  VIVOS — Delivery — Intention. — If  a  woman 
takes  her  safe  deposit  box  containing  her  securities  from  the  vault 
of  a  trust  company,  and  calling  in  one  of  its  ofiiccrs,  declares  to  him 
her  intent  to  give  such  securities  to  her  nephew  who  is  present,  and 
then  executes  blank  transfers  and  hands  the  securities  to  her  nephew, 
who  places  them  in  his  safe  deposit  box,  while  hers  is  surrendered, 
and  the  nephew,  who  is  about  to  go  on  a  long  journey,  appoints 
his  aunt  his  deputy,  to  have  access  to  his  box,  there  is  a  valid  gift 
of  the  securities,  although  the  aunt  thereafter  sells  some  of  them, 
collects  interest  and  dividends  from  others,  and  deposits  the  sums 
collected  to  her  own  account.  (Pa.)  Reese  v.  Philadelphia  etc.  Ins. 
Co.,  880. 

4.  GIFTS  INTEE  VIVOS — Impeachment. — A  donor  is  not  per- 
mitted to  impeach  his  own  gift.  What  is  said  or  done  by  him.  un- 
associated  with  and  unassented  to  by,  his  donee  is  wholly  irrelevant 
to  the  issue  as  to  the  validity  of  the  gift,  and  cannot  be  considered. 
(Pa.)     Eeese  v.  Philadelphia  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  880. 

GOODWILL. 

1.  BUSINESS,  Effect  of  the  Sale  of  the  Goodwill  of.— When  a 
man  voluntarily  sells  the  goodwill  of  a  business,  he  thereby  precludes 
himself  from  setting  up  a  competing  business  which  will  derogate 
from  the  goodwill  so  sold.  (Mass.)  Old  Corner  Book  Store  v.  Uphani, 
532. 

2.  BUSINESS,  Goodwill  of.  Effect  of  Competing  Business  upon — 
Question  of  Fact. — In  each  case  where  the  goodwill  of  a  business  is 
sold  and  the  vendor  sets  up  a  competing  business,  it  is  a  question  of 
fact  whether,  having  regard  to  the  character  of  the  business  sold 
and  that  set  up,  the  new  business  does  not  derogate  from  the  grant 
made  by  the  sale.     (Mass.)      Old  Corner  Book  Store  v.  Upham,  .'3;'.2. 

3.  BUSINESS,  Goodwill  of,  When  Derogated  from  by  a  New  Busi- 
ness Established  by  the  Vendor. — If  one  connectecl  with  a  business 
for  many  years,  first  as  clerk  and  then  as  partner,  has  special  char<;e 
of  a  department  connected  with  the  sale  of  books  of  a  particular 
religious  denomination,  sells  his  interest  in  the  business  and  in  the 
goodwill  thereof,  and  subsequently  starts  a  new  business  primarily  to 
sell  the  books  of  the  same  denomination,  and  solicits  aid  and  patron- 
age of  persons  prominent  in  that  denomination,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  effect  of  the  new  business  will  be  to  derogate  from  the 
goodwill  so  sold.      (Mass.)      Old  Corner  Book  Store  v.  Upliam,  'j'.j-. 

4.  BUSINESS,  Goodwill  of.  Persons  Selling  will  not  be  Permitted 
to  Derogate  from.  Through  a  Corporation. — If  a  person  selling  his  in- 
terest in  the  goodwill  of  a  business  forms  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  setting  up  and  conducting  a  rival  business  in  derogation  of 
such  goodwill,  he  will  be  enjoined  from  working  for  or  holding  stock 
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in  such  corporation  or  in  otherwise  being  connected  with  it,  and  it 
will  be  enjoined  from  employing  him  directly  or  indirectly  in  its 
biibinoss,  or  in  recognizing  him  as  a  Btocklioliler  or  otherwise  con- 
lu'cted  therewith,  except  to  let  him  sell  his  share  of  the  stock  or  re- 
ceive what  is  due  him  in  respect  thereof  when  the  corporate  business 
wound  up.     (Mass.)     Old  Corner  Book  Store  v.  Upliam,  532. 

GUARDIAN  AND   WAKD. 

In  General. 

1.  GUARDIAN  AND  WARD— Collateral  Attack  upon  Guardian- 
ship.— In  an  action  by  the  guardian  of  a  person  of  unsound  mind  in 
the  name  and  for  the  beuctit  of  his  ward,  such  .ward  cannot  by  next 
friend  appear  and  challenge  tlie  apiiointment  of  the  guardian,  wlu  n 
sucli  appointment  and  the  letters  of  guardianship  are  prima  facie 
regular.     (Ark.)     Hare  v.  Shaw,  17. 

2.  JURISDICTION,  Presumed  in  the  Appointment  of  a  Guardian. 
Where  the  record  of  the  court  is  silent  upon  the  subject,  it  must  be 
j)rtsuniecl,  in  support  of  the  appointment  of  the  guardian  of  a  person 
of  unsound  mind,  that  the  court  inquired  into  the  condition  of  the 
alleged  imbecile  and  found  him  to  be  of  unsound  mind,  and  took  all 
necessary  steps  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  his  person.  (Ark.)  Hare 
V.   Shaw,   17. 

3.  GUARDIAN  AND  WARD,  Liability  of  the  Latter  for  the  Acts 
and  Agreements  of  the  Former — liis  guardian  cannot  bind  an  insane 
})erson  by  agreement.  Hence,  a  person  accepting  the  lease  of  the 
property  of  an  insane  ward  with  an  agreement  by  the  guardian  that 
certain  repairs  shall  be  made  to  remove  known  dangerous  defects  can- 
not recover  of  the  ward  if  injured  by  such  defects.  (Utah)  Reams 
V.  Taylor,  930. 

Sides  of  Heal  Estate. 

4.  GUARDIAN  AND  WARD— Sales— Publication  of  Notice- 
Sufficiency. — If  the  statute  provides  that  notice  of  a  guardian's  ap- 
plication to  sell  his  ward's  real  estate  shall  be  published  for  three 
successive  wetks,  such  requirement  is  satisfied  by  the  publication  in 
three  consecutive  weekly  issues  of  a  newspaper  before  the  date 
noticed  for  the  filing  of  the  petition,  or  making  the  ajjplication  for 
the  order  of  sale.     (Colo.)     Mortgage  Trust  Co.  v.  Eedd,  132. 

5.  GUARDIAN  AND  WARD— Sales  of  Real  Estate.— If  a 
guardian,  under  order  of  court,  sells  real  estate  belonging  to  his 
wards,  aud  one  of  them,  after  becoming  of  age,  transfers  her  interest 
therein  to  a  subsequent  purchaser,  a  nonsuit  cannot  be  granted  in  an 
action  to  foreclose  a  trust  deed  thereon,  on  the  ground  of  invalidity 
of  the  guardian's  sale.      (Colo.)      Mortgage  Trust  (.'o.  v.  IJedd,  132. 

6.  JUDGMENTS— Collateral  Attack — Guardian's  Sales— Failure 
to  Give  Notice. — The  giving  by  a  guardian  of  tlie  required  statutory 
notice  by  publication  of  his  petitiou  to  sell  his  ^\ar(!'s  estate  is  not 
essential  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  its  omission  is  not  fatal 
to  the  judgment,  nor  does  it  render  it  open  to  collateral  attack. 
(Colo.)      ^Mortgage  Trust  Co.  v.  Kedd,  132. 

7.  JUDGMENTS— Collateral  Attack-  Guardian's  Sales.  -In  a 
proceeding  by  a  guardian  to  obtain  permission  to  sell  his  ward's  real 
estate,  the  constitution  and  st.'itute  exiu-(  ssly  gives  the  district  court 
jurisilictiun  of  the  subject  niattiT,  aud  by  filing  the  iietition  for  leave 
to  sill,  tlic  court  acquires  jurisilict ion  of  the  jierson  of  tho  ward, 
and  is  then  called  u[>on  to  dctcrniini'  whether  tlie  facts  entitle  the 
pi  '.itioner  to  the  relict'  asked,  and  also  whether  the  jn^tiiioner  has 
i^i\.ii  the  netici'  i-eipiii'e.l  by  ^l;itule,  and,  it  error  is  coininittid  in 
passing   tqnin    eitlier   of   these   questions,   it  is   not   in   acquirijig,   but   in 
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the  exercise  of,  jurisrliction,  and  the  judgnipnt  rondorod  therein  is 
not  subiect  to  collateral  attack.  (Colo.)  Mortgage  Trust  Co.  v. 
Eedd,   132. 

See  Garnishment. 
Note. 

Ouardian  and  Ward,  proceedings  by  the  former  for  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty of  the  latter  are  in  rem,  148. 

sales,  collateral  attack  upon,  149. 

sales,  jurisdiction  to  order,  when  attaches,  149. 

sales,  notice  of  application  for,  cases  holding  to  be  jurisdictional, 
151,   152. 

sales,  notice  of  application  for,  cases  sustaining,  though  there  ia  a 
want  of,  148-151. 

sales,  notice  of  application  for,  whether  jurisdictional,  149. 

sales,  notice  to  ward  of  the  application  for  is  not  essential 
unless  made  so  by  statute,   148. 

sales  of  property  of  ward,  proceedings  for  are  not  adverse,  148. 

HABEAS   CORPUS. 

1.  HABEAS  CORPUS  to  Test  Validity  of  Statute.— The  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  cannot  be  used  to  review  a  judgment  of  conviction 
under  which  a  prisoner  is  held  if  the  judgment  is  merely  erroneous, 
but  if  the  judgment  is  assailed  on  the  ground  that  it  is  void  because 
it  is  based  on  a  charge  made  under  an  invalid  provision  of  a  statute, 
and  the  charge  constitutes  no  offense  under  the  law  of  the  state,  the 
validity  of  the  provision  of  the  statute  defining  the  offense  may  be 
determined   on  habeas   corpus.      (Fla.)     Ex  parte   Knight,   191. 

2.  HABEAS  CORPUS— Void  Statute.— If  a  statute  on  which  a 
charge  of  crime  is  made  is  inoperative  and  void,  a  judgment  of  con- 
viction thereon  is  void,  and  persons  held  in  custody  under  such  judg- 
ment are  entitled  to  be  discharged  on  habeas  corpus.  (FJa.)  Ex 
parte  Knight,  191. 

HARBORS. 

See  Counties,  9-14. 

HIGHWAYS. 

Leaving!  Team  Unfastened. 

1.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Use  of  Horses  in  Streets- 
Duty  to  Fasten. — A  person  has  no  right  to  leave  his  horse  in  a  public 
street  unless  it  is  securely  fastened  or  in  charge  of  some  one  com- 
petent to  take  care  of  it,  and  he  is  bound  to  take  care  that  the  horse 
does  no  injury  in  consequence  of  being  frightened  by  anything  that 
may  occur.     (Colo.)     City  of  Denver  v.  Utzler,   108. 

Eeclless  Riding. 

2.  NEGLIGENCE— Parent  and  Child— Reckless  Riding  of  Child.— 
If  a  father  sends  his  young  son,  known  to  be  a  reckless  rider,  upon  the 
highway  to  deliver  a  message  upon  a  horse  known  to  be  unruly,  and 
which  the  son  is  unable  to  control,  such  father  is  guilty  of  negligence. 
(Ind.)     Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  356. 

3.  NEGLIGENCE — Proximate  Cause — Parent  and  Child-  Reckless 
Riding  of  Child. — If  a  father  sends  his  young  son,  known  to  be  a  reck- 
less rider,  upon  the  highway  to  deliver  a  message  upon  a  horse  known 
to  be  unruly,  and  which  the  son  is  unable  to  control,  and  which,  in 
consequence,   he   runs  into   a  carriage  causing  a  personal   injury,  ths 
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fatlior  is  guilty  of  negligence,  and   such   negligoncp   is   the   })r<)\ini;ite 
cause  of  the  injury.      (Ind.)     Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  o5(). 

4.  NEGLIGENCE — Anticipation  of  Injury. — To  constitute  action- 
able negligence  it  is  not  essential  that  the  coniplainiiig  jjartv  sliould 
make  it  appear  that  the  precise  injury  or  accident  which  did  occur 
could  have  teen  anticipated  or  foreseen  by  him.  (Ind.)  Broadsiroct 
V.  Hall,  35G. 

5.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Parent  and  Child  Negligence  of 
Child. — If  a  father  sends  his  young  son,  known  to  bo  a  reckless  rider, 
u[)on  the  highway,  to  deliver  a  message,  upon  a  horse  known  to  be 
unruly,  he  thereby  creates  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  between 
himself  and  his  son,  and  is  liable  on  account  of  the  son's  negligence 
in  riding  the  horse  along  the  highway  while  engaged  in  the  ])erform- 
ance  of  the  business  of  his  father.      (Ind.)      Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  3r)6. 

6.  NEGLIGENCE— Use  of  Highways.— Whoever  travels  over  and 
along  a  public  highway  must  do  so  in  such  a  manner  and  with  sucii 
care  as  is  consistent  with  the  rights  and  safety  of  others  traveling 
thereon.  A  violation  of  this  duty  is  negligence.  (Ind.)  Broadstreet 
v.   Hall,   356. 

7.  EVIDENCE — Negligence— Master  and  Servant. — In  an  action 
against  a  father  to  recover  for  a  personal  injury  inflicted  by  the  reck- 
less riding  of  his  son  on  an  unruly  horse  while  upon  an  errand  for  his 
father,  evidence  of  prior  specific  acts  of  careless  and  reckless  riding 
by  such  son  and  of  his  reputation  in  that  regard  is  admissible  to  chargu 
his  father  with  notice  or  knowledge  thereof,  and  of  his  ineoin^'etency, 
for  that  reason,  to  be  intrusted  with  the  control  and  management  of 
the  horse  at  the  time  he  was  sent  on  the  errand  in  question.  (Ind.) 
Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  356. 

Use  of  Automobiles. 

8.  AUTOMOBILES,  Operated  and  Propelled  in  a  manner  not  in- 
compatible with  the  safety  of  the  traveling  public,  have  equal  rights 
witli  other  vehicles  upon  the  public  highway,  subject  to  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  are  prescribed  by  law.  (Mo.)  State  v.  Swagerty, 
671. 

9.  AUTOMOBILES— Constitutional  Law — Special  Legislation.— A 
statute  regulating  the  operation  and  speed  of  automobiles  on  the  pub- 
lic streets,  roads,  and  highways  is  not  unconstitutional  as  special 
legislation  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  apply  to  all  vehicles  using 
the    public    highways.      (INIo.)      State    v.    Swagerty,    071. 

10.  AUTOMOBILES  -Police  Regulations. — A  statute  regulating  the 
operation  and  speed  of  automobiles  on  streets,  roads  and  highways,  if 
otherwise  valid,  is  a  police  regu!:' Mm,  and  clearly  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  enact,      (^lo.,      State   v.  Swagerty,   671. 

11.  AUTOMOBILES— Regulation  of  Speed.— The  validity  of  a  sec- 
tion of  a  statute  tixing  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  automobiles  may 
be  o])erated  upon  the  public  highway  does  not  depend  upon  the 
validilv  of  another  section  of  such  statute  requiring  tlie  obtaining 
of  a  li(M^nse  to  operate  an  automobile.      (Mo.)      State  v.   Swagerty.  (i7l. 

12.  AUTOMOBILES — Regulation  of  Speed. — A  statute  limiting  the 
rate  of  speed  at  which  automobiles  may  be  run  on  the  public  high- 
ways to  nine  miles  per  hour  is  witliin  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  enact,  and  cannot  V)e  declared  void  on  the  ground  that  it  is  un- 
reasonable.    (Mo.)      State   v.   Swagerty,  671. 

HOGS. 

Sec  "Municipal  (joriiural  iinis,  39-11. 
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HOMESTEADS. 

1.  HOMESTEAD,  Exemption  of  Proceeds  of  Voluntary  Sale  of 
from  Garnishment. — If  the  statutes  of  the  state  provide  that,  in 
case  of  the  sale  of  a  homestead,  any  subsequent  homestead  acquired 
by  the  proceeds  shall  be  exempt  from  attachment  or  execution,  the 
proceeds  of  a  voluntary  sale  of  a  homestead  which  its  vendors  intend 
to  invest  in  another  homestead  are  exempt  from  garnishment. 
(Wash.)     Bccher  v.  Shaw,  982. 

2.  A  HOMESTEAD  may  Exist  in  Lands  Held  by  a  Husband  and 
Wife   as  Joint  Tenants.     (111.)     Lininger  v.   Hclpenstell,   264. 

3.  HOMESTEAD— Joint  Tenancy. — If  lands  held  as  a  homestead 
belong  to  a  husband  and  wife  as  joint  tenants,  either  may,  as  against 
the  other,  insist  that  such  property  is  a  homestead,  and  not  subject 
to  transfer  except  in  the  manner  provided  for  the  conveyance  of 
homesteads.      (111.)     Lininger  v.  Helpenstcll,  264. 

4.  HOMESTEAD. — A  Conveyance  by  a  Husband  to  His  Wife  of  a 
Homestead,  not  joined  in  by  her,  is  inoperative.  (111.)  Lininger  v. 
Helpenstcll,  264. 

5.  HOMESTEAD. — A  Conveyance  by  a  Wife  of  Homestead  Prop- 
erty, not  joined  in  by  her  husband,  though  he  has  previously  executed 
a  deed  purporting  to  convey  the  prop^^rty  to  her,  is  void.  (111.)  Lin- 
inger V.  Hclpenstell,  264. 

6.  HOMESTEAD. — Upon  the  Decease  of  a  Wife,  a  homestead 
owned  by  her  and  her  husband  as  joint  tenants  vests  in  him  ex- 
clusively.    (111.)     Lininger   v.   Helpenstcll,   264. 

7.  HOMESTEADS — Lease. — The  Value  of  a  Homestead,  so  far  as 
'concerns  an  alleged  release  thereof  by  leasing  the  premises    for  the 

purpose  of  prospecting  for  oil  and  gas,  is  determinable  as  of  the  date 
of  the  lease,  and  not  as  of  the  time  when  gas  or  oil  is  discovered  by 
the   lessees.     (111.)     Bruner  v.  Hicks,   332. 

8.  HOMESTEAD. — A  lease  of  a  Homestead,  valued  at  less  than 
one  thousand  dollars,  for  the  purpose  of  prospecting  the  premises  for 
oil  and  gas,  for  an  indefinite  term  in  case  these  substances  are  dis- 
covered, is  void  and  will  sustain  no  rights  in  favor  of  the  lessee,  if 
the  lessors  have  not  released  their  homestead  right  in  the  manner 
provided  by  statute,  or  voluntarily  abandoned  possession  and  accepted 
rent  with  knowledge  of  the  facts.     (HI.)     Bruner  v.  Hicks,  332. 

HOMICIDE. 

J.s.sawZt  to  Kill. 

1.  ASSAULT  with  Intent  to  Kill.— The  gravamen  of  the  offense 
of  assault  with  intent  to  kill  is  the  intent  with  which  the  act  is 
done.     (Mo.)     State  v.  "Williamson,  678. 

2.  ASSAULT  with  Intent  to  Kill — Shooting  at  One,  Hitting  An- 
other.— If  a  person  shoots  at  one  person  with  intent  to  kill  him,  but 
accidentally  shoots  another,  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  an  assault  with 
intent  to  kill   the  latter.     (Mo.)     State   v.   Williamson,   678. 

Accidental  Killing. 

3.  HOMICIDE— Accidental  Killing.— Under  the  pica  of  not  guilty 
a  person  accused  of  murder  may  show  that  the  killing  was  accidental, 
and  if  the  testimony  satisfies  the  jury  that  the  killing  was  the  result 
of  an  accident,  it  should  return  a  verdict  of  not  guilty.  (Pa.)  Com- 
monwealth V.  Deitrick,  861. 

4.  HOMICIDE — Accidental  Killing. — Burden  of  Proof  in  homicide 
cases  where  the  defense  of  accidental  killing  is  set  up  does  not  shift, 
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l)ut  rests  on  the  prosrcntion  to  show  that  the  killing  was  willful  or 
intentional.      (Pa.)      Commonwealth  v.  Deitrick,   861. 

KiUivg  Misdemeanant. 

5.  HOMICIDE — Killing  to  Prevent  Escape. — Tf  a  misrlomennor  has 
been  committed,  and  is  charged  in  the  warrant,  flight  of  tlie  ac- 
eused  from  an  oflicer  even  after  actual  capture  and  custody,  there 
having  been  no  conviction,  will  not  justify  the  use  of  a  dcidly 
weaj)on,  and  a  killing  in  sucli  a  case  is  manslaughter  at  least,  (l^a.) 
Comumnwealth   v.   Loughhead,   896. 

6.  HOMICIDE — Killing  to  Prevent  Escape. — Tn  a  case  of  arrest 
for  misdemeanor,  an  officer  is  never  required  to  retreat,  and  may 
meet  force  with  force,  but  he  cannot  justifiably  take  the  life  of  a 
person  who  is  fleeing  from  arrest,  or  of  one  who  has  been  arrested 
and  has  escaped  from  custody  and  is  fleeing  from  him,  when  the  charge 
is  simply  a  misdemeanor.      (Pa.)      Commonwealth  v.  Loughhead,   896. 

Husband  and  wife. 

Antenuptial  Conveyance. 

1.  ANTENUPTIAL  DEED  in  Fraud  of  Wife  not  yet  Selected.— 

A  voluntary  conveyance,  made  to  defeat  the  marital  rights  of  tlie 
future  wife  of  the  grantor,  is  not  relieved  of  invalidity  by  the  fact 
tiiat  she  has  not  yet  been  selected.  (Iowa)  Beechley  v.  Beeeldcy, 
412. 

2.  ANTENUPTIAL  DEED. — Misrepresentation  of  the  Value  of 
his  property  by  the  grantor  in  an  antenuptial  deed  is  incompetent  to 
prove  fraud  in  its  execution.      (Iowa)      Beechley  v.  Beeehley,  412. 

3.  ANTENUPTIAL  DEED— Wlien  not  Fraudulent.— A  n  ante- 
nuptial deed,  if  not  voluntary,  will  be  set  aside  as  in  fraud  of  the 
woman  whom  the  grantor  thereafter  marries,  only  on  proof  tliat  the 
grantee  was  a  party  to  the  fraudulent  intent.  (Iowa)  Beechley  v. 
Beeehley.  412. 

4.  ANTENUPTIAL  DEED  to  Children  by  Former  Marriage. — 
A  voluntary  conveyance  to  the  children  of  the  grantor  by  a  former 
marriage  is  not  fraudulent  as  to  his  prospective  wife,  when  only  a 
reasonable  jirovision  is  made  for  them,  and  no  misrepresentation  is 
made  to   her.      (Iowa)      Beechley  v.  Beechley,  412. 

Interest  of   Wife  in  JTnsband's  Land. 

5.  STATUTES—Construction— Husband  and  Wife — Inchoate  In- 
terest of  Wife. — A  statute  providing  that  a  wife's  inchoate  inlerest 
in  lier  husband's  land  sliall  become  vested  where  his  land  is  sold  at 
judir'inl  siili"  must  be  liberallv  construed  in  her  favor.  (Ind.)  Green 
V.   Est.-ibrook,   340. 

6.  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.— Wife's  Inchoate  Eight  under  statute 
to  a  one-third  interest  in  her  liusband's  lands  is  a  substitute  for  dower. 
(liid.)      Creen   v.   Estabrook,  349. 

7.  MARRIED  WOMEN  are  Regarded  as  Purchasers  for  n  vjilnnbie 
consiileratlon  of  ;ill  projjcrty  which  accrues  to  them  by  virtue  iif  tiio 
inari'iai^e.      (Ind.)      Green  v.    Estabrook,    349. 

8.  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.— Wife's  vested  interest  wliieh  she 
tnkes  in  lier  liusband's  land  sold  at  judicial  sale  is  not  eiit  down  by 
re:ison  ot'  the  fact  tliat  the  demands  of  creditors  li.'ive  1m  en  satislied. 
(Ind.)      <-.!.en    v.     Est  ;ibro,,k,    ol9. 

9.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW -Husband  and  Wife— Wife's  In- 
choate Riglils. — A   statute  pro\idir'g  that  a  wile's  iucKoatc  iultrcbl  in 
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her  liusband's  larrls  sTiall  become  vested  when  snch  land  13  sold  at 
judicial  sale  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  property  without  due  process 
of  law.     (Ind.)     Green  v.  Estabrook,  349. 

Efect  of  Mortgage  Joined  in  hy  Wife. 

10.  MORTGAGES— Effect  of  Joinder  of  Wife  in.— If  a  wife  joins 
her  husband  in  a  mortgage  of  his  real  estate,  she  is  thereby  barred  of 
her  inchoate  interest  therein  as  against  the  mortgagee  and  his  privies. 
(Ind.)     Green  v.  Estabrook,  349. 

11.  MORTGAGES— Joinder  of  Wife  in  Rights  of  wife.— Tf  a  wife 
joins  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  on  his  hands,  she  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  on  foreclosure  that  her  husband's  interest  shall 
first  be  exposed  for  sale.     (Ind.)     Green  v.  Estabrook,  349. 

12.  MORTGAGES — Joinder  of  Wife  in — Rights  as  Against  Cred- 
itors.— If  a  wife  joins  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  on 
his  lands,  she  is  entitled  to  her  marital  interest,  as  against  creditors 
in  the  surplus  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  land  on  mortgage  fore- 
closure.    (Ind.)     Green  v.  Estabrook,  349. 

13.  MORTGAGES— Joinder  of  Wife  in  Rights  upon  Redemption. — 
A  wife  upon  redeeming  from  a  mortgage  in  which  she  has  joined  with 
her  husband  may  enforce  the  whole  claim  against  his  two-thirds  in- 
terest in  the  land.     (Ind.)      Green  v.  Estabrook,   349. 

14.  MORTGAGES — Joinder  of  Wife  in — roreclosure  Rights  of 
Wife. — If  a  wife  joins  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  mortgage 
on  his  land,  and  upon  foreclosure  the  court  orders  that  his  two-thirds 
interest  shall  first  be  exposed  for  sale,  and  it  sells  for  a  sum  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  mortgage  debt,  the  unsold  interest  of  the  wife  vests 
in  her  when  the  year  for  redemption  expires.  (Ind.)  Green  v.  Esta- 
brook,  349. 

15.  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE — Mortgages— Redemption.— If  a  hus- 
band redeems  his  land  sold  at  judicial  sale,  the  inchoate  interest  of 
his  wife  therein  does  not  become  choate.  (Ind.)  Green  v.  Estabrook, 
349. 

See  Deeds,  5-6,  Homesteads. 
Note. 
Industrial   Schools.     See   Reform   Schools   and    Reformatories. 

INFANTS. 

INFANTS — Ratification  of  Invalid  Sale  of  Land. — If  a  decree 
of  court  rendered  without  jurisdiction  attempts  to  create  a  lien  on  cer- 
tain land  of  a  father  in  favor  of  his  minor  children  whose  land  he  is 
authorized  to  sell  for  reinvestment,  to  secure  them  in  the  purchase 
money,  and  afterward  divides  all  of  his  land  among  them  by  deeds 
of  gift,  the  acceptance  of  such  deeds  does  not  amount  to  a  ratification 
of  such  invalid  sale  of  the  land  of  the  children,  nor  preclude  them 
from  attacking  it.     (Mo.)     Heady  v.   Grouse,   643. 

See   Equity,   Ij   Judgments,   12;   Process;    Reformation   of   Deeds. 

Note. 

Infants,  jurisdiction   of   equity,  inherent  power   of,  to   direct  sale  of 
property  of,  decisions  aflSrming,  656-659. 
jurisdiction  of  equity  over,  origin  and  history  of,  655. 
jurisdiction    of    equity    to    appropriate    property    to    payment    of 

claims,  656. 
jurisdiction   of   equity   to   direct   sale   of   equitable   real   property 
of,  659. 
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Infants,  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  direct  sale  of  property  of,  deeisions 
affirmiDg,   656-659. 

jurisdiction  of  equity  to  direct  sale  of  property  of,  English  rule, 
G55. 

jurisdiction    of   equity   to   direct   sale    of   real    property   for   pur- 
poses of  reinvestment,  657. 

jurisdiction  of  equity  to  direct  sale  of  real  property  to  promote 
best  interests  of,  657. 

jurisdiction   of   equity  to   sell   real   property   of  is   dependent   on 
statutes;  sale  of  real  property  of,  power  of  equity  to  authorize, 
655-659. 
See  Juvenile  Courts;  Eeform  Schools  and  Reformatories. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  INJUNCTION — Breach  of  Contract. — Generally,  an  injunction 
will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  a  breach  of  contract  when  the  com- 
plainant's promises  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they  could  not  be 
sjiccifically  enforced,  unless  they  have  already  been  performed. 
(Ind.)     Fowler  Utilities  Co.  v.  Gray,  344. 

2.  INJUNCTION — Breach  of  Contract — Specific  Performance. — 
General  rules  of  law  governing  suits  for  specilic  performauce  of  con- 
tracts govern  suits  for  injunction  to  prevent  the  breach  of  a  contract. 
(Ind.)     Fowler  Utilities  Co.  v.  Gray,  344. 

S.  INJUNCTION — Breach  of  Contract. — An  injunction  will  not  lie 
to  restrain  an  apprehended  injury  resulting  from  a  breach  of  contract, 
unless  the  petitioner  is  without  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  the  con- 
tract itself  is  free  from  doubt  and  not  uncertain  or  vague  in  its  terms 
cr  provisions.     (Ind.)     Fowler  Utilities  Co.  v.   Gray,  344. 

See    Elections,   4;    Nuisances. 

INSANE   PERSONS. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT — Insane  Persons. — An  insane  person 
cannot  havu  an  agent,  because  he  cannot  delegate  [)o\\its  eitlicr  di- 
rectly   or    by    implication    of    law.     (Utah)     Reams    v.    Taylor,    930. 

INSTRUCTIONS. 

See   Trial. 

INSURANCE. 

Authority  of  Agents  and  Waivers  by  Them. 

1.  INSURANCE  AGENT— Scope  of  Authority.— When  an  insur- 
ance agent  has  been  autliori/.ed  to  deliver  drafts  in  settle  nicnt  of  a 
claim,  his  acts  and  declarations  in  efifecting  a  settlement  bind  his 
principal,  regardless  of  restrictions  on  his  authority  contained  in  the 
policy.      (Iowa)      New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.   v.  Chittenden,  4i4. 

2.  INSURANCE,  FIRE — Waiver  of  Conditions. — An  insurance 
company  may  waive  conditions  inserted  in  the  jiolicy  for  its  benefit, 
and  such  waiver  may  be  inferred  from  the  conduct  of  its  agents  and 
representatives,  (ind.)  Providence  WashingLou  Ins.  Co.  v.  Woif, 
395. 

Arbitration  of  Loss. 

3.  INSURANCE,  FIRE— Waiver  of  Arbitration.  -Thr^  insured  is 
released  from  complying  with  a  contract   lo   submit  the  loss  under  a 
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fire  policy  to  arbitration,  as  a  condition  precpdcnt  to  bringing  suit, 
by  any  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  insurer's  representatives  which  has 
the  effect  of  unreasonably  delaying  or  preventing  an  appraisal  from 
being  had  or  an  award  being  made.  (Ind.)  Providence  Washing- 
ton Ins.  Co.  V.  Wolf,  395. 

4.  INSURANCE,  FIRE — Waiver  of  Arbitration— Question  for 
Jury. — Whether  arbitration  of  a  fire  insurance  loss  failed  on  account 
of  the  fraud  of  either  party,  and  whether  delay  and  failure  to  demand 
an  appraisal  or  to  proceed  therewith  in  a  reasonable  time,  if  agreed 
upon,  constitute  a  waiver,  are  questions  for  the  jury  to  determine. 
(Ind.)     Providence    Washington   Ins.    Co.    v.    Wolf,    395. 

5.  INSURANCE,  FIRE  —  Arbitration  —  Appraisement.  —  A  pro- 
vision in  a  fire  insurance  policy  that  the  loss  is  to  be  paid  sixty  days 
after  due  notice  and  satisfactory  proof  of  loss  has  been  received  does 
not  give  the  insurer,  after  he  has  agreed  to  an  appraisal  and  named 
an  appraiser,  an  absolute  right  to  sixty  days  within  which  to  com- 
mence the  appraisal.  (Ind.)  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Wolf,  395. 

6.  INSURANCE,  FIRE — Appraisement — Time  for. — The  right  of 
the  insured  to  have  an  appraisal  of  his  loss  under  an  agreement  there- 
for is  not  indefinite  as  to  time,  but  such  appraisal  must  be  completed 
by  the  insurer  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  what  is  such  reasonable 
time  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine. 
(Ind.)     Providence   Washington  Ins.   Co.  v.   Wolf,   395. 

7.  INSURANCE,  FIRE — Appraisement — Waiver. — In  an  action  on 
a  fire  insurance  policy  where  the  defense  is  set  up  that  a  required  ap- 
praisement has  not  been  made,  an  instruction  that  such  requirement 
might  be  waived  and  that  the  insurer's  conduct  should  be  considered 
on  the  question  of  waiver  by  unreasonable  delay  is  proper,  and  not 
open  to  the  objection  that  it  permits  the  jury  to  put  a  too  liberal 
construction  upon  the  contract  of  insurance.  (Ind.)  Providence 
Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wolf,  395. 

8.  PLEADING — Plea  in  Abatement — Plea  in  Bar — Estoppel. — An 
insurer,  by  pleading  a  provision  of  his  policy  for  the  arbitration  of 
the  amount  of  the  loss,  and  that  he  has  not  waived  such  provision,  in 
abatement  of  the  action,  and'  procuring  an  unsuccessful  trial  on  such 
plea,  cannot  thereafter  change  his  position  and  claim  that  the  matter 
so  pleaded  in  abatement  is  a  matter  in  bar  of  the  action  to  recover 
on  the  policy.     (Ind.)     Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wolf,  395. 

Froof  of  Loss. 

9.  INSURANCE,  FIRE.— Waiver  of  Proof  of  Loss  by  the  insurer 
within  a  specified  time  may  be  inferred  from  such  acts  and  conduct 
as  are  inconsistent  with  an  intention  to  insist  upon  a  strict  perform- 
ance.    (Ind.)     Providence    Washington   Ins.   Co.   v.    Wolf,   395. 

10.  INSURANCE,  FIRE— Waiver  of  Proof  of  Loss.— A  distinct 
recognition  of  liability  by  the  insurer,  as  by  an  offer  to  pay  all  or 
a  part  of  the  loss,  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  formal  notice  and  proof  of 
loss  or  of  defects  therein.  (Ind.)  Providence  W^ashington  Ins.  Co, 
V.   Wolf,   395. 

Accident  Insurance. 

11.  ACCIDENT  INSURANCE— Construction  Favorable  to  In- 
sured.— A  construction  as  favorable  to  the  insured  as  reasonably 
may  be  must  be  given  to  a  policy  of  insurance,  but  only  a  natural 
ami  iDgieal  construction,  not  a  strained  or  sophistical  one.  (Minn.) 
Bader   v.   Xow   Amsterdam   Cas.   Co.,   613. 

12.  ACCIDENT  INSURANCE— Ordinary  Sense  of  Words.— The 
language  of  the  parties  to  a  policy  of  inaurauce  must  be  given   its- 
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natural  and  ordinary  moaning;  the  words  are  to  be  talton  in  thoir 
jiojiular  sense,  in  the  absence  of  anything  showing  a  contrary  inten- 
tion.     (Minn.)     Bader    v.    New    Amstertlam    Cas.    Co.,    GKi. 

13.  ACCIDENT  INSUKANCE— Shooting  by  Burglar.— Where  a 
man  is  sliot  by  a  biirghir  and  dies  a  few  hours  afterward  from  tlie 
wound,  his  beneficiary  is  entitled  to  one-half,  but  not  the  wiiole 
amount,  of  ordinary  accident  indemnitj^,  under  a  provision  in  the 
]i()licy  on  his  life  wliieli  does  not  exclutle  indemnity  for  loss  by  acci- 
dent caused  by  sunstrolte,  freezing,  poison,  somnambulism,  racing, 
shooting,  wrestling,  etc.,  but  which  in  such  cases  limits  the  liability 
of  the  insurer  to  one-half  the  amount  of  ordinary  indemnity  specified 
for  such  loss.     (Minn.)     Bader  v.   New   Amsterdam   Cas.   Co.,   613. 

Fidelity  Bonds. 

14.  INSUBANCE— Fidelty  Bond— Breach  of  Warranty  to  Ex- 
amine Account. — If  an  application  for  an  officer's  fidelity  bond  con- 
tains a  statement  that  liis  accounts  shall  be  examined  and  verified 
by  his  employer  quarterly,  and  tliat  such  statement  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  a  warranty,  and  tlie  bond  provides  that  the  guarantor  shall 
be  notified  immediately  upon  discovering  any  fraud  or  dishonesty  on 
the  part  of  such  officer,  tlie  verification  of  sucli  officer's  accounts  as 
required  by  his  bond  is  not  satisfied  by  accepting  as  true,  the 
amount  wliich  he  has  in  bank,  as  shown  by  his  deposit  book,  without 
any  investigation  to  ascertain  from  the  bank  whether  such  book 
represents  the  true  state  of  his  account,  and  in  case  of  the  officer's 
defalcation  the  guarantor  is  not  liable  on  the  bond.  (Colo.)  United 
States  Fidelity  etc.   Co.  v.   Downey,   128. 

See  Beneficial  Association;  Executors  and  Administrators,  4. 

INTERSTATE   COMMERCE. 

See   Intoxicating   Liquors. 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS. 

1.  INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Power  of  Municipalities  to  Con- 
trol Traffic  in. — Tlie  business  of  handling  and  soiling  intoxicating 
liquor  may  be  licensed,  regulated,  restrained,  or  prohibited  by  the  legis- 
lature, without  limit,  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  this 
])owcr  may  be  exjiressly  delegated  to  municipalities.  (Ind.)  Sclimidt 
V.   City   of   Indianapolis,   385. 

2.  INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Interstate  Commerce.— Intoxicat- 
ing liquors  when  transported  as  articles  of  interstate  commerce  and 
delivered  to  the  consignee  are  subject  to  tlie  police  regulations  of  tlie 
several  states,  and  of  the  cities  therein  under  power  delegated  by  the 
state.      (Ind.)      Schmidt    v.    City   of    Indiana))olis,    385. 

3.  INTOXICATING  LIQUOR— Power  to  License  Traffic— The 
]iolice  power  may  be  rightfully  exercised  in  the  levy  of  such  a  license 
tax  as  will  limit  and  discourage  the  business  of  handling  and  selling 
intoxicating  liquors,  and  this  power  necessarily  imjilies  the  right  to 
fix  the  amount  of  the  license  fee.  (Ind.)  Schmidt  v.  City  of  In- 
dianapolis,   ;',S5. 

4.  INTOXICATING  LIQUORS— Amount  of  License  Fee.— The 
power  to  license  and  to  fix  the  fee  to  be  charged  for  canyiug  on  the 
business  of  dealing  in  intoxicating  lic^uors  being  lodged  in  a  munici- 
jiality,  the  amount  to  be  exacted  will  be  disturbed  only  in  case  (»f  a 
manifest  abuse  of  power,  (Ind.)  Schmidt  v.  City  of  Indianapolis, 
385. 
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8.  INTOXICATINO  LIQUOBS  —  Ordinances  —  Discrimination. — 
A  municipal  ordinance  imposing  a  license  fee  upon  all  breweries, 
distilleries,  and  depots  thereof,  established  within  the  city,  is  not  un- 
justly discriminating,  though  it  defines  the  places  which  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  depots,  so  as  to  include  a  brewery  outside  the  city  shipping 
beer  to  be  a  resident  agent  to  be  sold  in  such  city.  (Ind.)  Schmidt 
V.  City  of  Indianapolis,  385. 

6.  INTOXICATING  LIQUOBS — Interstate  Commerce. — Intoxicat- 
ing liquors  are  articles  of  commerce,  and  as  such,  while  being  trans- 
ported from  state  to  state,  are  within  the  protection  of  that  clause  of 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States  which  gives  to  Congress  the 
power  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  sev- 
eral states,  and  thus  are  subject  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  Con- 
gress.    (Me.)     State    v.   Intoxicatng   Liquors,   504. 

7.  INTOXICATING  LIQUOBS — Interstate  Commerce — Delivery. 
Under  the  act  of  Congress  known  as  the  "Wilson  Act,"  a  state  stat- 
ute must  permit  the  delivery  of  an  interstate  shipment  of  intoxicating 
liquors  to  the  consignee  within  the  state,  but,  after  such  delivery,  the 
state  has  power  to  prevent  the  sale  of  the  liquor,  even  in  the  original 
package.     (Me.)     State   v.   Intoxicating  Liquors,   504. 

8.  INTOXICATING  LIQUOBS — Interstate  Commerce — Arrival  In 
State. — Placing  of  an  interstate  shipment  of  intoxicating  liquor  in 
the  carrier's  warehouse  to  be  delivered  to  the  consignee  does  not 
constitute  their  arrival  in  the  state,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
of  Congress  known  as  the  "Wilson  Act,"  so  as  to  subject  them  to 
state  laws  or  seizure  thereunder.  (Me.)  State  v.  Intoxicating 
Liquors,    504. 

9.  INTOXICATING  LIQUORS — Interstate  Commerce — Binding 
Effect  of  Decisions. — The  decisions  of  the  United  States  supreme 
court  upon  the  question  of  the  interpretation  and  application  of  the 
interstate  commerce  clause  of  the  United  States  constitution,  and  the 
act  of  Congress,  known  as  the  "Wilson  Act,"  relating  to  interstate 
shipments  of  intoxicating  liquors,  are  conclusive  and  binding  upon  the 
state   courts.     (Me.)     State   v.    Intoxicating   Liquors,    504. 

10.  INTOXICATING  LIQUOBS— Interstate  Commerce— DeUvery. 
Though  interstate  transportation  of  intoxicating  liquors  may  end  be- 
fore delivery,  interstate  commerce  therein  does  not  end  before  deliv- 
ery to  the  consignee,  either  actual  or  constructive,  so  as  to  subject  the 
shipment  to  the  police  powers  of  the  state.  (Me.)  State  v.  In- 
toxicating Liquors,   504. 

11.  INTOXICATING  LIQUOBS — Interstate  Commerce — Delivery. 
An  interstate  shipment  of  intoxicating  liquor  into  the  state  is  not 
subject  to  state  police  regulation  until  there  has  been  a  delivery  to 
the  consignee,  and  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  consignee  is 
known  to  the  carrier  or  not,  nor  whether  the  name  of  the  consignee 
is    fictitious.     (Me.)     State    v.    Intoxicating    Liquors,    504. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  47,  48. 

IBBIGATION  COMPANY. 

See    Waters    and    Watercourses,    3. 

JUDGMENTS. 

Validity. 

1.  JUDGMENTS — Collateral  Attack. — A  judgment  may  be  col- 
laterally attacked  for  error  in  assuming  jurisdiction,  but  it  cannot  be 
thus  attacked  for  an  error  committed  in  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction 
legally  obtained.     (Colo.)     Mortgage  Trust  Co.  v.  Eedd,  132. 
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2.  JUDGMENTS — Presumption  as  to  Jurisdiction. — Tf  a  jiulf^nncnt 
of  a  court  of  genrral  jurisdiction  is  rendered  in  a  special  statutory 
j)roceeding,  the  same  presumptions  of  jurisdiction  attach  thereto  as 
to  a  judgment  of  the  same  coni-t  when  proceediiiff  according  to  the 
oniirse  of  the  common  law.  (Colo.)  Mortgage  Trust  Co.  v.  Kcdd, 
132. 

3.  JUDGMENT— Absence  of  Bona  Fide  Debt.— A  judgment  fraud- 
ulently oht.'iined  because  no  bona  fide  debt  existed  is  not  void,  but 
merely  voidnble,  at  the  instance  of  the  ])arty  aggrieved  when  he 
promptly    seeks    relief.      (111.)      Deadman    v.    Yantis,    291. 

4.  JUDGMENTS — Wrong  Reason  Therefor. — If  a  judgment  is 
right,  even  though  the  reasons  given  tlurefor  wholly  fail  to  sustain 
It,  or  would  logically  lead  to  a  different  one,  it  must  stand.  (Pa.) 
Corgan  v.  (Jeorge  V.  Lee  Coal  Co.,  891. 

Conchi.'iirrrir.ts  avd  Ees  Jurlicnta. 

5.  JUDGMENTS— Privity  Between  Defendants. — The  assignee  of 
county  ortlers  who  with  the  assignor  thereof  is  a  defendant  to  an  ac- 
tion, in  which  such  orders  are  declared  void,  is  in  privity  with  such 
assignor,  and  the  judgment  in  such  suit  is  binding  as  between  them. 
(Wis.)      Giblin    v.    North    Wisconsin    L.    Co.,    1040. 

6.  JUDGMENTS— Res  Judicata.— If  plaintifip  makes  a  claim  hos- 
tile to  each  and  every  defendant  in  a  suit  asserting  that  an  instru- 
ment for  the  payment  of  money  in  which  each  of  the  defendants 
claims  an  interest,  either  as  present  holder  or  as  privy  to  the  present 
holder,  by  reason  of  being  a  transferrer  of  the  present  holder,  is 
fraudulent  and  void,  and  ol)tains  a  decree  affirming  his  claim  against 
such  instrument,  it  must  be  held  fraudulent  and  void  in  any  subse- 
quent litigation  between  the  same  parties  however  they  are  arrayed 
against  each  other  in  such  subsequent  litigaton.  (Wis.)  Giblin  v. 
North   ^Visconsin  L.   Co.,   1010. 

7.  JUDGMENTS— Cancellation  of  Void  County  Orders.— A  judg- 
ment iu  an  action  canceling  and  declaring  void  certain  county 
orders  is  a  decree  quasi  in  rem,  and  establishes  prima  facie  as  against 
all  persons  the  status  of  such  orders.  (Wis.)  Giblin  v.  North  Wis- 
consin   L.    Co.,    1040. 

8.  RES  JUDICATA. — A  judgment  in  a  suit  to  quiet  title  to  one 
part  of  a  tract  of  land  is  conclusive  in  a  subsequent  suit  involving 
the  balance  of  the  tract  dejiending  on  the  same  title  and  between 
the  si'.ino  parties  or  their  ]irivies.      (Wash.)      Bird  v.  Winyer,  9i)5. 

9.  JUDGMENTS — Res  Judicata. — Where  one  who  has  constructed 
a  lailroud  under  a  contract  to  receive  money,  also  stock  and  bonds 
jilnccd  with  a  trust  company,  sues  tlie  railroad  company,  joinijig  the 
trust  conipany  as  defendant,  but  dismissing  it  at  the  trial,  and  is 
adjudged  entitled  to  a  lien,  the  money,  and  a  ceitain  amount  of  stock. 
no  niuney  judgnuuit  being  rendered  for  the  stock,  because  ha\ing 
no  |iecuni;irv  \'alue,  the  judgment  docs  not  bar  him  from  suing  in 
equity  to  cnmiiel  the  trust  compnny  to  deliver  the  cc^rtificates  of  stock 
and  the  i-ailruad  company  to  make  a  transi'cr  of  flie  shares  on  its 
books.      (:Mo.)      P.aumholV   v.   St.   L(uiis   etc.   R.   ]l.   Co.,   71.1. 

10.  JUDGMENTS— Who  Bound  by.— If  a  testator,  dyinix  chiMlcss, 
de\!s(s  his  laiul  to  his  's\-i(lovv,  with  reuKiinder  to  the  heirs  of  her 
liody,  and  alter  she  marries  ag.ain  and  has  children,  she  and  lier  hus- 
band obtain  a  decree  against  tliein  an  t  liei-i/.ir.g  a  sale  of  tiie  land  for 
reinvestment,  the  childi'en  of  a  daiigliter  nt"  such  widow,  born  afti'r 
tlie  entry  ef  the  decree,  such  daugliter  having  died  before  liu'  wi(bnv, 
aie  Jiut  biuiiei  by  it,  as  tliey  di'ii\e  title,  nut  by  iuheritauce  from  their 
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mother,  but  directly  from  the  will  as  being  heirs  of  the  body  of  their 
grandmother.     (Mo.)     Heady  v,    Crouse,   643. 

11.  JUDGMENTS — Res  Judicata — Questions  not  Identical. — A  de- 
cision that  a  certain  decree  and  a  deed  in  pursuance  thereof  did  not 
devest  the  fee,  and  that  they  should  be  disregarded  in  determining 
where  the  fee  rested,  is  not  conclusive  of  whether  the  deed  can  be  re- 
formed by  strildng  out  the  words  "bodily  heirs."  (111.)  Teel  v. 
Dunnihoo,    319. 

12.  JUDGMENTS — Conclusiveness  Against  Minors. — Where  the 
court  acquired  ^iurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  subject  matter,  then, 
although  errors  subsequently  intervened,  the  title  of  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  under  the  decree  cannot  be  impeached  by  minor  parties  to 
the    suit.     (Til.)     Teel    v.    Dunnihoo,    319. 

13.  JUDGMENTS — Res  Judicata.— Where  Some  Controlling  Fact 
or  question  material  to  the  determination  of  both  causes  of  action  ha» 
been  deterniinod  in  a  former  suit,  and  the  same  fact  or  question  is 
again  at  issue  between  the  same  parties,  its  adjudication  in  the  first 
will,  if  properly  presented,  be  conclusive  of  the  same  question  in  the 
latter  suit,  irrespective  of  whether  or  not  the  cause  of  action  is  the 
same   in  both   suits.     (111.)     Teel   v.   Dunihoo,   319. 

14.  JUDGMENTS — Conclusiveness  Against  Parties. — Where  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  subject  matter  makes 
findings  of  fact  in  its  decree  upon  which  innocent  parties  rely,  such 
facts,  when  again  called  in  question  in  a  subsequent  suit  by  a  party 
or  privy  to  the  first  suit,  are  regarded  as  established  by  the  findings- 
in  the  first  degree.     (111.)     Teel  v.  Dunnihoo,  319. 

Limitation  of  Actions. 

15.  LIMITATIONS  OF  ACTIONS  upon  Judgments. — There  is  no 
statute  of  limitations  in  Massachusetts  fixing  the  time  after  which  an 
action  cannot  be  sustained  upon  a  judgment.  The  statute  providing 
that  a  judgment  or  decree  shall  be  presumed  to  be  satisfied  and  paid 
twenty  years  after  its  rendition  creates  a  presumption,  and  not  a 
limitation,  and  a  judgment  may,  therefore,  be  recovered  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
the  action  upon  it,  if  the  evidence  rebuts  the  presumption  of  its  pay- 
ment.    (Mass.)     Haynes   v.   Blanchard,    551. 

16.  LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS  upon  Judgments.— A  statute  im- 
posing a  limitation  of  twenty  years  upon  actions  upon  contracts  does 
not  apply  to  an  action  on  a  judgment.  (Mass.)  Haynes  v.  Blan- 
chard, 551. 

See    Executions. 

JUDICIAL   OFFICERS. 

See    Constitutional    Law,    10-13. 

JUDICIAL    SALE. 

JUDICIAL  SALE,  Mistake  in  Notice  of. — The  naming  of  the 
date  of  sale  in  the  notice  thereof  as  June  1,  1093,  instead  of  ls03,  is 
a  trivial  irregularity  which  could  mislead  no  one,  and  is  cured  by  the 
confirmation  of  the  sale.     (Ark.)     Neflf  v.  Elder,  67. 

JURISDICTION. 

See   Courts;    Ejectment;    Judgments. 
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JURY. 

JURY — Right  to,  In  Equity. — The  right  of  trial  by  jury,  con- 
sidered  as   an   absolute   right,   does   not   extend  to   cases  of   equitable 
jurisdiction.     (111.)     Shedd  v.  Seefeld,  2G9. 
Note. 
Jury  Trial.     See  Reform  Schools  and  Eeformatoriea. 

JUVENILE    COURTS. 

See    Courts,    5-13. 

LABOR   UNIONS. 

See    Conspiracy, 

LACHES. 

See  Equity,  5-6. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

In  General. 

1.  LEASES — Provision  for  Renewal  Invalid  for  Indeflniteness. — 

A  provision  in  a  lease  that  the  lessee  may  have  the  "privilege  of  five 
years  longer,  he  paying  additional  rent  on  revaluation  now  fixed  at 
five  hundred  dollars,"  no  ])rovision  being  made  as  to  how  or  when 
the  revaluation  should  be  determined,  is  too  vague  and  indefinite  to 
constitute  a  valid  covenant  for  renewal.     (111.)     Streit   v.   Fay,  304. 

2.  LEASES— Holding  Over — Tenancy  from  Year  to  Year. — Where 
a  lessee  is  sufi'ered  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  premises  for 
more  than  a  year  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  during  which 
]ieriod  the  rent  was  collected  from  him,  he  becomes  a  tenant  from  year 
to   year.     (111.)     Streit   v.   Fay,   304. 

3.  LEASES— Refusal  to  Pay  Rent.— Where  the  ownership  of 
leased  premises  is  in  doubt,  a  statement  by  the  lessee,  when  asked  for 
the  rent,  that  he  will  pay  it  when  he  knows  the  right  party  to  pay 
to,  is  not  a  refusal  of  payment  nor  a  denial  of  the  demandant's 
right    as   landlord.      (111.)      Streit    v.   Fay,    304. 

4.  LEASE. — A  Tenancy  from  Year  to  Year  cannot  be  Terminated 
by  a  demand  for  immediate  possession,  but  the  tenant  must  be  noti- 
fied to  quit  in  accordance  with  the  statute.  (111.)  tStreit  v.  Fay, 
304. 

Dangerotis  Premises. 

5.  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT — Risk  Assumed  by  the  Latter. — 

A  tenant  accepting  a  lease  of  ijremises  known  to  be  in  a  dangerous 
condition  must  be  deemed  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  or  to 
have  assumed  the  risk,  and  hence  cannot  recover  for  ]jersoual  injuries 
subsetjuently  suffered  through  such  condition.  (Utah)  Reams  v. 
Taylor,    930. 

6.  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.— A  tenant  accepting  a  lease  and 
taking  possession  of  premises  on  which  are  dangerous  defects  sliould 
either  repair  the  defects  and  deduct  the  cost  from  th(>  rent,  ox  sur- 
render the  premises,  and  failing  to  do  either,  if  he  is  injured  l\v  such 
defects    cannot    recover    therefor.      (Utah)      Keams    v.    Taylor,    930. 

Vnlan-fiiJ  Ddnincr. 

7.  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT— Unlawful  Detainer.— An  action 
of  iiuhiwrul  (lel.'iiiier  i|o(  s  not  lie  to  dcteruniie  the  rights  of  the 
jjarlics   in   the   property   sued   for.      (Ark.)      Washington   v.   Moore,   29. 
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8.  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT— Unlawful  Detainer— Disputed 
Title. — A  tenant  cannot  dispute  the  title  of  his  landlorrl  so  long  as  he 
roinains  in  possession  under  him.  He  cannot  acquire  possession  under 
the  lease  and  then  dispute  the  title.  (Ark.)  Washington  v.  Moore, 
29. 

9.  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT— Unlawful  Detainer— Purchase  of 

the  Property  by  the  Tenant. — In  an  action  of  unlawful  detainer,  tlio 
plea  by  the  tenant  tliat  he  has  purchased  the  property  of  the  plaintiH' 
and  received  a  bond  for  the  title,  and  has  paid  of  the  purchase 
price  all  except  a  sum  designated,  which  sum  the  tenant  pleads  that 
he  la  willing  to  pay  if  the  i)laintifif  will  accept  it,  may  be  struck  out 
on  motion  of  the  plaintiff.     (Ark.)     Washington  v.  Moore,  29. 

See    Homesteads,    7,    8. 

Note. 

Laws,  retrospective,  attempting  to  change  uses  to  which  property  may 
be   applied,  473. 
retrospective,  cemetery,  prohibiting  use  of  property  as,  473. 
retrospective,  to  correct  mistakes  or  carry  out  the  intention  of 

the  parties,  469. 
retrospective,  validating  marriages,  469. 
retrospective,   validating  municipal   ordinances,  469. 
retrospective,  what  forbidden  as,  468. 

LEGISLATURE. 

See    Constitutional    Law. 

LICENSE    TAX. 

See   Taxation,   3,   4. 

LIMITATION   OF  ACTIONS. 

1.  LIMITATIONS — Suit  to  Quiet  Title.— Where  a  mortgagee  ob- 
tains a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title  and  takes  possession  of  tlie 
premises,  a  suit  by  him  to  enjoin  a  sale  under  an  attachment  levied 
prior  to  the  conveyance  is  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  to  quiet  title,  rather 
tlian  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  ot' 
limitations.      (Or.)     Katz  v.   Obenchnin,  821. 

2.  LIMITATION  OP  ACTIONS— Minority— Marriage.— If  a  wife, 
during  her  minority,  executes  a  conveyance  of  her  land,  and  afterward 
obtains  a  void  decree  of  divorce  and  contracts  a  second  marriage,  and 
on  attaining  her  majority  executes  a  second  conveyance  to  the  same 
grantee,  after  which  her  first  husband  dies,  and  both  her  conveyances 
arc  void,  the  statute  of  limitations  against  any  action  by  her  to  re- 
cover the  land  commences  to  run  on  the  death  of  her  first  husband. 
(Mo.)     Hinkle  v.  Lovelace,  698. 

See    Adverse    Possession;    Equity,    5,    6;    Judgments,    15,    16. 

Note. 

Limitation  of  Actions,  constitutionality  of  laws   prescribing,  479,  480. 

LIS  PENDENS. 

1.  LIS  PENDENS. — Parties  Who,  After  the  Commencement  of  the 
Suit,  acquire  title  to  real  property,  are  eliargtd  with  notice  of  such 
coniniLnceuient.      (Ark.)      Neff    v.    Elder,    67. 
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2.  LIS  PENDElSrS — Prior  PurchaKCrs  and  Assi»meep. — A  niort- 
f];agoo  ami  his  assignees  are  not  affected  by  a  suit  hvouglit  after  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  to  which  they  are  not  parties.  (Arii.) 
Ne£E  V.  Elder,  67. 

LIVESTOCK. 

See    Animals;    Railroads. 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

1.  MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION— Probable  Cause  When  Question 
of  Law.- — In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  the  question  as  to 
whether  there  was  i)robable  cause  is  one  solely  of  law,  if  the  facts 
are  undis]>nted.      (Wis.)      King  v.  Apple  "River  Power  Co.,  1063. 

2.  MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION— Probable  Cause— Advice  of 
Counsel — Statement  of  Facts. — If  a  person  takes  the  advice  of 
repulable  counsel  based  upon  a  full,  fair  and  honest  statement  of  all 
the  facts  and  information  within  such  person's  knowledge  before 
making  a  criminal  complaint,  honestly  believing  the  one  charged 
to  be  guilty,  he  has  probable  cause  as  matter  of  law  for  his  action, 
and  is  not  subject  to  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution.  The  term 
"full,  fair  and  honest  statement  of  all  the  facts,"  as  here  used, 
does  not  mean  all  the  facts  discoverable,  but  all  the  facts  withiu 
the  knowledge  of  the  person  making  the  statement.  (Wis.)  King 
V.   Apple   Eiver   Power   Co.,   1063. 

MANDAMUS. 

COUNTIES — Expenditures  by — Mandamus  to  Enforce. — Tf  an 

expenditure  by  a  county  is  authorized  by  a  valid  law,  and  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  amount  due  by  the  county  is  ascertained  and  ap- 
proved as  the  law  directs,  there  being  no  question  as  to  bona  fides,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  county  commissioners  to  audit,  approve,  and  pay 
the  same,  and  such  payment  may  be  enforced  by  mandamus,  (i'la.) 
Board  of  County  Commrs.  v.  Board  of  Pilot  Commrs.,  19G. 

MARRIAGE. 

See  Breach   of  Marriage   Contract, 
Note. 
Marriages,  constitutionality  of  statutes  validating,  469. 

MASTER    AND    SERVANT. 

Discharge  of  Employe. 

1.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Emplojmient  for  Definite  Term^ 

Right  to  Discharge. — Under  a  contract  of  employment  for  a  definite 
term,  provided  the  duties  of  the  employment  are  satisfactorily  per- 
formed, the  employer  has  the  absolute  right,  whenever  he  becomes 
in  good  faith  dissatisfied  with  the  services  of  the  employe,  to  dis- 
clinrge  him,  and  it  is  immaterial  in  such  case  that  in  fact  no  valid 
grounds  for  the  discharge  exist.  (Pa.)  Corgan  v.  George  F.  Lee 
Coal   Co.,    891. 

2.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Employment  for  Definite  Term- 
Eight  to  Discharge. — Under  a  contract  of  employment  for  a  definite 
term,  provided  the  duties  of  the  employment  are  satisfactorily  per- 
formed, the  employer  has  the  right,  wlienever  he  becomes  in  good 
faith  dissatisfied  with  the  services  of  the  employe,  to  discharge  him, 
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and  18  not  bound  to  give  any  reason  for  tlie  dismissal  at  the  time, 
and  if  he  gives  a  wrong  reason  therefor,  he  is  not  thereby  estopped 
from  setting  up  any  other  or  different  cause  really  existing  when 
tlie  servant  is  discharged.  (Pa.)  Corgan  v.  George  F,  Lee  Coal  Co., 
891. 

Milling  Employes. 

3.  MINING  EMPLOYE,  When  does  not  Assume  the  Risk.— If 
two  experienced  miners  examine  the  ribs  and  face  of  an  entry  where 
one  of  them  is  to  work,  and  such  ribs  and  face  present  an  appearance 
of  safety,  the  jury  is  justified  in  finding  that  he  did  not  assume  the 
risk,  and  that  he  exercised  due  care  and  caution  for  his  own  safety, 
and  had  the  right  to  assume  that  the  mine  owners  had  discharged 
any  duty  which  they  owed  him  in  reference  to  any  dangers  that 
might  arise  from  the  proximity  of  a  cross-cut  to  his  entry.  (111.) 
Superior   Coal   etc.   Co.   v.   Kaiser,   233. 

4.  MINE  OWNER,  When  Guilty  of  Want  of  Due  Care  for  His  Em- 
ployes.— If  a  mine  owner,  by  making  a  thorough  examination,  would 
have  discovered  and  might  have  averted  a  danger  from  which  an  em- 
ploye was  subsequently  injured,  there  is  a  failure  to  discharge  a  duty 
which  rests  on  the  owner  of  a  mine  to  use  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence to  ascertain  that  the  employe  is  provided  with  a  safe  place  in 
which  to   work.     (111.)     Superior  Coal   etc.  Co.   v.   Kaiser,  233. 

5.  MINING  EMPLOYE,  Duty  of,  for  His  Own  Safety.— While  a 
miner  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  defects  which  are  patent,  he  is  not 
required  to  make  an  examination  for  hidden  defects,  and  may  act 
on  the  presumption  that  the  mine  owners  have  used  reasonable  care. 
(111.)     Superior  Coal  etc.  Co.  v.  Kaiser,  233. 

6.  MINE  OWNERS,  Duty  of,  to  Provide  Safe  Place  for  Work 
Notwithstanding  Changing  Conditions. — The  rule  which  requires  tlie 
master  to  furnish  a  safe  place  to  work  applies,  although  the  servant 
is  employed  in  constantly  producing  changes  and  temporary  condi- 
tions, as  in  mining,  for  the  time  being  more  or  less  dangerous,  if  the 
servant  has  no  part  in  producing  the  condition  which  leads  to  his 
injury.     (111.)     Superior  Coal  etc.  Co.  v.  Kaiser,  233. 

Bules  Promulgated  by  Employer. 

7.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Negligence  in  Violating  a  Rule.— 

If  the  master  promulgates  a  rule  for  the  safety  of  his  servants,  and 
one  of  them  is  injured  while  violating  that  rule  and  on  account  of  its 
violation,  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law. 
(Ark.)     St.   Louis   etc.   Ry.   Co.   v.   Dupree,   74, 

8.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Rules,  Habit  of  Violating.— If  a 
rule  promulgated  by  a  master  for  the  safety  of  his  servants  is  habitu- 
ally violated,  and  this  violation  is  known  to  and  acquiesced  in  by 
him,  evidence  of  such  violation  is  admissible  to  repel  the  inference 
which  would  otherwise  be  drawn  that  the  violation  amounted  to  con- 
tributory negligence  by  the  person  injured  thereby.  (Ark.)  St. 
Louis  etc.  liy.  Co.  v.  Dupree,  74. 

Safe  Place  and  Appliances. 

9.  MASTER    AND    SERVANT — Safe    Place    and    Appliances. — It 

is  the  duty  of  the  master  to  furnish  his  employe  with  a  reasonably 
safe  place  to  work  in,  and  a  reasonably  safe  appliance  to  work  with. 
This  duty  is  absolute  and  cannot  be  delegated.  (Wis.)  Yazdzewski 
V.  Barker,   1059. 

10.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Place  and  Appliances  in  General 
Use. — If  a  master  furnishes  his  servant  such  a  place   to  work  in  or 
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appl'nnce  to  work  with  as  is  in  gonoral  use  among  employers  of 
ordinary  caution  and  prudence  in  the  same  line  of  business  under  the 
same  circuuistauces,  he  has  discliarged  his  duty  to  furnish  a  reasonably 
safe    phice    or    appliance.      (Wis.)      Yazdzcwski    v.    Barker,    ](J.")9. 

11.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Place  and  Appliances— "Ob- 
viously" Dangerous. — The  master  does  not  discliarge  his  duty  to  his 
servant  by  furnisliing  him  the  ordinary  place  to  work  in,  or  ap- 
pliances in  general  use  to  work  with,  if  such  ordinary  place  or  gi'ii- 
erally  used  appliance  is  "obviously"  dangerous.  The  word  "ob- 
viously," aa  here  used,  does  not  mean  that  the  danger  should  bo 
obvious  to  any  person,  however  unskilled  or  ignorant,  but  that  it 
should  be  obvious  to  the  ordinarily  careful  employer,  or  to  a  person 
having  equal  skill  and  judgment  and  opi^ortunity  for  examination. 
(Wis.)      Yazdzewski  v.   Barker,    1059. 

12.  APPEAL  AND  ERROR— Laches.— So  far  as  defects  in  ways, 
works,  and  machines  are  concerned,  there  is  no  difference  between  the 
liability  at  the  common  law  and  the  liability  under  the  employers' 
liability  act,  except  in  the  amount  recoverable.  Hence,  the  exclusion 
from  evidence  of  the  notice  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  comply  with 
such  act  is  harmless.  (Mass.)  McCafferty  v.  Lewando's  etc.  Clean- 
ing Co.,  562. 

13.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Liability  to  Person  Injured  Wlien 
not  Known  to  be  in  Place  of  Dangef. — A  master  is  not  answerable  to 
a  servant  injured  because  he  placed  himself  in  a  position  of  danger, 
when  such  injury  is  due  to  the  act  of  another  servant,  who,  on  his 
part,  did  not  know  that  the  one  injured  was  in  such  place  of  danger, 
or  that  it  was  a  part  of  his  duty  to  be  there.  (Ark.)  fcJt.  Louis 
etc.   Ey.  Co.  v.  Duprce,  74. 

Assumption   of  Bisks  and  Contributory  Negligence. 

14.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Assumption  of  Risks. — A  work- 
man employed  in  a  factory  assumes  all  the  obvious  risks,  whether  as 
a  matter  of  fact  he  knows  of  them  or  not,  and  it  is  for  him  to  deter- 
mine whetlier  he  will  make  an  examination  before  going  to  work, 
or  will  work  without  such  examination  and  take  his  chances.  (Mass.) 
McCafferty  v.  Lewando's  etc.  Cleaning  Co.,  562. 

15.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT.— A  workman  falling  into  a  hole  in 
a  floor,  which  is  clearly  visible  and  must  be  seen  by  anyone  looking 
on  the  floor,  cannot  recover  of  his  master.  (Mass.)  McCaff'erty 
V.  Lewando  "s  etc.  Cleaning  Co.,  562. 

16.  STATUTES  Fixing  Age  Limit  for  Employment — Violation — 
Contributory  Negligence — Assumption  of  Risks. — A  boy,  employed 
in  violation  of  a  statute  fixing  the  age  limit  under  which  boys  sliall 
not  be  employed  in  a  certain  business,  is  not  chargeable  with  con- 
tributory negligence,  or  with  having  assumed  the  risks  of  employment 
in    such    business.      (Pa.)      Lenahan    v.    Pittstou    Coal    iiin.    Co.,    .^S.l. 

17.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Change  in  the  Condition  of  the 
Place  of  Employment,  When  Immaterial.- — If  the  plaintiff  is  suing  for 
injuries  sulfered  from  falling  into  a  hole  in  the  floor  of  the  lac  lory 
where  she  works,  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  such  hole  had  binn 
kept  covered  at  a  prior  date  is  innnaterial  and  inadniissililc,  if  it  was 
not  covered  at  the  time  plaintiff'  was  injured  and  its  coiuliliou  was 
obvious.      (Mass.)     McCail'erty    v.   Lewando's   etc.   Cleaning   Co.,    oOil. 

Fellow-servants. 

18.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Fellow-Servants,  "Who  are  not.— 

An  inspector  of  railway  cars  and  an  eiigiiio  forciiiau,  in  eliarge  ni'  an 
engine,  switching,  making  u]i,  and  lucaking  up  trains,  are  not  t'cllow- 
■servuuts,    where    they    are    working    in    different    deparlmeuls    of    the 
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servif'e  and  not  fogcthor  for  a  common  purpose.     (Ark.)     St.  Louis 
etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Duprce,  74. 

19.  STREET  RAILWAYS— Fellow-servants,  Conductor  and  Motor- 
man  of,  When  are. — The  motorman  and  conductor  of  one  car  of  a 
street  railway  are  fellow-servants  of  tbe  conductor  and  motorman  of 
another  car,  when  they  are  engaged  in  the  same  common  employment, 
meeting  and  passing  each  other  frequently,  and  associating  together 
every  day,  and  there  is  such  coassociation  and  cooperation  in  tho 
same  line  of  employment  that  each  necessarily  Ijnows  the  habits  and 
capacity  of  the  other,  and  has  an  opportunity  to  exercise  a  mutual 
influence  upon  the  other.     (Wash.)     Berg  v.  Seattle  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  968. 

20.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Fellow-servant,  Question  of.  When 
for  the  Jury. — Whether  a  miner  working  in  an  entry  and  the  machine 
runners  and  shooters  working  in  a  cross-cut  were  fellow-servants  is  a 
question  for  the  Jury,  where  the  miner  did  not  work  in  the  cross-cut 
at  any  time.     (111.)     Superior  Coal  etc.  Co.  v.  Kaiser,  233. 

21.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Fellow-Servant's  Negligence— As- 
sumption of  Risks. — An  employe  is  relieved  from  his  ordinruy  assump- 
tion of  the  risks  of  his  fellow-servant's  negligence  upon  the  promise 
of  the  master  to  remove  that  danger  only  for  a  time  reasonably  re- 
quired to  perform  that  promise,  and  wh^m  such  reasonable  time  has  ex- 
pired, the  master's  promise  is  broken  to  the  knowledge  of  the  em- 
ploye, and  he  can  no  longer  be  considered  as  relying  thereon. 
What  is  such  reasonable  time  depends  upon  the  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case.     (Wis.)     Williams  v.  Kimberly  etc.  Co.,  1019. 

22.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT — Fellow-servant's  Negligence — As- 
sumption of  Risks. — The  fact  that  one  suing  to  recover  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  shows  by  his  complaint 
that  such  servant  was  retained  in  the  service  for  ten  days  after  the 
promise  of  the  master  to  remove  him,  without  any  allegation  of  an 
excuse  for  such  delay,  does  not  necessarily  negative  its  existence  nor 
show  that  the  ten  days'  period  in  question  was  unreasonable,  so  as 
to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  right  to  rely  on  the  promise  of  the 
master.     (Wis.)     Williams  v.  Kimberly  etc.  Co.,  1049. 

23.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Negligence  of  Master— Removal  of 
Incompetent  Servant. — The  master  owes  the  duty  of  immediate  re- 
moval of  an  incompetent  employe  whenever  he  acquires  knowledge 
of  such  incompetence.  Hence,  he  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  failing 
so  to  remove  in  the  sense,  at  least,  of  conduct  subjecting  him  to  lia- 
bility to  other  employes.  (Wis.)  Williams  v.  Kimberly  etc.  Co., 
1049. 

24.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Incompetent  Fellow-servants— 
Promise  to  Remove — Assumption  of  Risks — The  rule  justifying  an  em- 
ploye in  temporary  exposure  to  known  risks  upon  the  employer  'a 
promise  to  remove  the  danger  applies  to  risks  arising  from  the  in- 
comj)etence  of  fellow-employes  as  well  as  those  arising  from  danger- 
ous machinery,  and  there  is  no  distinction  because  the  danger  results 
from  the  incompetence  of  a  felluvv-servant  using  complicated  ma- 
cliinery,  instead  of  simple  tools  and  imjilements,  or  none  at  all. 
(Wis.)     Williams  v.  Kimberly  etc.  Co.,  1049. 

Liability  for  Employes  Tort. 

25.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT,  Act  of  the  Latter,  When  Imputed 
to  the  Former. — If  the  driver  of  a  team,  while  eng:igod  in  the  busi- 
ness of  the  master,  leaves  the  team  unhitched  and  unattended  in  a 
public  street,  to  go  into  a  poolroom  on  an  errand  of  his  own,  to  obtain 
some  tobacco  for  himself,  and  the  team  runs  away  and  injures  a  per- 
son in  tlie  exercise  of  duo  care,  the  negligence  of  the  driver  in  leav- 
ing the  team  is  the  omission  to  continue  in  its  proper  custody  when 
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he  liad  sik^Ii  cnstofly  for  tlie  master,  and  tlie  latter  is  liable.     (Mass.) 
Hayes   V.    Wilkins,   549. 

See    Conspiracy;     Constitutional    Law,    7-9. 

MAXIM  IN  PARI  DELICTO. 
See    Deeds,    6. 

MERGER. 

See  Estates, 

MINES  AND  MINING. 

MINES  AND  MINING— Rights  of  Cotenant. — An  owner  of  an 
undivided  intorrst  in  a  mine  has  no  right  to  use  the  tunnel  therein  to 
convev  ore  from  an  outside  mining  claim.  (Colo.)  Laesch  v.  Mor- 
ton, I'OG. 

MORTGAGES. 

Proof  of  Mortgage. 

1.  EVIDENCE— Admission  of  Without  Objection.— Then gh  the 
method  employed  of  proving  the  existence  of  a  mortgage  is  not  proper, 
yet  if  no  objection  is  made  to  it,  the  competency  of  the  evidence  can- 
not  be   questioned   on   appeal.     (Ark.)     Neff   v.   Elder,   67. 

T>ccd  Abfohife. 

2.  MORTGAGE — Deed  Absolute. — The  Burden  of  Proof  is  upon  the 
party  alleging  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  intended  as  a 
mortgage,  to  establish  such  fact  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence. 
(TIL)      Deadraan   v.   Yantis,    291. 

3.  MORTGAGE — Deed  Absolute — Right  to  Redeem. — Wlien  the 
legal  title  is,  by  deed  absolute  in  form,  conveyed  to  secure  a  loan,  no 
action  is  necessary  to  devest  the  right  to  redeem.  Such  right  may 
be   lost   by   ladies.      (111.)      Dcridman    v.    Yantis,    291. 

4.  MORTGAGE — Deed  Absolute — Subsequent  Grantee. — Where  one 
having  the  right  to  redeem  under  a  deed  absolute,  intended  as  a 
mortgage,  makes  a  sale  and  directs  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  to 
convey  the  premises  to  the  purchaser,  the  latter  takes  the  title  devested 
of  the  condition  of  defeasance.     (111.)     Deadman  v.  Yantis,  291. 

Payment  and  Assignment. 

5.  MORTGAGE,  Rights  of  Assignee. — Tf  a  movtgnge  is  enforce- 
able by  the  original  mortgagee,  his  assignees  are  jH-utictod,  though, 
l)efore  the  assignment  to  them,  suit  was  pending  iuvoh-iiig  the  right 
to    enforce    the    mortgage.      (Ark.)      Neff    v.    Eldc]-,    67. 

6.  BIORTGAGE,  Discharge  of  by  a  Mortgagee  Who  has  Ceased 
to  be  the  Owner  of  the  Indebtedness. — Though  the  indebtedness  to 
scciwe  which  a  mortgage  was  given  has  been  trauyl'erred,  the  release 
of  the  mortgage  of  record  l)y  the  original  moi'Igagee  jirotecfs  a  bona 
fide  ]iureh;iser  or  encumbrancer  liaving  no  notico  of  the  assignment, 
it   not    having  been   filed   for   record.      (Wis.)      Bautz   v.    Adams,    1030. 

7.  MORTGAGE — Payment  to  the  Original  Mortgagee  Who  has 
Ceased  to  be  the  Owner  of  the  Mortgage  Indebtedness. — The  inakcT 
of  a  negotiable  note  secured  hy  murtgage  is  not  protected  by  tlie 
riN'onling  act  in  paying  the  mortgage  imlebtedness  to  the  original 
movtg;ig(e  and  taking  a  release  from  him,  where  he  has  not  posses- 
sioti  of  the  note  st  cured  nor  .■mM  liorily  from  the  vc-al  owner  thereof  to 
receive  payment.      (Wis.)      Eautz  v.  Adams,  iU30. 
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8.  PAYMENT  OF  A  NOTE  SECURED  BY  A  MORTGAGE  Ma4e 
to  the  Agent  of  the  Original  Mortgage  after  he  had  assigned  the  in- 
debtedness is  nevertheless  good,  if  the  assignee  permitted  such  agent 
to  represent  himself  as  having  authority  to  do  what  he  did,  and  he 
had  for  many  years  acted  as  the  agent  of  such  assignee  in  receiving 
payment  of  principal  and  interest  on  loans  made  by  him.  (Wis.) 
Bautz  V.  Adams,   1030. 

9.  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT — Authority  to  Receive  Payment  of 
Mortgage  Note. — If  a  person  is  not  the  owner  or  possessor  of  a  note 
and  mortgage,  authority  to  him  to  receive  payment  of  the  indebted- 
ness is  essential  to  extinguishing  the  security.  This  authority  may 
be  established  by  circumstances  showing  its  existence  with  reasonable 
certainty,  and  need  not  be  expressed  in  writing  or  otherwise  directly 
■established.     (Wis.)     Bautz    v.    Williams,    1030. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  10-15;  Subrogation, 

MUNICIPAL    CORPORATIONS. 

In  General. 

1.  MUNICIPAL    CORPORATIONS— Ordinances— Town    Vote    In 

Contravention  of. — A  vote  at  a  special  town  meeting  authorizing  a 
property  owner  in  such  town  to  repair  and  put  in  habitable  condition 
a  certain  wooden  building  situated  within  a  certain  district  cannot 
contravene  or  modify  the  application  of  a  duly  adopted  and  valid 
town  ordinance  which  expressly  prohibits  such  work  within  such 
district,  unless  a  license  is  granted  therefor  by  the  town  authorities. 
(Me.)     Inhabitants  of  Houlton  v.  Titcomb,  492. 

2.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Liability  for  Consequential 
Damages  to  Private  Property. — A  municipal  corporation,  if  it  con- 
fines itself  within  the  limits  of  its  power  and  jurisdiction,  is  not 
lia])le  to  an  action  for  consequential  damages  to  private  property  or 
persons,  unless  expressly  made  so,  when  the  act  complained  of  was  done 
by  it  or  its  officers  under  aud  pursuant  to  authority  conferred  by  a 
valid  act  of  the  legislature,  and  there  has  been  no  want  of  reason- 
able care  or  skill  in  the  execution  of  the  i)Ower,  although  the  same 
-act,  if  done  without  legislative  sanction,  would  be  actionable.  (Fla.) 
Anderson  v.  Fuller,  17U. 

3.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Grants  of  Franchise  Rights- 
Rights  of  Public. — While  municipalities  may,  by  ordinance,  grant  to 
individuals  and  corporations  the  privilege  of  occupying  the  streets 
and  public  ways  for  lawful  purposes,  such  as  railroad  tracks,  poles, 
wires,  gas  and  water  pipes,  such  rights  are  at  all  times  held  in  sub- 
ordination to  the  superior  rights  of  the  public,  and  all  necessary  and 
desirable  ordinances  that  are  reasonable  may  be  enacted  and  en- 
forced to  protect  the  public  health,  safety,  and  convenience,  not- 
withstanding they  may  interfere  with  legal  franchise  rights.  (Fla.) 
Anderson  v.  Fuller,  170. 

4.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Franchise  Rights.— A  water 
company  placing  its  pipes  in  the  streets  under  a  franchise  contract 
with  the  city  does  so  in  subordination  to  the  superior  rights  of  the 
public,  through  its  duly  constituted  authorities,  to  construct  sewers 
in  the  same  streets,  whenever  the  public  interest  demands;  and  if  in 
consequence  of  the  exercise  of  this  right  the  water  company  is  com- 
pelled to  relay  its  pipes,  in  the  absence  of  unreasonable  or  malicious 
conduct,  it  has  no  cause  of  action  against  the  corporation  for  re- 
imbursements on  account  thereof.     (Fla.)     Anderson  v.  Fuller,  170. 

5.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Water-pipes  in  Streets — 
Cost  of  Removing. — A  city  ifl  not  authorized,  directly  or  indirectly, 
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to  Inirdcr  I'tsplf  or  its  citizens,  by  contrurt,  with  the  cost  of  rrmoviii;^ 
iiu(\  r('i)l;ifiiig  the  water-pipes  of  a  corporation  that  necessarily  have 
been  interfered  with  in  the  laying  of  sewers  in  the  streets.  (Fla.) 
Anderson   v.   Fuller,   170. 

6.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Void  Contracts— Suit  by  Tax- 
payer.— A  taxpayer  in  a  city  may  properly  maintain  a  suit  to  restrain 
the  paying  out  of  pul)lic  moneys  uj)on  its  void  and  unauthorized  con- 
tracts."   (Fla.)     Anderson  v.  Fuller,  170. 

Consolidation  of  Cities. 

7.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Consolidation  of  Cities— Special 
Legislation. — It  is  purely  a  legislative  matter  to  determine  what 
cities  may  be  consolidated,  and  a  statute  making  contiguity  or  close 
proximity  a  condition  of  the  right  to  consolidate  does  not  attempt 
to  regulate  the  affairs  of  any  special  city  and  is  not  unconstitutional 
as   special   legislation.      (Pa.)      Pittsburg's   Petition,   845. 

8.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Consolidation  of  Cities— Special 
Legislation. — A  statute  enabling  cities  that  are  contiguous  or  in 
close  proximity  to  consolidate,  if  general  in  form  and  substance, 
is  not  unconstitutional  as  special  legislation  or  arbitrary  classififn 
tion,  although  at  the  time  of  its  passage  there  are  only  two  citi(>3 
in  tlie  state  to  which  it  can  apply.     (Pa.)     Pittsburg's  Petition,  84<j. 

9.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Consolidation  of  Cities— Due  Pro- 
cess of  Law. — A  statute  enabling  contiguous  cities  to  consolidate  is 
not  contrary  to  the  national  constitution  guaranteeing  due  process 
of  law,  in  that  it  permits  the  qualified  electors  of  the  larger  city  to 
overpower  or  outnumber  those  of  the  lesser  city,  and  to  annex  the 
lesser  city  without  the  vote  or  consent  of  a  majority  of  its  qualified 
voters  or  electors.      (Pa.)      Pittsburg's  Petition,  84,5. 

10.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Consolidation  of  Cities— Extending 
Term  of  Office. — A  statute  enabling  cities  to  consolidate,  and  which 
will  have  the  effect  of  extemling  the  term  of  eouncilinen  in  one  of 
them,  is  not  invalid  as  violating  a  constitutional  provision  that  "no 
law  sl'.all  extend  the  term  of  any  public  officer."  (Pa.)  Pittsburg's 
Petitiun,    845. 

Laying  out  Ways. 

11.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS.— The  Laying  Out  Ways  in  a 

town  involves  the  taking  of  private  property  for  a  public  use,  under 
statute  authority,  and  all  statute  requirements  must  be  fully  and 
strictly    complied    with.      (Me.)      Conant's    Appeal,    512. 

12.  MUNICIPAL  OFFICERS— Judicial  Duties— Laying  Out 
Ways. —  Duties  of  muniei|ial  oflicers  in  laying  out  town  waj's  are  not 
ministerial  merely,  but  judicial,  as  they  exercise  their  judgment  as 
to  the  propriety  of  the  way,  and  as  to  its  location  between  termini, 
and  esiiecially  in  determining  whether  the  prerequisite  conditions  exist 
which  wai'rant  the  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use  and 
awarding  damages  to  the  owners  of  land  so  taken.  (Me.)  Conant's 
Appeal,   512. 

Loss  of  Title  to  Streets  hy  Estoppel  or  Presoription. 

13.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Public  Streets.  Loss  of  Title 
by  Prescription. — ^\'here  lantl  detlieuted  as  a  public  siiiti  is  in  pos- 
session of,  and  subject  to  acts  of  ownership  by,  a  stranyer  to  the 
dedication,  such  possession  is  presumed  to  be  adverse,  and  may  ripi n 
into  title  by  prescription  as  against  the  uumicipality  in  wiiicli  the 
street  is  situated.      (Ark.)      El  Dorado  v.   Ritchie  Grocery  Co.,  22. 

14.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS.  Estoppel  of.  to  Insist  upon  the 
Existence  and  Opening  of  Public  Streets. — Although  property  has  by 
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its  owners  been  (If^^'ignnted  upon  recorded  plats  as  constituting  part 
of  public  streets,  and  they  have  by  such  plats  dedicated  it  as  such 
8tre«ts,  yet  if  a  munici{)al  corixiration  of  wliich  they  are  parts  stands 
by,  and  by  its  silent  acquiescence  in  the  occupation  of  the  land  in- 
cluding such  streets,  knowing  that  large  sums  of  money  are  being 
invested  on  the  faith  and  in  the  belief  that  no  streets  existed,  or,  if 
any  existed,  that  they  have  been  abandoned,  the  municipality  be- 
comes estopped  from  insisting  that  the  buildings  and  other  structures 
on  such  streets  obstruct  a  highway.  (111.)  City  of  Chicago  v.  Illinois 
Steel  Co.,  258. 

15.  MUNICIPAL  COEPORATIONS  are  not  Within  the  SUtute  of 
Limitations  except  as  to  private  rights,  but  courts  of  equity  will  pre- 
vent the  operation  of  this  rule  by  enforcing  an  equitable  estoppel, 
where  to  permit  the  assertion  of  a  right  in  the  street  after  long  ac- 
quiescence in  the  expenditure  of  money  in  the  erection  of  buildings 
would  work  a  gross  injustice  to  private  persons.  (111.)  City  of  Chi- 
cago V.  Illionois  Steel  Co.,  258. 

Change  in  Grade  of  Street. 

16.  PUBLIC  STREETS — Change  of  Grade— Damage  to  Abutting 
Owner. — A  city  may,  in  bringing  a  street  of  which  it  owns  the  fee 
to  the  re-established  grade,  excavate  therein  so  that  the  soil  of  an 
abutting  lot  will  slide  into  the  street,  without  incurring  liability  for 
taking  property  without  compensation  or  for  removing  the  lateral 
support.     (Iowa)     Talcott  Brothers  v.  City  of  Des  Moines,  419. 

17.  PUBLIC  STREET — ^Damages  for  Change  of  Grade. — Under 
a  constitutional  provision  that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  or 
damaged  for  public  use  without  just  compensation,  a  city  is  liable  to 
the  owner  of  property  for  damages  thereto  resulting  from  the  first 
grading  of  the  adjacent  street.  (Minn.)  Sallden  v.  City  of  Little 
Falls,  635. 

18.  PUBLIC  STREET — Change  in  Grade. — The  Measure  of  Dam- 
ages to  abutting  property  from  the  first  grading  of  a  street  is  the 
difference  in  the  value  of  the  property  before  and  after  the  acts  com- 
plained of,  unless  the  cost  of  restoring  the  premises  to  their  natural 
condition  is  less  than  the  difference  in  value,  in  which  case  such  cost 
is  the  measure  of  relief.  (Minn.)  Sallden  v.  City  of  Little  Falls, 
635. 

Defects  and  Obstructions  in  Streets. 

19.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — ^Defects  in  Streets — Liability 
for. — If  two  causes  combine  to  produce  an  injury  both  in  their  nature 
proximate,  the  one  being  a  defect  in  a  city  street  and  the  other 
some  accident  for  which  neither  party  is  responsible,  such  as  the 
accident  of  a  horse  running  away  beyond  control,  the  city  is  liable, 
provided  the  owner  of  the  horse  was  not  at  fault,  and  the  injury 
would  not  have  been  sustained  but  for  the  defect  in  the  street.  But 
there  can  be  no  recovery  if  the  accident  be  caused  by  the  unskillful- 
ness  or  want  of  care  of  the  owner  or  driver  of  the  horse,  or  if  it 
can  be  shown  that  either  of  them  by  any  want  of  care  directly 
caused  the  accident.     (Fla.)     Janes  v.  City  of  Tampa,  203. 

20.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS^Obstruction  in  Street — Lia- 
bility for. — If  an  injury  to  a  horse  would  not  have  been  sustained  but 
for  an  obstruction  in  a  street  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  city, 
and  there  was  no  negligence  or  fault  on  the  part  of  tne  owner  of  the 
horse  or  his  servant,  the  city  is  liable.  (Fla.)  Janes  v.  City  of 
Tampa,  203. 
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21.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— OlDStructions  In  Streets— Lla- 

"bility. —  It  is  the  duty  of  n  city  to  irmintain  its  streets  in  a  reasonably 
good  condition  for  ordinary  travel  by  persons  using  due  care  and 
prudence,  and  the  city  has  no  right  to  allow  its  citizens  owning  pro[)- 
erty  bordering  upon  the  street  to  place  obstructions  ujion  such  por- 
tions thereof  as  are  intended  to  be  used  as  a  travelway,  and  whrn 
such  obstruction  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury,  and  the  jifrsun 
injur(  (1  could  not  have  avoided  it  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  and 
ordinary  care  and  prudence,  the  city  is  liable.  (Colo.)  City  of  Den- 
ver V.    L'tzlcr,  108. 

22.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Excavations  in  Streets— Lia- 
bility for  Injury  to  Horses. — If  a  horse  takes  fright  and  runs  away 
and  is  injured  because  of  the  negligence  of  a  municipal  corporal  ion 
in  leaving  a  dangerous  excavation  in  the  street  unprotected,  an  a<iioii 
may  be  maintained  against  the  city;  provided,  that  the  driver  of  1  he 
horse  exercised  due  care  and  skill  in  driving  or  managing  it.  (Colo.) 
City  of  Denver  v.  Utzler,   108. 

23.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Defects  In  Streets— Liabil- 
ity for  Injury  to  Horses. — A  detect  in  a  public  street  within  a  city 
does  not  render  the  corporation  liable  for  an  injury  to  a  team  of 
horses  coming  in  contact  with  it  unless  the  defect  is  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury,  and  this  cannot  be  said  to  be  true  where  the 
carelessness  or  negligence  of  the  driver  permits  those  causes  to  he 
set  in  motion  which  produce  the  damage.  (Colo.)  City  of  Denver 
V.  Utzler,  108. 

Cmitracts  for  Fuhlic  Worlc. 

24.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Contracts  for  Public  Work.— 

if  its  cliarter  recpiires  the  ofTiccrs  of  a  city  to  award  contracts  for 
public  work  to  the  lowest  bidder,  a  contract  made  m  violation  of 
its  requirements  is  illegal  and  void,  and  neither  the  municipality 
nor  its  officers  can  make  a  binding  contract  for  such  work  except 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law.  (Fla.)  Anderson  v. 
Fuller,   170. 

25.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Contracts  for  Pu"blic  Work.— 
Under  a  city  charter  requiring  its  officers  to  award  ci.ntracts  for 
public  work  to  the  lowest  bidder,  the  incorporation  into  the  ad- 
vertisement for  bids,  or  in  the  specifications  for  the  work  upon  which 
bids  nre  predicated,  of  illegal  or  unauthorized  conditions  or  obliga- 
tions uj)on  tile  (-"lit  rnctor,  compliance  with  which  upon  his  part  will 
necessarily  and  illc.^nlly  increase  Hie  cost  of  the  work,  is  not  a  letting 
of  such  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  will  render  the  contract 
illegal    and    void.      (Fla.)      Anderson   v.   Fuller,   170. 

Municipal   Cnvtractx — Vlira    Vires — Contractor's   Bond. 

26.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Bond  to  Secure  Payment— The 
order  in  which  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  si'\v(M'  ;iiid  the 
bond  to  si'cui'c  I'lvinrnt  to  materialmen  and  laborers  are  cxi'cutt  d  is 
not  material.  .Nt'fcr  the  bid  has  been  accepted  n»id  npriro\ril,  the  bond 
may  be  (xc-nti^d  iHfoi-c  the  contract,  or  the  conti'iict  bnfore  the  bond, 
("^liiin.")       I?(^.l    ^^'ing   Sew(^r   Pipe   Co.   v.    Doiuu'lly,   filO. 

27.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Recitals  in  Bond.— AVlicre  a  bond, 
given  to  sernre  payments  to  niatci-ial  men  ainl  laliiicrs  under  a  roii- 
tr;i''t  to  pcin^f  ro'^'t  a  sewer,  recites  that  the  contract  was  executed  as 
of  one  date,  the  sureties  are  estopped  to  assei-f  that  it  was  in  fat't 
sigiie,]  liy  the  president  ><('  the  lMi;iri|  of  public  works  at  .another  and 
si!!-e,j:Miit  date,  (^linn.)  Eed  Wing  Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v,  Donnelly, 
fiii». 
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28.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Action  by  Materialmen.— One  wTio 
sells  materials  for  the  construction  of  a  sewer  is  not  required,  in  an 
action  for  their  value  on  the  bond  of  the  contractor,  to  show  that  they 
actually  entered  into  the  construction  of  the  sewer.  (Minn.)  Eed 
"Wing  Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  619. 

29.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Doctrine  of  Ultra  Vires.— The 
tendency  of  courts  to  refuse  recognition  to  the  doctrine  of  ultra  vires 
Is  less  pronounced  in  the  case  of  municipal  than  in  the  case  of  private 
corporations;  but  in  both  cases,  when  the  doctrine  is  invoked,  it  should 
not  be  allowed  to  prevail  where  it  will  defeat  the  ends  of  justice  or 
work  a  legal  wrong.     (Minn.)     Bell  v.  Kirkland,  621. 

30.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT.— The  Term  "Ultra  Vires"  is  used 
In  two  senses.  The  first  describes  a  contract  wholly  outside  the  power  of 
the  corporation  to  make  under  any  circumstances;  the  second,  a 
contract  within  the  power  of  the  corporation  to  execute,  but  with 
respect  to  which  there  has  been  some  irregularity  or  defect  in  the 
actual  exercise  of  the  power  in  some  particular  or  through  some 
undisclosed  circumstance.  Contracts  in  the  first  class  are  ultra  vires 
in  the  primary  and  proper  sense  of  the  term,  and  ordinarily  are  void 
in  toto;  but  contracts  in  the  second  class  are  ultra  vires  in  a  secondary 
sense  merely,  and  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  avail  itself  of  the 
plea  will  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  (Minn.)  Bell 
V.  Kirkland,  621. 

31.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Doctrine  of  Ultra  Vires.— The  fact 
that  a  city  has  not  procured  a  right  of  way  for  a  portion  of  a  contem- 
plated sewer  line  does  not  render  invalid  its  entire  contract  for  the 
construction   of   the   sewer.     (Minn.)     Bell   v.   Kirkland,  621. 

32.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Doctrine  of  Ultra  Vires.— The 
facts  that  only  a  small  proportion  of  a  contract  is  ultra  vires  in  any 
sense,  and  that  it  has  been  substantially  performed  by  the  parties,  are 
etrong,  if  not  conclusive,  considerations  for  refusing  to  hold  it  void 
(Minn.)     Bell  v.  Kirkland,  621. 

33.  MUNICIPAL  CONTRACT— Ultra  Vires.— A  Recital  in  a  Bond 
given  by  one  contracting  to  construct  a  sewer  that  the  contract  is 
valid  and  subsisting  precludes  the  sureties  from  asserting  it  to  be 
ultra  vires.     (Minn.)     Bell  v.  Kirkland,  621. 

Municipal  Ordinances  in  General. 

34.  MUNICIPAL    CORPORATIONS— Ordinances— Reasonableness. 

If  the  adoption  of  a  municipal  ordinance  is  expressly  authorized 
by  the  legislature  and  the  power  so  granted  is  not  in  conflict  with  con- 
stitutional prohibitions,  or  fundamental  principles,  it  cannot  be  suc- 
cessfully assailed  as  unreasonable  in  a  judicial  tribunal.  (Ind.)  Mil- 
ler V.  Town  of  Syracuse,  367. 

35.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— Municipal  Legislation  is  to  be 
construed  and  interpreted  by  the  same  rules  as  statutes,  and  its  con- 
stitutionality and  validity  upheld  whenever  possible.  (Ind.) 
Schmidt  v.   City  of  Indianapolis,  385. 

36.  MUNICIPAL  ORDINANCES  in  derogation  of  the  common  law 
must  be  construed  strictly  and  not  enlarged  by  implication.  (Me.) 
Inhabitants  of  Houlton  v.  Titcomb,  492. 

37.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Ordinance's  Validity— Pre- 
sumption.— If  a  municipal  ordinance  is  adopted  which  would  be  lawful 
if  intended  for  one  purpose,  and  unlawful  if  for  another,  the  presump- 
tion is  that  the  purpose  was  lawful.  (Ind.)  Schmidt  v.  City  of  In- 
dianapolis, 385. 
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38,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Penal  Ordinances— Unfair 
Enforcement — Pleading. — Unless  fMcts  are  pleaded  showing  a  fixed  and 
continuouB  policy  of  unjust  discrimination  on  the  part  of  a  munici))al- 
ity  in  the  enforcement  of  a  penal  ordinance,  its  validity  cannot  be  in- 
quired into.     (Ind.)      Schmidt  v.   City  of  Indianapolis,  385. 

Police  Beg^ilations — Keeping  Hogs. 

39,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Ordinances— Police  Power- 
Keeping  Hogs. — An  ordinance  ^prohibiting  the  keeping  of  iiogs  in  a 
pen  within  certain  prescribed  limits  of  a  city  is  clearly  within  the 
scope  of  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  which  may  be  delegated  to 
the  city.     (Ind.)     Miller  v.  Town  of  Syracuse,  3G7. 

40,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS — Ordinances — Exercise  of  Po- 
lice Power,-  -Under  a  general  grant  to  a  city  of  authority  to  exercise 
the  police  power,  ordinances  exercising  such  power  should  not  be  de- 
clared invalid  as  unreasonable  unless  plainly  in  violation  of  constitu- 
tional guaranties.      (Ind.)      Miller  v.  Town  of  Syracuse,  367. 

41,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Ordinances  —  Keeping  of 
Hogs, — An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  keejjing  of  hogs  in  a  pen  witliin 
certain  prescribed  limits  in  a  city  is  valid  as  a  legitimate  exercise  uf 
the  police  power  for  the  promotion  of  the  public  health  and  comfort. 
(Ind.)     Miller  v.  Town  of  Syracuse,  367, 

Declaring  Certain  Things  Nuisances. 

42,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Power  to  Declare  a  Nuisance. 
A  thing  is  not  a  nuisance  merely  because  a  municipal  ordinance  de- 
clares it  to  be  such.      (Me.)     Inhabitants  of  Houlton  v.  Titeomb,  4i)ii. 

43,  NUISANCES — Power  of  Municipal  Corporation  to  Declare. — 
Under  a  general  grant  of  power  to  a  municipal  corporation  to  declare 
what  shall  constitute  a  nuisance,  it  cannot  declare  that  to  be  a  nui- 
sance which  from  its  evident  nature,  situation  and  surroundings  is  not, 
and  cannot  in  fact  become  a  nuisance.  (Ind.)  Miller  v.  Town  of 
Syracuse,  306. 

44,  NUISANCES — Power  of  Municipal  Corporations  to  Declare. — 
Under  a  general  grant  of  power  to  a  municipal  corporation  to  declare 
wiiat  shall  constitute  a  nuisance,  it  may  include  nuisances  per  se,  and 
those  things  which  in  their  nature  may  become  nuisances,  and  as  to 
which  there  may  be  honest  differences  of  opinion  in  impartial  minds. 
(Ind.)     Miller  v.  Town  of  Syracuse,  367. 

45,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  —  Ordinances— Nuisance.—  A 
municipal  ordinance  which  treats  a  thing  as  a  nuisance  is  sufficient, 
without  a  formal  declaration,  that  it  is  such.  (Ind.)  Miller  v.  Town 
of   Syracuse,   367. 

46,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Exercise  of  Police  Power- 
Nuisances. — '['he  legislature  may  properly  delegate  to  iucorpornted 
towns  the  exercise  of  police  power  within  fixed  constitui  ional  limits, 
to  declare,  prevent  and  abate  nuisances  and  preserve  the  public  health, 
(Ind.)     Miller  v.  Town  of  Syracuse,  367, 

licgulaliiig  Liquor   Traffic. 

47,  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Ordinances— Motives  in  En- 
acting.—  If  a  city  is  empowered  to  enact  an  ordinance  "to  tax,  license 
and  regulate  distilleries  and  breweries,  and  tlie  depots  or  ageiu-ies 
cst;il)lislHMl  in  said  city  of  all  breweries  and  distilleries,"'  the  motives 
iiHcl  [iur[ioses  inducing  the  p.'issai;'e  of  a  |u'ii;i!  ui-ilinaiice  licensing  and 
regulating  such  ])rewt  ries.  di^tilliries  .-ind  (ir|ii,ts  ai'c  irril,\-:i  n  i .  iiiid 
courts  will  not  iuijuire  into  Iheiu.  (Jnd.)  Scliinidt  v.  City  of  Indi- 
anapolis,   oSo. 
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48.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS- Ordinances —License  Tax  or 
Tax  for  Revenue. — An  ordinance  relating  to  health,  welfare,  morality 
and  security,  and  imposing  the  payment  of  a  fee  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  such  regulation,  imposes  a  license  proper  by  virtue  of  the 
police  power,  but  when  the  fee  is  imposed  solely  for  revenue  purposes, 
it  is  a  tax.     (Ind.)     Schmidt  v.  City  of  Indianapolis,  385. 

49.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  —  Ordinances  —  License  on 
Liquor  Traffic. — Generally,  license  fees  imposed  upon  useful  occupa- 
tions are  in  fact  taxes  exacted  under  the  revenue  power,  while  licenses 
imposed  upon  the  liquor  traffic  and  such  other  occupations  as  call  for 
regulation  by  the  state  are  none  the  less  licenses  proper  because  they 
yield  a  revenue  in  excess  of  that  required  for  the  purpose  of  regula- 
tion.    (Ind.)     Schmidt  v.  City  of  Indianapolis,  385. 

See  Taxation. 
Note. 

Municipal  Corporations,  nuisances,  limitations  upon,  power  to  declare 
what  are,  372. 
nuisances,    power    conferred    upon    in    general    terms    to    declare 
what  are,  372. 

MURDER. 

See  Homicide. 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS. 
See  Nuisance,  1,  2. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  NEGLIGENCE — How  Determined. — If  a  statute  fails  to  define 
what  shall  constitute  negligence,  it  must  be  determined  by  the  rules 
of  the  common  law.     (Ind.)     Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ramsey,  379. 

2.  INFANTS — Trespassers — ^Use  of  La^d  by  Owner. — The  owner 
of  land  who  makes  ch.-niges  on  it,  in  the  course  of  its  beneficial  use, 
which  tend  to  attract  children  and  to  expose  them  to  danger,  is  under 
no  obligation  to  take  special  precautious  for  their  safety  when  they 
enter  without  permission,  (Pa.)  Thompson  v.  Baltimore  etc.  E.  E. 
Co.,  897. 

See  Highways. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS. 

See  Bills  and  Notes. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  NEW  TRIAL. — A  Motion  for  Judgment  Notwithstanding  the 
Verdict,  which  the  court  denies,  does  not  bar  a  subsequent  motion  for 
a  new  trial  upon  a  settled  case.  (Minn.)  Sallden  v.  City  of  Litth> 
Falls,  635. 

2.  NEW  TRIAL — Instructions — Exceptions. — Assigning  tlie  giv- 
ing of  an  instruction  to  the  jury,  or  other  ruling  of  the  trial  court, 
as  a  cause  for  a  new  trial,  presents  no  question  to  such  court  as  to 
the  correctness  of  such  ruling,  unless  an  exception  has  been  properly 
taken  thereto.      (Ind.)     Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wolf,  SQ.'). 

3.  APPEAL  AND  ERROR  -New  Trial.  Motion  for,  Wlien  not 
Necessary. — A  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  not  necessary  in  a  case  where 
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an  action  is  commenced  by  a  guardian  and  dismissed  because  of  his 
want  of  authority  to  bring  it,  if  the  evidence  upon  which  the  dis- 
missal rested  was  brought  up  by  a  bill  oi  exceptions.  (Ark.)  Hare 
V.  Shaw,  17. 

NOTICE. 

See  Records. 
Note. 
Notice  to  Quit,  by  whom  may  be  served,  47. 

by   whom   should   be   given,  45. 

form  and  contents  of,  48,  49. 

how,  when,  and  on  whom  should  be  served,  47. 

oral,   48. 

proof  of  service  of,  48. 

serving  of,  on  servants  or  agents,  47,  48. 

tenants  at  sufferance,  whether  entitled  to,  42. 

tenants  at  will  are   entitled   to,  42,  43. 

tenants  at  will,  what  sufficient  to  terminate  rights  of,  42,  43. 

to  whom  should   be  given,  45. 

trespassers  and  intruders  are  not  entitled  to,  46. 

waiver  of,  49,  50. 

NUISANCE. 

1.  NUISANCES  at  Common  Law. — Anything  offensive  to  the  sight, 
smell,  or  hearing,  erected  or  carried  on  in  or  near  a  public  place  where 
the  people  dwell  or  pass,  or  have  the  right  to  pass,  to  their  annoyance, 
is  a  nuisance  at  common  law.  (Ind.)  Miller  v.  Town  of  Syracuse, 
366. 

2.  NUISANCE — Power  to  Declare  by  Statute. — The  state  may 
declare  what  may,  at  law,  be  deemed  a  nuisance.  (Me.)  Inhabitants 
of  Houlton  V.  Titcomb,  492. 

3.  INJUNCTION  Against  Nuisance — Municipal  Ordinance. — A  bill 
in  equity  cannot  ordinarily  be  maintained  for  the  mere  violation  of  a 
municipal  ordinance,  and,  to  autliorize  an  injunction  against  a 
throfitened  act  of  violation,  it  must  amount  to  a  nuisance  if  done. 
(Me.)     Inliabitants  of  Houlton  v.  Titcomb,  492. 

4.  NUISANCE — Injunction  Against. — Equity  will  restrain  by  in- 
junction the  threatened  violation  of  a  municipal  ordinance  when  such 
violation  conteni])lates  an  act  which  amounts  to  a  nuisance  at  law, 
not  because  the  act  is  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  but  because  it  is 
a   nuisance.     (Me.)     Inhabitants   of   Houlton   v.   Titcomb,   492. 

5.  NUISANCE — Injunction  Against. — A  municipal  corporntinn 
may  enjoin  nuisances  or  threatened  nuisances  affecting  matters  with 
ref('r(>nce  to  which  a  portion  of  the  power  of  the  state  has  been  con- 
fided to  it.  But  the  right  is  limited  to  such  matters,  and  witli  re- 
spcxt  to  other  matters  tiie  I'ight  depends  upon  the  same  conditions  as 
the  right  of  individuals,  namely,  special  damages.  (]\Ie.)  Inli.ildt- 
ants  of  Houlton  v.  Titcomb,  492. 

6.  NUISANCE,  Removal  of. — A  court  of  equity  will  not,  except 
in  extreme  cases,  exercise  its  jimver  to  eoinpcd  the  removal  ol  exist  iii;^ 
structures  upon  land,  thou^ih  tliey  may  constitute  a  nuisance,  hat  will 
leave  the  jilaiiitiff'  to  his  remedy  ac  law.  (-Me.)  'Whitmore  v.  iiiown, 
454. 

7.  NUISANCE,  Acciuiescence  in,  Removal  of. — A  court  of  equity 
will  not    intervene    To    i-enio\'e   an   alleged   nuisance   when   the  plaintiff 

Am.   tit.   Rep.,    Vol.   120^7^ 
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has  long  tolerated  it,  but  will  leave  him  to  establish  his  claim  at  law. 
(Me.)     Whitmore  v.  Brown,  454. 

8.  NUISANCE — Structures  on  Another's  Land. — The  mere  fact 
that  structures  are  or  will  be  erected  on  the  land  of  another  without 
the  required  statutory  license,  does  not  make  them  nuisances  or  out- 
laws to  be  lawfully  assailed  and  destroyed  by  anyone,  or  abated  at 
the  private  suit  of  any  person.     (Me.)     "Whitmore  v.  Brown,  454. 

9.  NUISANCE  —  Erection  of  Building — Injunction  Against. —  A 
court  of  equity  will  not,  at  the  suit  of  a  private  person,  restrain  the 
erection  of  a  building  on  the  land  of  another,  not  in  fact  a  nuisance, 
merely  because  its  erection  is  forbidden  by  statute  or  ordinance. 
(Me.)     Whitmore  v.  Brown,  454. 

10.  NUISANCE. — Structures  on  Land  of  another  lessening  plain- 
tiff's enjoyment  thereof  for  residence  purposes,  and  also  lessening 
its  commercial  value,  do  not  give  a  right  to  an  abatement  of  them 
as  a  nuisance,  or  even  to  damages.     (Me.)     Whitmore  v.  Brown,  454. 

11.  NUISANCE — Structures  on  Land. — A  land  owner,  to  enable 
him  to  have  structures  u^jon  the  land  of  another  declared  a  nuisance, 
must  show  tliat  they  infringe  some  individual  right  recognized  by 
the  law  as  a  legal  private  right  of  his.  That  they  infringe  the  legal 
rights  of  others  gives  him  no  cause  of  action.  (Me.)  Whitmore  v 
Brown,  454. 

12.  NUISANCE. — Structures  Infringing  Public  Rights  only,  such 
as  navigation  and  boating,  can  be  dealt  with  only  by  the  public,  by  a 
proceeding  in  the  name  of  the  state,  or  by  some  authorized  person  in 
behalf  of  the  public.  An  individual  affected  has  no  separate  right 
of  action  in  his  own  name.     (Me.)     Whitmore  v.  Brown,  454. 

13.  NUISANCE. — Proximity  or  Ugliness  of  Otherwise  Harmless 
Structures  upon  the  land  of  another,  although  they  obstruct  the  view 
of  the  adjoining  owner,  do  not  constitute  them  a  nuisance.  The  hurt 
to  plaintiff  must  come  from  the  structure,  qua  nuisance,  to  give  him 
a  cause  of  action.     (Me.)     Whitmore  v.  Brown,  454. 

14.  NUISANCE — Injunction  Against  Erection  of  Structure. — To 
enable  a  plaintiff  to  have  a  wharf  on  the  land  of  another  declared  a 
nuisance  and  the  extension  thereof  enjoined,  on  the  ground  that  it 
materially  impedes  the  passage  by  water  to  and  from  his  land,  the 
proof  of  that  fact  must  be  clear  and  convincing.  (Me.)  Whitmore 
V.  Brown,  454. 

Note. 

Nuisances  cannot  be  created  by  mere  declaration  of  common  council, 

374. 
municipal    corporations,   acts    offensive   to    the   sense    of   decency 

may  be  declared  to  be  by,  375,  37G. 
municipal  corporations,  amusements  which  may  be  declared  to  be 

by,  376. 
municipal  corporations,  billboards  which  may  be  declared  to  be 

by,  376. 
municipal   corporations,   cemeteries,  whether  may  be   declared   to 

be   by,   378. 
municipal   corporations,  buildings  which   may   be   declared   to   bo 

by,  375,  377,  378. 
municipal    corporations,    conclusiveness    of    ordinances    declaring 

things  to  be,  378. 
municipal  corporations,  discretion  vested  in  to  declare  what  are, 

375. 
municipal  rorporations,  hog-pens,  whether  may  be  declared  to  be 

by,  377. 
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Nuisances,  iminiripnl  corporations,  l.iiindries,  wlntlu'r  niav  be  (Icflarcd 

to  be  by,  373. 
municipal    corporations,   linie-liihis,   whotlier   may   be    declared    to 

be  by,  377. 
municipal  corporations,  limitation  upon  powers  of  to  declare  what 

are,  372,  373. 
municipal  corporations,  manufactories  and  machinery  which  may 

be  declared  to  be  by,  375. 
municipal  corporations,  negro  churches,  whether  may  be  declared 

to  be  by,  377. 
municipal  corporations,  power  conferred  upon  in  general  terms  to 

decdare  what  are,  372. 
municipal   corporations,   smoke,   whether   may   be   declared    to   be 

by,  377. 
municipal  corporations,  smoking  in  the  street-cars,  whether  may 

be   declared  to  be  by,  375,  376. 
municipal  corporations,  trades  and  occupations  which  may  be  de- 
clared to  be  by,  374. 
municipal    corporations,    trees    growing    in    the    streets,    whether 

may  be  declared  to  be  by,  376. 
municipal  corporations,  unsigiitly  objects  declared  to  be  by,  376. 
municipal   corporations,   what   may   be   declared   to   be   by,   385. 
municipal  corporations,  what  may  not  be  declared  to  be  by,  376- 

378. 
muuicij)al  corporations,  wooden  awnings,  whether  may  be  declared 

to  be  by,  378. 

OFFICERS, 

Dc  Farto  Offi''ers — Salaries. 

1.  PUBLIC  OFFICER. — The  Acts  of  a  De  Facto  Officer  are  Valid 
Only  so  far  as  concerns  tlie  public.  If  he  performs  services  or  duties, 
no  matter  how  faitlifully,  he  cannot  maintain  any  action  to  recover 
the    emoluments.     (Utah)     Tanner    v.    Edwards,    919. 

2.  PUBLIC  OFFICERS — Right  of  De  Jure  Officer  not  Impaired  by 
the  Payment  of  His  Salary  to  Another. — The  wrongful  payment  of  tlie 
emoluments  or  salary  to  a  de  facto  officer  does  not  impair  the  de  jure 
officer's  riglit  to  it,  nor  his  right  to  recover  from  the  state  or 
municipality  which  made  the  wrongful  payment.  (Utah)  Tanner  v. 
Edwards,  919. 

3.  PUBLIC  OFFICER,  Right  of  to  Salary  Whether  He  Perfonns 
the  Duties  or  not. — The  right  of  an  officer  who  has  been  appointed, 
commissioned  and  qualified,  and  is  an  officer  de  jure,  to  his  salary 
cannot  be  successfully  denied  on  the  ground  that,  during  the  time 
for  which  the  salary  was  sought,  he  was  not  discliarging  the  duties 
of  the  office,  and  its  duties  were  being  discharged  by  the  officer  de 
facto  to  whom  the  salary  has  been  paid.  (Utah)  Tanner  v.  Ed- 
wards,  919. 

Liability  of  Judicial  Officers. 

See  Constitutional  Law. 

4.  JUDICIAL  OFFICERS,  Liability  of. — A  public  ofHcer  acting 
judicially  or  in  a  quasi  judicial  capacity  cannot  be  made  personally 
liable  iu  a  civil  action  unless  tlie  act  couiplained  of  is  willful,  corrupt 
or  malicious,  or  without  his  jurisdiction.  (Utah)  Garlf  v.  Smith, 
024. 

Liahility  of  Sureties. 

5.  OFFICIAL  BONDS  Liabilities  of  Snretie«!.  Thr^  liihility  of 
the  Burelies  on  an  official  bond  is  to  be  determined  by  thd  terms  ol 
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the  bond  itsolf,  and  such  terms  cannot  be  extended  beyond  the  reason- 
able meaning  thereof  construed  with  reference  to  the  purposes  con- 
templated by  the  law  requiring  the  bond.  (Fla.)  Jennings  v.  Bobe, 
156. 

6.  OFFICIAL  BONDS — Breach  of.— Making  an  application  for 
fees  earned  and  unlawfully  collecting  from  the  county  money  as  fees 
in  excess  of  those  allowed  by  law  do  not  constitute  a  breach  of  a 
constable's  bond  conditioned  that  he  "shall  diligently  and  faith- 
fully perform  all  the  duties  of  his  said  office  as  prescribed  by  law." 
(Fla.)     Jennings  v.  Bobe,  156. 

Removal  of  Officers. 

7.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS,  Authority  of,  to  Remove  Offi- 
cers.— In  the  cities  and  towns  of  Massachusetts  there  is  no  power  to 
remove  public  officers,  such,  for  instance,  as  members  of  the  board  of 
health,  except  what  is  given  by  statute.  Therefore,  the  power  to 
remove  is  not  vested  in  the  voters  in  a  town  meeting  assembled. 
(Mass.)     Attorney  General  v.  Stratton,  527. 

See  Attachment,  6-8;  Constitutional  Law,  10-13. 

ORDINANCES, 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  34-38. 

PARENT   AND   CHILD. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD — Master  and  Servant — Principal  and 
Agent — Torts  of  Child. — A  parent,  merely  as  such,  is  not  liable  for  the 
torts  of  his  child;  but  he  may  be  liable  upon  the  relation  of  principal 
and  agent,  or  master  and  servant.     (Ind.)     Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  3o6. 

PAROL  TO  VARY  WRITING. 

See  Evidence,  7-10. 

PARTITION. 

1.  PARTITION. — Reversioners  and  Remaindermen  owning  inter- 
ests in  fee  in  land  subject  to  an  unexpired  life  estate  are  entitled  to 
partition.     (111.)     Deadman  v.  Yantis,  291. 

2.  PARTITION. — Sale  Should  not  be  Made  for  the  purposes  of 
partition  unless  necessary  in  order  to  protect  the  parties  from  serious 
loss.     ("Wis.)     Idcma  v.  Comstock,  1027. 

3.  PARTITION  OR  SALE — Test.— The  established  test  of  whether 
a  partition  in  kind  would  result  in  great  prejudice  to  the  owners  is 
whether  the  value  of  the  share  of  each  in  case  of  a  partition  would 
be  materially  less  than  his  share  of  the  money  equivalent  that  could 
probably  be  obtained  for  the  whole.  (Wis.)  Idema  v.  Comstock, 
1027. 

4.  PARTITION  OR  SALE. — Burden  of  Proof  to  establish  the 
necessary  requisites  to  a  sale  of  land  rather  than  a  partition  in  kind 
is  on  the  party  alleging  the  necessity  and  advisability  of  such  sale. 
(Wis.)     Idema  v.  Comstock,  1027. 

5.  APPEAL. — A  Defendant  in  Partition  whose  answer  merely  as- 
serts that  she  is  the  owner  of  the  undivided  one-fourth  of  the  land 
sought  to  be  partitioned  and  denies  the  alIe<;ations  of  the  bill  that 
she  is  not  entitled  to  any  interest  therein,  has  no  right  of  appeal,  in 
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the  absence  of  a  cross  l)ill,  from  a  decree   dismissing  the  bilL     (lU.) 
Manternach  v.  Studt,  310. 

PASTURING  LIVESTOCK. 

See  Animals. 

PAYMENT. 

PAYMENT  BY  MISTAKE— Recovery  of  Money.— The  rule 
that  money  paid  under  a  niutual  mistake  of  fact  can  be  recovered 
back  is  not  applicable  where,  under  an  assumption  of  fact  known  to 
both  parties  to  be  doubtful,  a  voluntary  payment  has  been  made  in 
extinguishment  of  a  claim.  (Iowa)  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chit- 
tenden, 444. 

PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS. 

1.  PHYSICIANS — Implied  Contract  to  Pay  for  Services. — A  prom- 
ise to  pay  a  physician  for  his  services  is  not  implied  from  the  mere 
fact  that  a  father  calls  him  to  attend  his  sick  son,  wlio  is  a  man 
of  mature  age;  but  if  the  circumstances  or  conditions  are  such  as  to 
lead  the  physician  to  believe,  and  to  charge  the  father  with  knowledge 
that  the  physician  docs  believe,  that  the  father  is  undertaking  to 
pay  for  the  services  to  be  rendered,  the  father  is  liable  under  an  im- 
plied contract.     (Mo.)     Morrell  v.  Lawrence,  660. 

2.  PHYSICIANS — Compensation — Wealth  of  Patient. — Tf  a  physi- 
cian is  entitled  to  recover  for  services  rendered  his  patient,  lie  is 
entitled  to  recover  only  the  reasonable  value  thereof,  whether  the 
patient  is  a  poor  man  or  a  man  of  great  wealth.  (Mo.)  Morrell  v. 
Lawrence,  660. 

3.  PHYSICIANS — Compensation— Wealth  of  Patient.— The  jury 
in  estimating  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  rendf^red  by  a 
physician  to  his  patient,  have  no  concern  with  the  question  of  the 
jiatient's  ability  to  satisfy  the  judgment.  (Mo.)  Morrell  v.  Law- 
rence, 660. 

4.  PHYSICIANS— Compensation — ^Wealth  of  Patient.— If,  in  an 
action  by  a  physician  to  recover  for  his  services,  the  defendant  intro- 
duces evidence  to  show  that  the  physician  was  accustomed  to  cliarge 
smaller  fees  for  similar  services  than  those  sued  for,  the  latter  lias 
the  right  to  show  in  rebuttal,  if  such  is  the  fact,  that  the  smaller 
fees  were  charged  to  poor  men  because  of  their  poverty,  and  that  the 
defendant's  financial  condition  justified  a  charge  for  fair  and  reason- 
able compensation,  and  this  is  as  far  as  the  wealth  of  the  defendant 
can  be  shown.      (Mo.)      Morrell  v.  Lawrence,  660. 

5.  PHYSICIANS— Compensation — Evidence. — A  physician  in  an 
action  to  recover  for  services  rendered  his  patient  is  entitled  to 
show  that  he  is  a  physician  of  learning  and  skill,  and  that  fact  should 
be  taken  as  an  element  in  estimating  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
si  rvices  rendered,  but  he  has  no  riglit,  in  such  ease,  io  show  wiuit  his 
general  ];r(jt(>-sional  reputation  as  a  physician  is.  (Mo.)  Morrell  v. 
Lawrence,  660. 

6.  PHYSICIANS — Compensation— Wealth  of  Patient— Evidence. — 
If  a  physician  sues  a  fatlier  on  an  inijdied  promise  to  pay  lor  pro- 
f(  ssional  services  rendered  his  son,  and  such  physician  kiuMV  in  a 
giMH  ral  way  the  financial  standing  of  both  father  and  son,  it  is  error 
to  exclude  evidence  olTercd  to  show  that  such  son  was  a  ni;ui  ol"  con- 
gi(Ui:il)'('  fortur.e  anil  anijily  aMe  to  pay  for  the  services  rendered. 
(Mo.)      Morrell   v.  Lawrence,  6'JO. 
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PLEADING. 

1.  PLEADING. — A  Demurrer  Admits  am  Agreement  as  Alleged, 
together  with  all  other  facts  properly  pleaded.  (Utah)  Beams  v. 
Taylor,  930. 

2.  BILL  OF  PARTICULARS.— The  Object  of  a  Bill  of  particulars 
is  to  inform  the  defendant  of  the  claim  he  is  called  upon  to  defend 
against.     (111.)     McKinnie  v.  Lane,  338. 

3.  BILL  OF  PARTICULARS.— The  Effect  of  a  Bill  of  particulars 
is  to  limit  and  restrain  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial,  to  the  proof  of  the 
particular  causes  of  action  therein  mentioned.  (HI.)  McKinnie  v. 
Lane,  338. 

4.  BILL  OF  PARTICULARS. — ^The  Amendment  of  a  Bill  of  Par- 
ticulars in  assumpsit  should  be  permitted  where  the  bill  states  that  the 
balance  of  the  amount  was  to  be  given  in  goods  at  agreed  prices, 
while  the  evidence  shows  that  payment  was  to  be  in  goods  or  in  cash. 
(111.)     McKinnie  v.  Lane,  338. 

See  Actions. 

PLEDGES. 

1.  PLEDGE — Collateral  Security — Duty  to  Make  Available. — If  a 

bond,  note,  bank  stock,  or  accepted  order  on  a  third  person  is  trans- 
ferred and  delivered  to  a  creditor  as  collateral  security,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  pledgee  to  use  reasonable  care  and  diligence  to  make  such  col- 
lateral available  and  effectual  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
pledged,  and  if  through  his  negligence  or  wrongful  act  or  omission, 
the  collateral  is  lost,  he  is  accountable  and  liable  to  the  pledgor  for 
its  value.     (Mo.)     National  Exch.  Bank  v.  Kilpatric,  689. 

2.  PLEDGE — Collateral  Security — Loss  of  Through  Negligence. — 
If  the  payment  of  a  note  given  to  a  bank  is  secured  by  the  pledge  of 
bank  stock  as  collateral  security,  and  when  such  bank  stock  is  worth 
par  value,  the  pledgor  directs  the  bank  holding  the  note  to  sell  sucli 
stock  and  apply  the  proceeds  on  the  note,  aud  the  bank  fails  and 
neglects  to  do  so,  it  must,  in  the  event  that  the  bank  stock  subse- 
quently bor-omcs  worthless,  bear  the  loss,  the  amount  of  which  must 
be  credited  on  the  note.  (Mo.)  National  Exch.  Bank  v.  Kilpatric, 
689. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT  —Inquiry  as  to  the  Extent  of  the 
Latter 's  Authority.- — One  seeking  to  acquire  title  to  checks  by  the 
indorsement  of  an  agent  of  the  payee  is  bound  to  inquire  and  ascer- 
tain the  extent  of  his  authority.  (Mass.)  A.  Blum  Jr. 's  Wimis  v. 
Vv' hippie,   553. 

2.  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT— Laches — Delay  in  Giving  Notice 
of  an  Unauthorized  Indorsement  of  Checks. — U'here  an  agent  having 
checks  of  his  principal  in  his  possession,  without  authority  to  iiulorsf, 
transfer  or  collect  them,  proceeds  to  negotiate  and  indorse  thcin,  ami 
to  collect  the  proceeds,  which  he  embezzles,  there  is  no  duty  on  thf 
part  of  the  principal  to  give  prompt  notice  of  the  want  of  the  a^^eut's 
authority,  nor  does  the  failure  to  do  so  for  two  years  constitute  a 
ratification  of  the  agent's  acts,  or  prevent  the  recovery  by  the  prin- 
cipal of  a  jterson  to  whom  the  checks  were  indorsed  and  who  has 
received  the  proceeds  thereof.  (Mass.)  Blum  Jr. 's  Sons  v.  "Whipple, 
553. 

3.  AGENCY. — Whatever  Evidence  has  a  Tendency  to  prove  an 
agLiicy  is  admissible,  even  though  it  be  not  full  aud  satisfactory,  aud 
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it  is  tlio  jrfiviiicc  of  tbe  jury  to  pass  upon  it.     (Towa)     Joyce  Co.  v. 
■Rohan,    l!0. 

4.  AGENCY. — When  One  Knowingly  and  Without  Dissent  per- 
mits another  to  act  as  his  agent,  the  capacity  will  be  conclusively 
presumed.     (Iowa)     Joyce  Co.  v.  Eohan,  410. 

See   Brokers;    Insane   Persons;    Factors;    Mortgages,   8-9. 

PEOBATE  COURTS. 

See  Courts,  4. 

PROBATE    PROCEEDINGS. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators;  Wills. 

PROCESS. 

1.  PROCESS — Service  on  Minors. — Jurisdiction  of  minor  defend- 
ants in  a  proceeding  by  an  administrator  to  sell  land  to  pay  debts  of 
the  estate  is  not  acquired  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  summons  with  their 
motlier  and  informing  her  of  its  contents,  when  she  is  a  creditor  of 
the  estate,  and  the  real  party  in  interest,  having  resigned  her  office 
as  administratrix  in  order  to  purchase  at  the  sale.  (111.)  Manter- 
naeh  v.  Studt,  310. 

2.  PROCESS — Presumption  in  Support  of  Jurisdiction. — Where  a 
decree  in  chancery  is  entered  at  a  term  subsequent  to  the  return  term 
and  recites  due  service  of  process,  but  the  return  on  the  summons  is 
iusuilicieut,  the  finding  in  the  decree  will  be  supported  by  the  pre- 
sumption that  a  second  summons  was  issued  and  served  for  the  term 
at  which  the  decree  was  entered;  but  no  such  presumption  can  be  in- 
dulged where  the  decree  was  entered  at  the  return  term  of  the  sum- 
mons, in  which  case  the  recitals  in  the  decree  cannot  prevail  if  the 
summons  and  return  show  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction.  (111.) 
Manternach  v.  Studt,  310. 

See  Corporations,  14-15. 

QUITCLAIM  DEED. 

See  Deeds,  7-10. 

RAILROADS. 

Interpretation  of  Charters. 

1.  RAILROADS — Construction  of  Charter. — Charters  of  public  cor- 
porations are  construed  strictly  against  the  corporations  and  liberally 
in  favor  of  the  public.     (Minn.)     State  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  581. 

Unguarded  Turntables. 

2.  RAILROADS— Turntables— Injury  to  Children. — If  a  railroml 
company  erects  a  turntable  in  its  own  yard  in  a  populous  jiart  of  a 
city  and  leaves  it  unlocked  when  not  in  use,  it  owes  the  (luty  to  a 
trespassing  child  attracted  thereto  throuyh  an  open  gateway  not  to 
injure  him  intinitionally,  Ijut  it  is  under  no  active  duty  to  talie  care 
of  him,  either  l)y  lveei)ing  him  out  of  the  yard,  or  by  protecting  him 
from  injury  after  he  has  entered  it  from  liis  own  acts,  or  the  acts 
of  otlier^,  who,  like  himself,  li:i\('  ciiti  iimI  without  permission.  (Pa.) 
Thompsuu  V.  Baltimore  etc.  ii.  li.  Co.,  b'J7. 
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Construction  of  Croxsuigs. 

3.  RAILROADS — Statutes  Requiring  Construction  of  Crossings. — 
In  the  exercise  of  the  police  power,  a  state  may  compel  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  construct  and  maintain,  at  its  own  expense,  suitable  crossiuga 
at  street  and  highway  intersections,  whether  the  highway  is  laid  out 
before  or  after  the  construction  of  the  railway,  and  whether  the  cross- 
ing is  at  grade,  or  below  or  above  the  tracks.  (Minn.)  State  v.  St. 
Paul  Ey.  Co.,  581. 

4.  RAILROADS — Construction  of  Statute  Providing  for  Cross- 
in,7^s. — A  ])rovision  in  the  charter  of  a  railway  company  that  the  said 
cotn])any  shall  have  the  right  and  authority  to  construct  their  said 
railroad  and  branches  upon  and  along,  across,  under  or  over,  any  public 
or  private  highway,  road,  street,  plank  road,  or  railroad,  if  the  same 
shall  be  necessary;  but  the  said  company  shall  put  such  highway,  road, 
street,  plank  road,  or  railroad,  in  such  condition  and  state  of  repair  as 
not  to  impair  or  interfere  with  its  free  and  proper  use,"  applies  to 
streets  and  highways  laid  out  subsequently  to  the  construction  of  the 
railroad.     (Minn.)     State  v.  St.  Paul   etc.  Ey.  Co.,  581. 

5.  RAILROADS — Duty  to  Construct  Crossings — The  right  of  the 
state  to  lay  out  and  open  new  streets  is  a  condition  attached  by  impli- 
cation of  law  to  the  charter  and  franchise  of  a  railway  company,  and 
the  obligation  of  the  company  to  maintain  crossings  in  good  condition 
at  street  intersections  is  a  continuing  one,  follows  the  franchise,  and 
applies  to  new  streets  or  highways  as  they  come  into  existence. 
(Minn.)     State  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  581. 

6.  RAILROADS — Safe  Crossings — Police  Power. — A  bridge  over 
railroad  tracks  at  their  intersection  of  a  public  street  is,  when  neces- 
sary to  make  the  crossing  safe  for  use,  a  "safety  device"  which  the 
state  may,  in  the  exercise  of  its  police  power,  require  the  railway  com- 
pany to  construct  and  maintain  at  its  own  expense  (Minn.)  State 
V.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  581. 

7.  RAILROADS — Safe  Crossings. — The  Right  of  the  State  to  re- 
quire a  railroad  company  to  construct  bridges  at  crossings  where  the 
public  safety  requires  them  is  a  part  of  the  police  power,  which  can 
neither  be  contracted  away  nor  lost  by  inaction  on  the  part  of  the 
public  authorities.     (Minn.)     State  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  581. 

Liability  for  Killing  Livestock. 

8.  RAILROADS — Liability  for  Killing  Stock — Farm  Crossings. — A 
railroad  company  is  not  liable,  unless  negligent,  for  injury  to  or  the 
killing  of  animals  that  enter  upon  its  tracks  by  a  gate  of  a  private 
farm   crossing.     (Ind.)     Chicago   etc.   Ey.   Co.  v.   Eaiiisey,   379, 

9.  RAILROADS — Liability  for  Killing  Stock — Entries  upon  Right 
of  Way. — -A  railroad  company  is  not  liable,  unless  negligent,  for  killing 
stock  which  first  entered  upon  its  unfenced  right  of  way,  but  after- 
ward crossed  the  land  of  others  and  again  entered  upon  such  right  of 
way  through  a  gate  at  a  private  farm  crossing.  (Ind.)  Chicago  etc. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Eamsey,  379. 

10.  RAILROADS — Duty  as  to  Stock  Wrongfully  on  Track. — A  rail- 
road company  owes  no  duty  to  be  on  the  lookout  for  cattle,  wrong- 
fully and  unexpectedly,  on  its  right  of  way.  (Ind.)  Chicago  etc. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Eaniscy,  379. 

11.  RAILROADS — Liability  for  Killing  Stock — Negligence  whea 
Question  of  Fact. — If  an  engineer  in  charge  of  a  locomotive  actually 
saw  cattle  on  the  track,  and  could  have  stopped  the  train  with  reason- 
able effort  and  safety  and  thus  liave  avoided  killing  them,  the  question 
whether  his  failure  to  do  so,  under  the  circumstances,  constituted  negli- 
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gence,  is  a  question  of  fact.  (Ind.)  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ramsey, 
:579. 

12.  RAILROADS — Killing  of  Stock — Contributory  Negligence. — In 
an  action  aj^ainst  a  railroad  company  for  killing  horses,  the  question 
whether  their  owner  was  guilty  of   contributory   nc^^^ligence   in    turn 
ing   them   out   to   graze   upon   unincloscd    land   near    the   depot   is   for 
the  jury.     (Or.)     Wilmot  v.  Oregon  R.  R.  Co.,  8i0. 

Fenrinc)  Traelc  and  Station  Grounds. 

13.  RAILROADS — Duty  to  Fence  Track — Station   Grounds. — The 

statutory  duty  of  a  railroad  coinj)any  to  fence  its  tracks  do(  s  nor 
extend  to  depot  grounds,  because  the  purposes  for  which  they  arc 
used  and  the  public  convenience  are  inconsistent  with  the  nljligatio^i 
to  fence  at  that  point.     (Or.)     Wilmot  v.  Oregon  R.  R.  Co..  840. 

14.  RAILROADS — Duty  to  Fence  Depot  Grounds.— Whether  it  i^ 
the  duty  of  a  railway  company  to  fence  its  right  of  way  at  its  depo; 
grounds  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court.  (Or.)  Wilmot  v.  Orcgm 
R.  R.  Co.,  840. 

15.  RAILROADS — Unfenced  Depot — Killing  of  Stock. — Where  th- 
law  requires  railroad  companies  to  fence  their  tracks  except  at  depoi 
grounds,  the  question  whether  unfenced  land  where  animals  killec; 
by  a  moving  train  entered  the  right  of  way  is  a  part  of  such  ground- 
is  for  the  jury,  when  the  evidence  is  conflicting  and  such  that  ditTei 
ent  inferences  may  be  drawn  therefrom.  (Or.)  Wilmot  v.  Oregon  R 
R.  Co.,  840. 

16.  RAILROAD — Depot  Grounds  Defined. — The  depot  or  statioii 
grounds  of  a  railway  company  is  the  place  where  passengers  get  on 
and  off  the  trains  and  freight  is  loaded  and  unloaded,  including  ali 
grounds  reasonably  necessary  or  convenient  to  that  purpose,  together 
with  necessary  tracks,  switches,  and  turnouts  for  handling  and  raak 
ing  up  trains,  storing  cars,  and  the  like,  and  so  much  of  the  maii: 
track  outside  the  switches  as  is  requisite  for  the  proper  handling  (■■ 
trains  at  the  station.     (Or.)     Wilmot  v.  Oregon  R.  R.  Co.,  840. 

17.  RAILROADS— Station  Grounds — Evidence  of  What  are.- 
Where  grounds  have  been  appropriated,  surveyed  and  set  apart  by  ; 
railway  company  for  station  or  depot  purposes,  it  affords  strong,  h 
not  conclusive,  evidence  that  their  boundaries  and  extent  are  such  ai 
and  no  more  than  are  necessary  and  proper,  and  their  limits  should 
not  be  curtailed  or  extended  by  the  court  or  jury  unless  in  a  verv 
clear  case.     (Or.)     Wilmot  v.  Oregon  R.  R,  Co.,  840. 

See  Carriers. 

RECEIPT. 

See  Evidence,  7. 

RECEIVERS. 

1.    RECEIVERS— Jurisdiction  of  Equity  to  Adjudicate  Claims.— 

The  jurisdii^tion  of  a  court  of  equity,  having  attaclied  by  tlic  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  to  protect  the  equitable  rii^hts  of  creditor? 
of  a  concern,  will  be  retained  to  do  conii)iete  justice  and  fully  ad- 
minister upon  the  jn-operty;  ani.1  in  so  iloing  the  court  may,  if  it 
sees  proper,  adjust  claims  against  the  prnptrty,  arising  either  out  of 
contiaet  or  tor',  and  make  all  pro[ier  orilers  in  resp(  ct  to  the  time 
and  manner  of  their  puymeut.     (111.)     iShedd  v.  SiLCleld,  -09. 
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2.  RECEIVERS — Enforcement  of  Claims  for  Torts. — A  conrt  of 
equity  that  has  appointed  a  receiver  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an 
intervening  petition  presenting  a  claim  for  damages  occasioned  by  an 
alleged  tort  of  the  receiver,  adjudicate  the  claim,  and  make  a  final 
order  for  its  payment.     (HI.)     Shedd  v.  Seefeld,  269. 

Note. 

Receivers   are  not  insurers  of  the  safety  of  property  in  their  charge, 

278. 
care  and  prudence  required  of,  278. 
contempt  of  court,  liability  of,  to  punishment  for,  279. 
courts  appointing,  when  may  adjust  claims  against,  281,  282. 
depositing  money  in  bank,   liability  for  loss   of,  278. 
employes,  liability  of  in  their  official  capacity  for  torts  of,  280. 
judgments  against,  form  in  which  should  be  entered,  281. 
liability  of,  for  contempt  of  court,  279. 
liability  of,  for  negligence  and  other  torts,  280. 
liability  of,  for  negligence  of  themselves  and  their  agents,  279. 
liability  of,  for  taking  possession  of  the  property  of  a  stranger 

to  the  suit,  279. 
liability  of,  for  torts  committed  before  their  appointment,  279. 
liability  of,  for  trespass   or  conversion,  279. 
liability    of,    general    rules    controlling,    278. 
liability  of,  manner  of  enforcing,  281,  282. 

RECORDS. 

NOTICE. — Recitals  in  Recorded  Deeds  not  constituting  links 
in  the  chain  of  title  of  a  judgment  debtor  and  to  which  he  is  not  a 
party,  purporting  to  show  equities  in  third  persons,  are  not  notice 
to  him  thereof.     (Fla.)     Mansfield  v.  Johnson,  159. 

See  Attachment,  4-5;  Mortgages,  6-9. 
Note. 
Redemptions,  constitutionality  of  laws  granting  or  interfering  with 

right  of,  479,  480. 
Reform  Schools  and  Reformatories  are  not  prisons,  953. 

constitutionality  of  statutes  providing  for  confinement  in  with- 
out trial  and  for  an  indefinite  term,  953-958. 
jury  trial,  commitment  of  minors  to,  without,  953. 
local  and  special  legislation,  statutes  providing  for  are  not,  958. 
notice   to   parent  of  proceedings  for  confinement   of  children  in, 

958-960.  _ 
parent,  depriving  of  custody  of  children  by  confinement  in,  958- 

960. 
parents,    adjudication   of   courts   committing   children   to,   is   not 

conclusive  on,  960. 
punishment,  confinement  in  is  not  a,  954-956. 

punishment,  confinement  of  minors  in,  is  not  a  cruel  or  unusual, 
957. 

REFORMATION  OF  DEEDS. 

DEEDS — Reformation  as  Against  Minors. — Where  real  estate 
is  bought  for  its  full  value,  and  the  grantors  understand  that  they  are 
selling  and  the  grantees  understand  that  they  are  purchasing  a  fee  title, 
but  by  mistake  words  creep  into  the  deed  which  defeat  such  intention, 
it  is  not  inequitable  or  unjust  to  correct  the  deed  by  striking  out  those 
words.     (111.)     Teel  v.  Dunnihoe,  319. 
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EES  JUDICATA. 

See  Judgments,  5-14. 

ROBBERY. 

1.  ROBBERY,  Force  and  Fear  Essential  to.— Wlmiiovor  the  ele- 
ments oi'  I'ojcc  and  being  put  in  fenr  enter  into  the  taking  and  are  the 
cause  inducing  the  owner  of  personal  property  to  part  with  it,  t!i" 
taking  is  robbery,  no  matter  how  slight  the  act  of  force,  or  the  cnuse 
creating  the  fear  may  be,  nor  by  what  other  circumstances  the  taking 
may  be  accomi^lished.      (Wash.)      State  v.  Parsons,   1003. 

2.  ROBBERY — Obtaining  Money  by  Impersonatins  Policeman  and 
Threatening  an  Arrest. — If  two  j)ersons,  finding  a  tliird  in  an  intoxi- 
cated condition,  announce  themselves  as  policemen,  threaten  him  witii 
arrest  for  drunkenness,  tell  him  he  must  go  to  jail  and  that  tliev 
must  search  him,  and  thereuiion  go  througli  his  pockets  and  take  money 
from  him,  he  not  resisting  because  he  believes  them  to  be  policemen 
and  that  they  M'ill  inflict  personal  injury  on  him  unless  he  keeps  still, 
tliey  may  be  convicted  of  robbery.     (Wash.)     State  v.  Parsons,  1003. 

3.  ROBBERY — Force,  Instruction  Concerning. — It  is  not  error  to 
charge  the  jury  in  a  ]>rosecution  for  robbery  that  the  degree  of  force 
used  is  inim;iterial  as  long  as  it  was  suflicient  to  compel  the  prosecut- 
ing witness  to  part  with  his  property.  (Wash.)  State  v.  Parsons, 
1003. 

RUNAWAY    TEAM. 

See    Highways. 

SALES. 

1.  SALES  FOR  CASH — Delivery — Passing  of  Title. — If  a  contract 
of  sale  provides  for  payment  of  the  purchase  price  on  delivery  of  the 
articles  sold,  and  the  seller  delivers  the  goods  but  the  buyer  fails 
to  pay,  the  right  of  property  does  not  pass  to  the  buyer,  but  remains 
with  the  seller,  who  may,  at  his  option,  reclaim  the  goods.  He  must 
exercise  such  option  as  promptly  as  the  situation  of  the  parties  will 
allow.  Otherwise  he  must  be  held  to  have  waived  his  right,  and 
can  only  thereafter  look  to  the  buyer  for  the  price.  (Pa.)  Freeh  v. 
Lewis,   8G4. 

2.  SALES  FOR  CASH— Delivery  Without  Pasraient — Subsequent 
Promise  to  Pay. — In  a  case  of  a  sale  for  cash  where  delivery  is  made 
without  payment,  reliance  upon  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay  tliat 
leads  the  seller  to  refrain  from  asserting  his  right  to  retake  the  prop- 
erty, is,  in  itself,  a  waiver  of  the  right,  and  makes  absolute  a  delivery 
which  in  the  first  instance  was  conditional.  He  cannot  thereafter 
retake  the  goods,  and  can  look  to  the  buyer  only  for  their  price. 
(Pa.)      Freeh  v.   Lewis,   8G4. 

3.  SALES  FOR  CASH— Delivery  Without  Payment.— Fraud  and 
Artifice  practiced  by  a  buyer  in  a  sah^  for  casli.  wliiM'e  delivny  i^ 
made  without  payment,  may  excuse  delay  in  attempting  to  retake  tin; 
property  after  delivery,  but  will  not  excuse  mistaken  confidence  re- 
posed in  tiio  buyer's  promises  to  pay.      (Pa.)      Frerh  v.  Lewis,  S(j4. 

•1.  SALES — Future  Delivery  Consideration— Option. — A  contract 
for  the  future  delivery  of  personal  property  is  void,  for  want  of  con- 
sideration and  mutuality,  if  the  quantity  to  be  delivered  is  conditioned 
by  tlic  will,  wisli,  or  want  of  one  of  the  parties.  (Ind.)  Fowler 
Utilities   Co.   V.    tiray,   3-14. 
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5.  SALE — Time  for  Delivery. — If  there  Is  no  Agreement  fixing  the 
time  for  the  delivery  of  goods,  the  law  will  presume  delivery  to  be 
made  on  demand,  or  at  least  within  a  reasonable  time.  (111.)  Mc- 
Kinnie   v.  Lane,  338. 

Note. 

Sales  of    personalty,  delivery  absolute  and  unconditional  without  ex- 
acting payment,  870. 

of  personalty,  delivery,  intent  with  which  made  is  a  question  of 
fact,  870. 

of   personalty,    payment,    delay   in    demanding    return    of    goods, 
when    does    not   waive,   879. 

of  personalty,  payment,  illustrations  of  circumstances  where  not 
waived  by  delivery,  876-879. 

of  personalty,  payment,  illustration  of  circumstances  waiving  by 
delivery  and   laches,   871-876. 

of  personalty,  payment,  laches  of  the  seller  in  not  promptly  re- 
quiring, 870-876. 

of  personalty,  payment,  when  not  necessary  to  pass  title,  869. 

of   personalty   to   be   paid   for   on   delivery,   when   does   not   pass 
title  until  payment,  869. 

of  personalty,  waiver  of  conditions  requiring  payment,  when  in- 
ferable, 870. 

on  conditions  to  be  performed  immediately,  title  does  not  pass  hj 
delivery,  869. 

SHEEP  INSPECTORS. 

See    Constitutional    Law,    10-13. 

SPECIFIC    PERFORMANCE. 

1.  SPECIFIC     PERFORMANCE— Contract    to     Deliver     Stock.— 

Specific  performance  may  be  had  of  a  contract  to  deliver  stock,  the 
pecuniary  value  of  which  is  not  provable.  (Mo.)  Baumhoff  v.  St. 
Louis  etc.  Ry.  R.  Co.,  745. 

2.  SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE— Revocable  Contracts.— A  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  to  decree  the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract where  the  power  of  revocation  exists.  (Ind.)  Fowler  Utilities 
Co.  V.  Gray,  344. 

3.  CONTRACTS — Determinable  at  Will — Specific  Performance — 
Injunction. — A  contract  which  can  be  terminated  at  the  will  of  one  of 
the  parties  without  liability  for  damages,  so  far  as  it  remains  ex- 
ecutory, is  not  binding  for  want  of  mutuality  and  its  performance 
cannot  be  enforced  in  equity,  either  by  way  of  specific  performance 
or  injunction.     (Ind.)     Fowler  Utilities  Co.  v.  Gray,  344. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

See    Frauds,    Statute    of. 

STATUTE   OF  LIMITATIONS, 
See    Limitation    of    Actions. 

STATUTES. 

Title  of  Art. 

1.     CONSTITUTIONAL   LAW— Title    of   Act3 -Subject   Matter.— 

The    effect    of    a    constitntion;il    ro'iiiirt  ineut    that    ''each    iaw    .-iiacted 
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in  the  Icgislnture  shall  embrace  but  one  suhjrct  and  matter  pro[)eily 
connected  therewith,  which  subject  shall  be  briefly  expressed  in  the 
title."  is  to  render  inoperative  any  provisions  contained  in  the  body 
of  an  act  that  is  not  fairly  included  in  the  subject  expressed  in  thi; 
title,  or  not  matter  germane  to,  or  properly  connected  with,  that 
subject.      (Fla.)      Ex  parte  Knight,  191. 

2.  CONSTITUTIONAIj  law— Title  to  Acts— Subject  Matter.— 
Under  a  constitutional  requireuient  that  the  subject  matter  of  a 
statute  must  be  briefly  expressed  in  the  title,  only  such  provisions 
can  validly  be  incorporated  in  the  body  of  an  act  as  are  fairly  in- 
cluded in  one  subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith,  which 
subject  is  the  one  that  is  expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act,  and  may  be 
as  restrictive  as  the  legislature  desires  to  make  it.  (Fla.)  Ex  parte 
Knight,    191. 

3.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Restricted  Title  to  Act— Subject 
Matter. — When  the  subject  expressed  in  the  title  to  a  legislative  act 
is  -restricted,  only  those  provisions  that  are  fairly  included  in  such 
restricted  subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith  can  legally 
be  incorporated  in  the  body  of  the  act,  even  though  other  provisions 
besides  those  contained  in  the  act  could  have  been  included  in  one 
act  having  a  single  broader  subject  expressed  in  its  title.  (Fla.)  Ex 
parte   Knight,    191. 

4.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  and  Subject  Matter  of  Stat- 
utes— Interpretation. — In  determining  whether  provisions  in  an  act 
are  embraced  in  one  subject  and  matter  properly  connected  therewith, 
the  subject  to  be  considered  is  the  one  expressed  in  the  title  of  the 
act,  and  every  fair  intendment  and  reasonable  doubt  should  be 
yielded  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  act,  but  when  it  contains 
provisions  which,  after  yielding  all  fair  intendments  and  reasonable 
doubts,  are  clearly  not  embraced  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  act, 
as  expressed  in  the  title  or  in  matter  properly  connected  with  that 
subject,  such  provisions  are  inoperative  and  without  effect.  (Flu.) 
Ex  parte  Knight,  191. 

5.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  and  Subject  Matter  of  Stat- 
utes.— If  the  subject  of  a  legislative  act  as  expressed  in  its  title  is 
restricted  to  the  subject  of  preventing  "the  cutting  or  moving  of 
any  timber"  from  certain  lands,  a  provision  in  such  act  to  prevent 
"the  gathering  or  removing  any  turpentine  extracted  from  the  pine 
timber  so  cut  or  boxed"  on  such  lauds  cannot  be  said  to  be  fairly 
included  in  the  subject  of  the  act  as  exj^ressed  in  its  title  and  matur 
properly  connected  therewith,  and  it  is  inoperative  and  void.  (Fla.) 
Ex  parte  Knight,  191. 

6.  STATUTES— Title  of  Act.— "An  Act  Relating  to  the  preserva- 
tion, propagation,  and  protection  of  game  animals"  is  suflicieutly 
broad  to  embrace  all  kinds  of  deer,  whether  wild  or  tame.  (Mo.) 
tttate  V.  AVeber,  715. 

Const metion  of  Statutes. 

7.  STATUTES — Construction — The  Operation  of  Statutes  is  oi'im 
extended,  by  construction,  to  matters  of  subsequent  cieaiidU.  and  ap- 
plied to  conditions  that  accrue  after  their  passage,  as  will  as  tu  those 
that  existed  before.      (Alinn.)      State  v.  St.  Paul  etc.   Kv.  Co..  ,"S1. 

8.  STATUTES— Construction. — Courts  may  Carry  a  Statute  beyond 
the  natural  import  of  its  words  when  esseuiial  to  answer  the  purjjose  of 
the    legislature.      (Minn.)      State    v.    St.    I'.iul    etr.    Ky.    Co.,    ."iSl. 

9.  STATUTES — Construction.  The  Intention  of  a  Remedial  Stat- 
ute will  always  prevail  over  the  literal  sense  oil  its  terms.     Therel'ore, 
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when  the  expression  is  special  or  particular,  but  the  reason  is  general, 
the  expression  is  deemed  general.  (Minn.)  State  v.  St.  Paul  etc. 
By.  Co.,  581. 

STEEET  BAILWAYS. 
See    Carriers. 

SUBBOGATION. 

1.  SUBROGATION  to  the  Eights  of  a  Mortgagee.— A  purchaser 
of  real  property  whose  money  is  used  to  discharge  a  valid  lien  thereon 
is,  upon  the  failure  of  hia  title,  subrogated  to  the  lien  so  discharged. 
(Ark.)     Nefl:  v.  Elder,  67. 

2.  LIMITATIONS  OF  ACTIONS—Subrogation.— When  one  becomes 
entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  a  mortgage,  his  suit  to  enforce  the  right 
of  subrogation  need  not  be  brought  within  the  time  originally  allow- 
able to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  A  person  entitled  to  subrogation  may 
bring  his  suit  within  a  reasonable  time  after  notice  of  the  defect  in  his 
title,  tliough  the  time  within  which  the  original  mortgagee  might  have 
maintained  such  suit  to  foreclose  his  mortgage  has  passed.  (Ark.) 
Neff  V.  Elder,  67. 

TAXATION. 

Exemption  of  Tuhlic  Property. 

1.  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS— Assessments  for  Public  Im- 
provements, Liability  of  School  Property  for. — Assessnuuts  made  for 
the  purpose  of  laying  out,  widening  and  extending  a  public  street 
are  eul'orceable  against  real  property  owned  by  a  public  school 
district  and  used  solely  for  school  purposes,  where  the  assessment  is 
by  statute  to  be  apportioned  on  the  several  lots,  blocks,  tracts,  and 
parcels  of  land  found  to  be  benefited  thereby.  (Wash.)  In  re 
Howard  Avenue  North,  973. 

2.  ASSESSMENT,  Exemption  from  not  Implied  from  Exemption 
from  Taxes. — The  provision  of  the  state  constitution  exempting  school 
districts  from  taxation  does  not  exempt  their  property  from  special 
assessments  made  to  pay  for  street  improvements.  (Wash.)  In  re 
Howard  Avenue  North,  973. 

Tax  of  License — Nonresident  Sheep  Oicners. 

3.  TAXATION — Distinction  Between  Tax  and  License. — The  dis- 
tinction between  a  tax  upon  a  business  or  property  and  a  license  is 
that  the  former  is  exacted  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  business  is 
carried  on  or  the  property  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  taxing 
power,  while  the  latter  is  required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
riglit  to  carry  on  such  business  or  have  such  property  within  the  jur- 
isdiction.    (Or.)     Eeser  v.  Umatilla  Co.,   815. 

4.  TAXATION  of  Sheep  of  Nonresident  Owners. — A  statute  im- 
posing a  tax  of  a  certain  sum  upon  each  sheep  brought  into  the  state 
by  nonresident  owners,  which  docs  not  confer  any  special  privilege  on 
such  owners  nor  make  the  payment  of  the  tax  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  to  bring  sheep  into  tiie  state,  is  essentially  a  revenue  law, 
and  unconstitutional  because  not  uniform  and  equal  in  its  operation. 
(Or.)     Keser  v.  Umatilla  Co.,  815. 

See  Counties,  5-14. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON. 

1.  TENANTS  IN  COMMON  in  the  Purchase  of  Real  Property- 
Forfeiture. —  W'iicru   two  persuus   have   made  a  purchase  of  real  prop- 
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erty  as  tonnnfs  in  common,  and  paid  part  only  of  the  puroliaso 
]iric-e,  one  cannot,  by  notifying  the  other  of  the  time  wlion  the  balance 
must  be  paid,  and  that  unless  lie  furnishes  his  share  at  that  time,  his 
interest  in  the  pro]icrty  will  be  forf(  itetl,  accjuire  tlie  rigiit,  on  sin'li 
sliarc  not  being  furnished,  to  pay  the  ■\vliolc,  and  then  claim  all  tlie 
projterty  on  receiving  a  conveyance  thereof  from  the  vendor.  The 
one  making  the  whole  payment  is,  however,  entitled  to  hold  the 
interest  of  the  other  as  security  for  the  repayment  of  the  sum  so 
advanced  from  him.     (Wash.)     Anderson  v.  Snowden,  998. 

2.  TENANT  IN  COMMON  In  Purchase  of  Real  Property,  Rights 
of  Where  He  has  not  Paid  His  Share  of  the  Purchase  Price. — If  two 
persons  purchase,  as  tenants  in  common,  real  property,  and  one  not 
advancing  his  share  of  the  unpaid  purchase  price,  the  other  pays 
the  whole,  the  former  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  quieting  his  title 
to  the  undivided  one-half  of  the  property,  he  not  having  paid  his 
share  of  the  purchase  price,  but  the  court,  in  a  suit  between  thcin 
to  quiet  title,  may  ascertain  the  amount  due  from  the  one  cotenant 
to  the  other  and  declare  that  if  the  payment  is  made  within  a  time 
specified,  the  party  paying  shall  be  the  owner  of  the  undivided  one- 
half  of  the  property,  and  if  he  fails  to  make  such  payment,  then  a 
decree  may  be  entered  against  him  quieting  title  in  favor  of  the  one 
who  has  made  payment  of  more  than  his  share.  (Wash.)  Anderson 
V.  Snowden,  998. 

3.  TENANTS  IN  COMMON— Notice  to  One  of  Several.— When 
persons  are  jointly  pursuing  a  common  purpose  of  acquiring  title  to 
land  by  purchase  as  tenants  in  common,  notice  to  one  concerning  the 
condition  of  the  title  is  notice  to  all.      (Ark.)      Neff  v.  Elder,  G7. 

4.  COTENANCY— Trespass  Quare  Clausum.— If  the  acts  of  a  ten- 
ant in  common  amount  to  a  destruction  of  the  common  property  or 
effect  a  ])ractieal  destruction  of  the  interest  of  his  cotenant  therein, 
the  injured  owner  has  a  right  of  action  trespass  quare  clausum.  (Me.) 
Davis' V.  Poland,  480. 

5.  COTENANCY — Trespass  Quare  Clausum. — If  a  cotenant  is  in 
possession  of  tlie  premises,  the  removal  of  doors  and  windows  from 
the  residence  thereon  by  his  cotenant,  without  his  consent,  for  the 
jnirpose  of  rendering  such  residence  uninhabitable,  and  not  in  good 
faith,  as  for  the  making  of  repairs,  constitutes  such  a  destruction  of 
the  common  property,  as  makes  such  cotenant  a  trespasser,  and  liable 
in  damages,      (^lo.)      Davis  v.  Poland,  480. 

6.  COTENANCY — Damages  for  Trespass. — If  one  cotenant  is  in 
the  possession  of  the  preniisos,  the  removal  of  the  doors  and  windows 
from  the  residence  thereon,  by  his  cotenant,  without  his  consent,  for 
the  purpose  of  rendering  such  residence  uninhabitable,  renders  the 
trespassing  cotenant  liable  in  actual  damages,  but  the  injnrrd  co- 
tonnnt  cannot  recover  for  actual  suffering  endured  by  voluntarily 
Mssuniing  the  discomfort  of  living  in  the  house  for  sex-oral  weeks  be- 
fore atteni])ting  to  make  the  necessary  repairs.  (Ale.)  Davis  v. 
Poland,  4S0. 

Xote. 

Tenants  at  Sufferance,  whrther  entitled  to  notice  to  quit,  42, 

Tenants  at  Will    are  entitled  to  notice  to  quit,  42.   \?>. 

notice  to  quit  sufficient  to  terminate  rights  of,  42,  43. 

TITLE    OF    STATUTES. 

See  Statutes. 
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TORTS. 

See   Abatement   and    RevivaL 

TRADE  NAMES. 

TRADE  NAMES,  Right  to  Exclusive  Use  of,  When  not  Ac- 
quired.— If,  when  the  defendant  adopted  a  trade  name,  the  plaintiff 
had  not  acquired  any  right  in  his  trade  name,  and  it  had  not  become 
identified  with  the  plaintiff  among  dealers  and  the  general  public,  and 
the  defendant  adopted  his  name  in  good  faith,  without  any  intention 
to  wrong  plaintiff  or  acquire  his  business,  then  neither  acquired  any 
better  right  to  the  use  of  his  trade  name  than  the  other  to  the  use  of 
his.     (Mass.)      Giragosian  v.  Chutjian,  570. 

TRADE  UNIONS. 

See  Conspiracy. 

TRESPASSERS. 

See  Negligence,  21;  Tenancy  in  Common. 

TRIAL. 

Instructions. 

1.  TRIAL — Erroneous  Instructions — Assuming  Verdict. — An  in- 
struction assuming  that  the  jury  is  going  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
assess  the  value  of  the  services  in  question,  and  which  is  limited  alone 
to  directions  as  to  what  the  jury  should  take  into  account  in  making 
the  assessment  is  erroneous.     (Mo.)     Morrell  v.  Lawrence,  660. 

2.  APPEAL  AND  ERROR — Jury  Trial.— If  the  court  gives  only 
general  instructions  when  special  should  also  have  been  given,  this 
is  not  a  ground  for  reversal  at  the  instance  of  a  party,  who  did  not 
obiect  to  the  action  of  the  court  when  taken,  nor  make  a  request  for 
additional  instructions.     (Ark.)     St.  Louis  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dupree,  74. 

3.  TRIAL — Instructions. — Remarks  of  the  court  to  the  jury  during 
the  progress  of  the  trial  calling  attention  to  the  purpose  for  which 
certain  evidence  is  admitted  are  not  instructions.  (Ind.)  Providence 
Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wolf,  395. 

4.  TRIAL. — Oral  Exceptions  to  Instructions  to  be  effective  must 
be  entered  upon  the  record.  (Ind.)  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co. 
v.  Wolf,  395. 

5.  TRIAL — Findings — Presumption. — If  a  finding  is  silent  upon  a 
material  fact,  it  will  be  presumed  not  to  exist,  as  against  the  party 
having  the  burden  of  proof.  (Ind.)  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ramsev, 
379. 

6.  TRIAL — Instructions. — If  the  jury  has  been  fully  instructed,  it 
is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  further  and  additional  instructions. 
(Ind.)     Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  356. 

7.  TRIAL — Instructions. — An  instruction  stating  to  the  jur%'  that 
in  determining  the  disputed  question,  it  should  consider  all  the  evi- 
dence upon  that  question  in  the  case,  together  with  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  shown  to  exist  in  the  case  which  have  any  bearing 
thereon,  is  not  open  to  the  criticism  that  it  permits  the  jury  to  consider 
evidence  which  is  not  pertinent  or  relevant  to  the  issue.  (Ind.) 
Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  356. 

8.  INSTRUCTIONS. — A  Party  cannot  Complain  of  an  instruction 
given  on  helialf  of  bis  adversary  like  one  given  at  his  own  request. 
(^111.)      McKinnie  v.  Laue,  338. 


Index  llf/.'j 

Excessive   Verdict. 

9.  TRIAL — Excessive  Verdict. — Tt  is  peculiarly  witliiTi  the  prov- 
ince of  the  trial  court  to  aet  aside  a  verdict  as  excessive.  (Mo.) 
Morrell  v.  Lawrence,  GGO. 

See  Criminal  Law,  4-6. 

TROVER  AND  CONVERSION. 

1.  TROVER — Sufficiency  of  Complaint. — In  an  action  of  trover 
it  is  siifTifient  to  allege  the  conversion  as  a  fact  witliout  stating  the 
particular  acts  constituting  the  unauthorized  assumption  and  exercise 
of  the  rigiit  of  owncirship.     (Or.)      Austin  v.  Vanderbilt,  800. 

2.  TROVER — Tender  by  Pledgor  Before  Suit. — Where  property  has 
been  converted  by  the  pledgee  thereof,  no  tender  of  the  debt  by  the 
pledgor  is  necessary  before  bringing  an  action  for  the  conversion. 
(Or.)     Austin    v.    Vanderbilt,   800. 

3.  TROVER — Measure  of  Damages — Evidence  of  Value. — The 
value  of  property  at  the  time  of  its  conversion  is  generally  the  measure 
of  damages  in  an  action  of  trover;  but  to  ascertain  that  value,  evi- 
dence of  its  worth  a  reasonable  time  prior  and  subse<juent  to  the 
conversion    is    admissible.     (Or.)      Austin    v.    Vanderbilt,    800. 

TRUST  DEEDS. 

1.  TRUST  DEEDS — Foreclosure — Rights  of  Purchaser — Jurisdic- 
tion of  Eriuity. — A  person  holding  a  trust  deed  cannot,  by  a  decree 
of  a  court  of  equity,  be  compelled  to  pay  a  sum  fixed  by  the  court  as 
the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  trustee's  sale,  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  ])urchasing  it.      (Mo.)      Hewitt  v.  Price,   G81. 

2.  TRUST  DEEDS — Foreclosure — Rights  of  Purchaser. — The  pur- 
chase of  land  at  trustee's  sale  under  a  deed  of  trust  must  be  entirely 
voluntary,  and  if  the  sale  is  valid  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  liold  the 
land;  if  it  is  invalid  by  reason  of  any  informality  in  coinhicting  the 
sale  or  by  any  fraud  perpetrated  by  tlic  purchaser,  it  must  be  set 
aside.     (Mo.)     Hewitt   v.  Price,  G81. 

3.  TRUST  DEEDS — Foreclosure — Fraud — Burden  of  Proof. — If  it 
is  sought  to  set  aside  a  trustee's  sale  under  a  deed  of  trust  upon  the 
ground  of  misrepresentation  or  fraud,  the  burd(Mi  of  firoof  is  uixin 
the  person  charging  such  fraud  or  misrepresentation.  (Mo.)  Hewitt 
v.   Price,  (iSl. 

4.  TRUST  DEEDS — Foreclosure — Fraudulent  Sale — Remedy. — If  a 
trustee's  sale  under  a  deinl  of  trust  is  unfair  and  sui  rounded  by  ;i 
state  of  facts  which  shows  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  the  chan- 
cellor that  to  permit  it  to  stand  would  work  a  fraud  upon  the  ri<^lits 
of  the  mortgagors,  then  such  sale  should  be  aet  aside  and  the  j.iarties 
[ilaced  in  the  jiosition  they  occupied  before  any  sale  took  jilacc,  or,  at 
tlie  election  of  the  mortgagors,  the  sale  may  b(!  set  aside  ii|)i)n  th(^ 
condition  that  tlie  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt,  togetler  with  in- 
terest, be  fully  paid  and   satisfied.      (Mo.)      Hewitt   v.   Price,   081. 

ULTRA   VIRES. 

See   Municipal   Cor[)orat  ions,    '21')  .''.,'{. 
Note. 

Unlawful  Detainer,  acts  or  omissions  of   the   landlord   as  defenses   to 
prdceedings   for,   (!l-()4. 
acts    of    tli(     defendant    cnnst  i  t  n  t  ing    di  t<  nst  s    to,    04. 
Am.   at.   Kep.,    Vol.    1'20 — 73 
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Unlawful  Detainer,  acquisition  of  landlord 's  title,  defense  of,  58-60. 
administrators    and    executors,    when    may    maintain    proceeding 

for,   39. 
adverse  title,  acquisition  of,  cannot  be  asserted  as  a  defense  in,  58. 
advtrse   title,   claimants   under,   when   proper   defendants   in   pro- 
ceedings for,  56. 
against  tenants  at  sufferance,  42. 
against  tenants  at  will,  42,  43. 
against  tenants  from  month  to  month,  43-49. 
against  tenants  from  year  to  year,  45. 
assignee  of  lease  as  a  defendant  in  proceedings  for,  35. 
assignee  of  the  lease  or  of  the  right  to  receive  the  rents,  when 

may  maintain  proceeding  for,  38. 
assignors  and  assignees,  when  may  maintain  proceedings  for,  39. 
breaches  of  conditions  or  covenants  by  the  landlord,  whether  may 

constitute   a   defense,   62. 
by  holding  after  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  51,  52. 
by  holding  after  forfeiture  by  breach  of  covenant  or  condition, 

51,  52. 
by  holding  after  forfeiture  by  default  in  payment  of  rent,  50,  51. 
by  holding  after  the  expiration  of  a  definite  term,  40,  41, 
by  holding  after  the  happening  of  a  contingency  terminating  the 

lease,  41. 
by  holding  after  using  premises  for  unlawful  or  forbidden  pur- 
pose, 52,  55. 
counterclaims   in   proceedings  for,  57,   58,   63. 
defendants  in  proceedings  for,  who  are  proper  and  necessary,  55, 

56. 
defenses  to  proceedings  for,  55-66. 
definitions   of,   3i. 
demand  for   payment   of   rent   cannot   be   dispensed   with  by   the 

lease,  52. 
demand   for  payment   of  rent,  form  and  contents  of,   to   sustain 

forfeiture,    53. 
demand  for  payment  of  rent,  giving  and  serving,  54. 
demand  for  payment  of  rent,  necessity  for,  51,  52, 
demand  for  possession   must   be   made   on   tenant  at  will   though 

notice  to  quit  has  been  given,  43. 
demand  not  a  condition  precedent   to  maintaining  where   tenant 

holds  after  the  expiration  of  a  definite  term,  41. 
demand  or  notice  to  tenant  at  sufferance,  whether  essential,  42. 
demand  where  cause  of  forfeiture  is  other  than   nonpayment   of 

rent,   53,   54. 
disclaimer  of  tenant  waives  notice  to  quit,  50. 
estoppel  of  the  defendant  to  deny  the  plaintiff's  title,  56. 
equitable   defenses   in   proceedings    for,   65. 
eviction  under  title  paramount,  defense  of,  58. 
execution   or   judicial   sale,   defense   of   acquisition   of   landlord's 

title   by,   59. 
failure  of  landlord  to  pay  demands  due  tenant,  62,  63, 
force  is  not  an  element  of,  34. 
forfeiture,    waiver    of,    63,   64. 

heirs  or  devisees,  whether  may  maintain  proceeding  for,  38. 
illegal  purj)oscs,  use  of  premises  for,  55. 
improvements   or   repairs   by   tenant   for  which   he   has   not  been 

j)aid,    63. 
joinder  of  parties  defendant  in  proceedings  for,  55,  56. 
landlord  is  a   proper   person   to   maintain   proceeding  for,   36. 
landlord,  conveyance  by  pendente  lite,  37. 
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Unlawful  Detainer,  Innfllord  grant ing  now  lease,  -wluthor  may  mnin- 
tnin  proceeding  for,  36,  37. 

landlord  who  has  contracted  to  sell,  whether  may  maintain  pro- 
ceedings  for,   36,   37. 

landlord  wlio  has  conveyed  the  property,  whether  may  maintain 
proceedings  for,  37. 

leasing  of  property  is  necessary  to  support  proceedings  for,  35. 

mortgagor  is  not  subject  to  proceeding  of,  by  mortgagee,  36. 

limitations  against  proceedings,  66. 

notice  to  quit,  by  whom  may  be  served,  47. 

notice  to  quit,  by  whom  should  be  given,  45. 

notice  to  quit,  form  and  contents  of,  48,  49. 

notice  to  quit,  how,  when,  and  on  whom  may  be  served,  47. 

notice    to    quit,    oral,   48. 

notice  to  quit,  proof  of  service  of,  48. 

notice  to  quit,  serving  upon  agent  or  servant,  47,  48. 

notice  to  quit,  to  whom  should  be  given,  46. 

notice  to  quit,  trespassers  and  intruders  are  not  entitled  to,  40. 

notice  to  quit,  waiver  of,  49,  50. 

notice  to  tenant  at  will  to  sustain,  42,  43. 

notice  to  tenant  from  montli  to  month,  form  and  contents  of,  44. 

notice  to  tenant  from  month  to  month  required  to  support  the 
proceeding  for,  44. 

notice  to  tenant  from  year  to  year  required  to  support  the  pro- 
ceeding for,  45. 

outstanding  title,  defense  of,  60,  61. 

prcscrij)tion,  title  by,  as  a  defense    to  proceedings  for,  66. 

presupposes  that  the  possession  of  the  defendant  was  acquired 
without  wrong,  35. 

public  lands,   defense   that   premises   constitute,  57. 

purchase,  contract  of,  possession  held  under,  whether  may  be 
devested  by,  36. 

purchasers  and  lessees  of  the  landlord,  whether  and  when  may 
maintain  proceedings  for,  37,  38. 

purchasers  at  execution  or  judicial  sale  may  maintain  proceed- 
ings for,  39. 

receivers,  whether  may  maintain  proceeding  for,  38. 

redemption  and  relief  from  judgments  in,  66,  67. 

refusal  to  surrender  possession,  when  not  essential  to,  34. 

statutes  extending  the  right  to  maintain  proceedings  for,  to  per- 
sons holding  possession  under  express  contracts,  36. 

successors  in  interest,  when  may  maintain   proceeding  for,  39. 

subtenants  are  proper  parties  to  proceedings  for,  55,  56. 

tax  sale,  defense  of  acquisition   of   landlord's   title   by,  59. 

tenant  at  sufferance,  when  subject  to  proceeding  for,  42. 

tenant  at  will  cannot  be  dispossessed  without  notice  to  quit,  42,  43. 

tenant  at  will,  notice  to,  when  sufficient  to  sustain  proceeding, 
42,  43. 

tender  of  rents,  when  deposit  in   court   is  essential,  64. 

termination  of  landlord's  title,  defense  of,  60. 

time,   length   of,  required  in  notice    to   quit,   43. 

title,  issue  of,   whether  and   when   may  be   presented   in,  56-58. 

validity   of   the   lease,   questioning  in   proceedings   for,   61. 

waiver  of  right  to  maintain  proceeding  for,  63. 

what  makes  tlie  detainer  unlawful,  40-45. 

who    may    maintain    proceeding   for,    36-40. 

who  may  be  proceeded  against,  because  of,  55,  56. 
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VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 

1.  VENDOB  AND  VENDEE — Forfeiture  of  Vendee's  Eights. — 
Where  a  bond  for  a  deed  provides  that  in  case  of  default  in  payments 
the  vendor  may  declare  the  bond  void  and  repossess  himself  of  the 
premises,  the  mere  default  of  the  vendees  does  not  work  a  forfeiture 
of  their  rights  unless  the  vendor  elects  to  insist  on  a  strict  perform- 
ance, in  which  case  he  is  required  to  give  timely  notice  of  his  inten- 
tion to   cancel  the  contract.     (Or.)     Higinbotham  v.  Frock,  796. 

2.  VENDOR  AND  VENDEE — Forfeiture  of  Vendee's  Bights.— 
A  vendor  cannot,  because  of  a  default  in  payments,  forfeit  the 
rights  of  the  vendees  when  he  himself  is  not  in  a  position  to  perform 
the    contract    of    sale.     (Or.)     Higinbotham    v.    Frock,    796. 

3.  VENDOB  AND  VENDEE— Forfeitures.— A  Court  of  Equity 
will  not  declare  a  forfeiture  against  a  vendee,  but  will  leave  the  vendor 
to   his   legal   remedy.     (Or.)     Higinbotham   v.   Frock,   796. 

4.  VENDOB  AND  VENDEE. — ^A  Bond  for  a  Deed  Transfers  to 
the  Vendee  an  equitabi'^  title.     (Or.)     Higinbotham  v.  Frock,  796. 

5.  VENDOB  AND  VENDEE — Foreclosure  of  Vendee's  Interest. — 
An  application  for  strict  foreclosure  against  a  vendee  under  a  bond 
for  title  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  will  not  be 
granted  without  giving  him  a  reasonable  time  to  comply  with  his 
contract.     (Or.)     Higinbotham  v.  Frock,  796. 

6.  A  VENDOB 'S  LIEN  not  Expressed  in  the  Conveyance  is  not 
enforceable  against  subsequent  purchasers  without  notice.  (Ark.) 
NefiE  V.  Elder,  67. 

VENUE. 

See    Ejectment,   2. 

VEBDICT. 

See    Trial,    9. 

WATEBS  AND  WATEBCOUBSES. 

Channel  of  Stream. 

1.  WATERCOUBSE. — The  "Channel"  of  a  Stream  is  the  passage- 
way between  the  banks  through  which  the  water  flows;  it  may  in- 
clude the  flow  of  water  between  an  island  and  a  bank  of  the  stream, 
(Or.)     Morton  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  Ey.  Co.,  827. 

Water  Company — Coiistruction  of  Bitches  and  Supply  of  Water. 

2.  WATEBS,  Finding  as  to  Use  of,  When  Too  Indefinite. — In  a  suit 
respecting  the  use  of  water  it  is  not  sufficient  to  find  that  tlie  plaintiff 
had  not  the  water  every  ten  or  twelve  days  from  a  specified  ditcli, 
but  the  court  should  find  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiff 
had  and  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  water,  and  what  rights  with 
respect  thereto  had  been  acquired  by  him.  (Utah)  Bartholomew  v. 
Fayette   Irrigation   Co.,   912. 

3.  WATERS,  Corporation  Owning  a  Majority  Interest  in,  Bights 
and  Powers  of. — When  a  majority  of  the  persons  owning  a  water  right 
which  had  been  used  and  which  they  are  entitled  to  use  on  thfir 
lands  form  a  corporation  and  transfer  their  interests  to  it,  the 
corporation  acquires  no  greater  or  different  rights  than  were  held  by 
the  several  persons  so  conveying  to  it,  and  hence  it  has  not  the 
right  to  deny  to  a  minority  owner  not  joining  in  the  corporation  the 
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same  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  which  he  had  before  the  corpora- 
tion was  formed.  It  cannot,  as  a  majority  owner,  exercise  an  absolute 
power  over  tlie  water,  and  if  it  undertakes  to  do  so,  the  court  will 
interpose  to  compel  it  to  permit  the  use  by  the  minority  owner  of  the 
water  to  which  he  is  entitled.  To  the  extent  of  his  interest  the 
minority  owner  has  an  equal  right  with  the  corporation  to  a  voice 
in  the  proceedings  to  determine  matters  of  regulation  and  dis- 
tribution of  the  water  in  which  he  is  interested.  (Utah)  Bartholo- 
mew  V.   Fayette  Irrigation   Co.,  912. 

4.  PUBLIC  LANDS,  Eight  to  Construct  Water  Ditches  as  Against 
Persons  Initiating  Homestead  Rights. — After  the  initiation  of  a  home- 
stead claim,  though  before  the  issuing  of  a  patent  thereto,  no  one  has 
the  right  against  the  claimant  to  enter  upon  the  land  and  construct 
and  maintain  a  water  ditch  without  making  compensation  therefor, 
aud  the  title  of  the  claimant,  on  his  receipt  of  a  patent,  relates 
to  such  initiation  and  enables  him  to  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin 
the  maintenance  of  such  ditch  until  compensation  is  made.  (Wash.) 
Atkinson  v.   Washington  Irr.  Co.,  978. 

5.  ESTOPPEL  BY  DELAY  to  Object  to  the  Digging  of  a  Canal.— 
A  homestead  claimant,  by  failing  to  object  to  the  digging  of  au  irri- 
gation ditch  on  the  lands  claimed,  is  not,  on  the  receipt  of  his  patent, 
estopped  from  maintaining  a  proceeding  to  enjoin  the  continuance 
of  such  ditch  until  compensation  is  made.  (Wash.)  Atkinson  v. 
Wasliiiigton  Irr.   Co.,   978. 

Liability  of  Water  Company  for  Fires. 

6.  CORPORATIONS — Waterworks  Company— Liability  of  for 
Damages  Caused  by  Fire. — If  a  waterworks  company  enters  into  a 
contract  with  a  city  under  which  it  enjoys  extensive  franchises  and 
privileges,  such  as  the  exclusive  right  to  furnish  water  to  the  city 
and  its  inhabitants  for  a  long  period,  the  right  to  have  special  taxes 
levied  on  the  property  of  the  citizens  for  its  benefit,  the  right  to  use 
the  streets  with  its  mains  and  hydrants,  and  the  right  to  charge  tolls 
and  regulate  the  use  of  water,  it  thereby  assumes  the  public  duty 
of  furnishing  water  for  extinguishing  fires,  and  for  negligence  in 
the  discharge  of  this  duty,  whereby  a  fire  department,  adequately 
equipped  and  prepared,  is  not  furnished  with  water,  and  property  is, 
on  account  of  such  negligence,  destroyed  by  fire,  such  water  com- 
pany is  liable  in  an  action  of  tort  to  the  property  owner  for  the  dam- 
ages thus  suffered  by  him.  (Fla.)  Mugge  v.  Tampa  Waterworks  Co., 
2U7. 

Hight  of  Eiparian  Owner  to  Defend  Against  Stream. 

7.  WATERCOURSE— Defense      Against      Swollen      Stream.— The 

swollen  current  of  a  river  during  floods  is  a  part  of  the  stream,  and 
not  surface  water  against  which  a  laud  proprietor  may  combat  as  ho 
would  oppose  a  common  enemy  to  the  injury  of  other  proprieturs. 
(Or.)      Morton  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  Ry.  Co.,  827. 

8.  WATERCOURSE. — The  Terms  "Dam,"  "Jetty,"  "Dike." 
and  "Embankment"  Defined  aud  Distinguished. — An  embunkiinui  or 
dike  is  a  structure  of  earth  or  other  material  usually  placed  upon  the 
bank  of  a  stream  or  near  the  shore  of  a  lake  or  hay  anil  extemlinL; 
across  low  land  to  higher  ground,  forming  a  continuous  bulwark 
or  obstruction  to  water,  and  tlesigncd  to  kt^ep  it  without  the  in- 
closure  thus  formed.  A  dam  is  a  st  ruct  ii  ii^  erecteil  in  and  usually 
extending  across  the  entire  channel  at  right  angles  to  a  stream, 
aud  intended  to  retard  the  How  of  water.     A  jetty  is  a  kind  of  dam 
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intended  to  deflect  tlie  current,  so  as  to  deepen  the  cliannel  or  t» 
form  an  eddy  below  the  obstruction  in  which  sediment  may  be  de- 
posited thereby  extending  and  protecting  the  bank.  (Or.)  Morton 
V.  Oregon  Short  Line  Ry.  Co.,  827. 

9.  WATERCOURSE. — Courts  Take  Judicial  Notice  of  the  laws  of 
nature  governing  the  effect  on  riparian  lands  of  deflecting  the  waters 
of  a  swollen  stream  by  the  construction  of  a  jetty.  (Or.)  Morton 
V.  Oregon  Short  Line  Ry.  Co.,  827. 

10.  WATERCOURSE. — The  construction  of  a  jetty  in  a  river  by 
a  railroad  company  to  protect  its  property  in  times  of  high  water, 
which  jetty,  by  deflecting  the  current  of  the  stream  or  shoaling  it« 
waters,  injures  a  lower  proprietor,  is  unlawful  and  will  be  enjoined. 
(Or.)     Morton  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  Ry.  Co.,  827. 

WILLS. 

In  General. 

1.  WILLS — Clause  Dispensing  with  Administration. — A  provision 
in  a  will  directing  the  executor  to  administer  the  estate  "without 
going  into  court  or  taking  letters  testamentary"  is  void.  (Mo.) 
Sevier  v.  "Woodson,  728. 

2.  WILLS — Interpretation  of  Valid  and  Invalid  Portions. — A  will 
may  be  valid  in  part  and  invalid  in  part,  but  in  determining  what 
was  the  real  scheme  of  disposition  in  the  mind  of  the  testator,  the 
valid  and  invalid  portions  must  be  alike  considered,  since  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  in  formulating  his  scheme  he  supposed  all  portions  legal 
and  valid.     (Mo.)     Sevier  v.   Woodson,   728. 

3.  WILLS — Elimination  of  Invalid  Clauses. — Invalid  provisions  in 
a  will  may  be  rejected  and  the  valid  provisions  given  effect,  if  the 
general  scheme  of  disposition  entertained  by  the  testator  is  not  there- 
by changed.     (Mo.)     Sevier  v.  Woodson,  728. 

4.  WILLS — Trusts — Repugnant  Clauses. — Where  one  clause  of  a 
will  appoints  the  two  sons  of  the  testator  trustees  of  the  property 
devised  for  their  own  use  and  benefit  during  their  natural  lives,  the 
effect  of  the  devise,  without  an  intervening  trustee,  is  to  vest  in  the 
sons  a  life  estate,  and  a  subsequent  clause  depriving  them  of  the 
power  of  alienation  is  repugnant  to  the  estate  devised  and  therefore 
void.     (111.)     Streit  v.  Jay,  304. 

Agreement  to  Make  Will. 

5.  WILLS — Agreement  to  Make — Consideration. — The  privilege  of 
naming  a  child  given  to  a  testator  by  its  parents  is  a  sufficient  eon- 
sidenition  to  support  a  contract  to  bequeath  property  to  such  child. 
(Wis.)     Freeman  v.  Morris,   1038. 

6.  WILLS — Agreement  to  Make  Indefinlteness. — A  contract  to 
bequeath  something  to  a  person  named  without  specifying  any  certain 
property  or  sum  of  money  is  void  for  indefinlteness  and  uncertainty, 
and  it  is  not  rendered  valid  by  statements  made  to  third  persons 
by  the  testator  that  he  was  going  to  bequeath  to  the  person  named  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  nor  by  wills  executed  by  him  bequeathing  such 
i^um,  if  such  wills  are  revoked  by  a  later  will  wholly  omitting  such 
bequest.     (Wis.)     Freeman  v.  Morris,  1038. 

Estate  Created  hy  Devise. 

7.  WILLS — Cutting  Down  Gift  by  Subsequent  Clause. — An  estate 
granted  in  plain  and  unequivocal  language  in  one  clause  of  a  will 
cannot  be  lessened  or  cut   down   by  a  subsequent  clause,  unless   tlie 
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Iniiguagp  fherein  !s  as  dear,  plain  and  nnoquKocal  as  tliat  in  the  first 
grant.     (Mo.)     Sevier   v.    Woodson,    728. 

8.  WILLS — Creation  of  Life  Estate  and  Remainder. — A  devise 
to  the  wife  of  the  testator  for  and  during  her  natural  life,  and  at  licr 
death  to  the  daughter  of  the  testator  and  her  two  ciiildren,  creates  in 
the  latter  a  vested  remainder,  subject  only  to  a  life  estate  in  the 
widow.     (111.)     Deadman   v.   Yantis,   291. 

9.  WILLS — Creation  of  Tenancy  in  Common. — A  devise  to  the 
testator's  two  daughters  "jointly"  creates,  under  the  Missouri  stat- 
utes, an  estate  in  common  and  not  in  joint  tenancy.  (Mo.)  Colien 
v.  Herbert,  772. 

Contest  of  Will. 

10.  WILL  CONTEST — Testamentary  Capacity — Former  Adjudica- 
tion.— On  the  contest  of  a  will  by  tlic  heirs  of  the  testatrix,  the 
pleadings  and  decree  in  a  suit  by  her  guardian  against  the  proponent 
canceling  certain  of  her  contracts  made  about  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will,  on  the  ground  of  unsoundness  of  mind,  are  admissible 
on  the  issue  of  testamentary  capacity.  (Iowa)  In  re  Estate  of  Ilen- 
dershott,   438. 

11.  WILL  CONTEST. — The  Order  of  Introduction  of  Evidence  in 
a  will  contest  is  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  (Iowa)  In 
re   Estate   of   Hendershott,   438. 

12.  WILL  CONTEST.— The  Costs  of  a  WiU  Contest  between  the 
proponent  who  claims  the  estate  of  the  decedent  under  the  will  and 
the  contestants  who  claim  as  heirs  at  law  are  properly  charged  to  the 
unsuccessful   party.     (Iowa)     In   re   Estate   of  Hendershott,   438. 

ConduHirrness  of  Probate. 

13.  WILLS — Conclusiveness  of  Probate. — When  a  will  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  probate  the  judgment  of  probate  is  a  judicial  act  binding 
upon  all  tlie  world  until  set  aside  in  the  mode  and  within  the  time 
allowed   by  law.     (Mo.)     Cohen   v.  Herbert,   772. 

14.  WILLS — Conclusiveness  of  Foreign  Probate. — Where  a  will  was 
executed  and  probated  in  Xcw  York  in  conformity  with  the  statutes 
of  Missouri,  and  an  authenticated  copy  thereof  was  recorded  in  ]\Iis- 
souri,  in  a  county  where  some  of  the  devised  land  is  situated,  the  heirs 
cannot,  after  tlie  expiration  of  five  years  without  any  contest,  collater- 
ally attack  the  probate  decree  in  ejectment  to  recover  the  land  on  the 
ground  that  tlie  will  had  been  revoked,  under  the  laws  of  botli  states, 
by  the  marriage  of  the  testatrix  after  its  execution.  (Mo.)  Cohen 
V.   Herbert,    772. 

Note. 

Wills,  intent  of  the  testator  governs,  739. 

in\ali(l  parts  not  capable  of  separation  from  the  valid  invalidate 
the  whole  will,  744. 

iii\ali(i  trust  in,  when  avoids  the  whole,  743. 

void  and  valid  parts  of,  separaliility  of,  illustrations  of,  740-743. 

void   and   valid   parts  of,  wiien  not  sojiaralile,   Tl.'V?!"). 

void    in    part   and   valid   in    part,   genornl    rules   cont  ri>lling,    739. 

vuiil,  tiust   under,  wlicn   docs  not   avi)id   1  ht>   wiiole   will,   742. 

Void   in    part  may  be  good  as  to  tiu>   residue,  7311. 

uncertainty  in  one  part,  when  does  not  render  the  whole  void,  741. 


1160  Index. 

witnesses. 

WITNESS,  Wife  Against  Husband  on  a  Prosecution  for  Bigamy. 
The  first  wife  is  not  competent  as  a  witness  against  ber  husband  on 
a  prosecution  for  bigamy.     (Wash.)     State  v.  Kniffen,  1009. 

WOBDS  AND  PHBASES. 

WORDS  AND  PHBASES. — The  Word  "Shoot"  is  synonymous 
with  "kill,"  and  is  frequently,  perhaps  usually,  employed  in  that 
sense.     (Minn.)     Bader  v.  New  Amsterdam  Cas.  Co.,  613. 


Library  Use  Only 


A     001  190  776     3 


n 


1 1 


r 


